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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1996 


WEDNESDAY,  MAY  17,  1995 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  9:33  a.m.,  in  room  SD-192,  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Slade  Gorton  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Gorton,  Stevens,  Cochran,  Domenici,  Bums, 
Bennett,  Bumpers,  and  Reid. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

National  Park  Service 

statement  of  roger  kennedy,  director 

accompanied  by: 

denis  galvin,  associate  director,  planning  and  develop- 
MENT 

c.  bruce  sheaffer,  assistant  director,  comptroller,  na- 
tional park  service 
robert  stanton,  national  capital  region,  washington,  dc 

Assistant  Secretary,  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks 

statement  of  hon.  george  t.  frampton,  jr.,  assistant  sec- 
RETARY 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Senator  Gorton.  I  will  call  this  hearing  on  the  National  Park 
Service  to  order. 

This  hearing  succeeds  a  number  of  conversations  that  I  have  had 
with  Mr.  Kennedy  and  with  others. 

We  have  before  us  the  President's  budget  for  the  Service  which, 
personally,  I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  provide,  but  I  am  not 
going  to  be  able  to  provide.  The  budget  resolutions  in  both  Houses 
are  on  the  floor  this  week. 

The  Senate  resolution,  which  is  the  more  generous  of  the  two,  is 
going  to  end  up  causing  this  subcommittee  to  propose  reductions  of 
anywhere  from  10  to  15  percent  in  the  entities  that  are  under  its 
jurisdiction. 

The  specific  assumption  in  the  Senate  budget  resolution  with  the 
Park  Service  is  a  10-percent  reduction,  just  about  the  lowest  of  any 
that  are  proposed.  The  budget  resolution  has  not  become  law  yet. 

(1) 


But  it  seems  to  me  very  unlikely  that  those  general  figures  for  this 
subcommittee  will  change  for  the  better. 

I  reflect,  in  one  sense,  the  views  of  the  Budget  Committee.  Of  the 
many  entities  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  subcommittee, 
I  put  the  National  Park  Service  at  or  very  close  to  the  top,  from 
the  perspective  of  what  it  means  to  the  people  of  the  United  States 
and  the  importance  of  keeping  our  national  parks  as  major  jewels. 

But  we  are  faced  with  budget  constraints.  I  have  asked  the  direc- 
tor to  tell  me  in  as  formal  as  possible  a  fashion  how  he  will  react 
to  these  changes  if,  in  fact,  they  take  place;  not  a  pleasant  assign- 
ment for  him  and  not  a  pleasant  assignment  for  the  subcommittee, 
but  probably  an  assignment  reflecting  a  reality. 

So  with  tnat  do  any  of  the  other  members  wish  to  make  an  open- 
ing statement? 

Senator  Reid. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  HARRY  REID 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  indicate  to  you  the  problems  we  have  in  Ne- 
vada, especially,  in  the  Lake  Mead  recreational  area  is  to  under- 
stand that  we  had  10  million  visitors  in  that  very  fragile  area  last 
year. 

In  one  part  of  Lake  Mead,  we  have  had  to  notify  everyone,  people 
in  control  there,  that  the  water  facility  deficiencies  in  the  system 
were  such  that  it  could  no  longer  give  people  water  to  drink. 

The  system  poses,  in  the  words  of  the  State,  an  acute  risk  to 
human  health,  specifically  from  a  possible  presence  in  microbio- 
logical contamination. 

The  park  was  required  to  issue  a  public  notice  to  water  users 
stating  the  water  poses  a  risk  to  human  health  and  that  users 
should  boil  the  water  before  consumption.  This  is  really  not  a  very 
good  indication  of  what  our  park  system  is  like,  especially  when 
you  have  10  million  people  a  year  coming  to  that  area. 

I  know  that,  in  ^he  past,  this  committee  has  been  very  good 
about  some  of  our  problems  at  the  park  with  law  enforcement  and 
unsanitary  conditions  because  we  had  no  toilets  and  there  was  not 
any  help  there  because  of  the  tremendous  overuse. 

I  would  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  have  a  chance  to  ask  questions 
today,  that  I  have  the  opportunity  to  delve  into  that  matter  and 
that,  if  something  comes  up  that  I  have  to  leave,  then  I  would  like 
those  questions  answered  in  writing  as  to  what  we  are  going  to  do 
about  this  real  embarrassment,  for  lack  of  a  better  word. 

Senator  Gorton.  You  will  certainly  have  that  opportunity. 

Senator  Burns. 

Senator  Burns.  Go  to  Senator  Bennett,  would  you? 

Senator  GORTON.  All  right. 

Senator  Bennett. 

Senator  Burns.  I  have  a  vote 

Senator  Bennett.  I  have  no  opening  statement,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Gorton.  Well,  Senator  Burns,  are  we  ready  to  go? 
[Laughter.] 

Senator  Bennett.  Do  you  want  me  to  filibuster  while  you  wait? 

Senator  Burns.  Yes;  you  filibuster.  Our  office  is  all  torn  up  over 
there.  We  are  part  of  this  junk  yard  that  is  right  across  the  hall 


here,  we  are  having  a  hard  time  getting  our  stuff  off  of  the  printer 
this  morning. 

So  if  you  want  to,  proceed.  I  can  do  my  statement 

Senator  Gorton.  Fine. 

Senator  Burns  [continuing].  And  have  it  entered  into  the  record. 
I  might  capsulate  that  or 

Senator  Reid.  I  wonder  if  I  could  come  later  in  the  day  and  hear 
it  if  you  do  not  have  a  chance  to 

Senator  Stevens.  Do  you  want  to  set  a  time  now,  Senator,  or 
should  we  let  us  hear  from  the  chairman. 

Senator  Gorton.  This  Senator  can  also  say  that  he  has  just  ac- 
cepted yesterday  at  noon  an  invitation  from  Senator  Mack  to  visit 
the  Everglades  on  Saturday  and  see  what  is  going  on  there. 

Any  suggestions  that  you  have  for  me  as  to  what  to  look  at  will 
be  appreciated.  I  believe  you  are  our  hosts  down  there. 

Now,  who  is  going  to  give  formal  testimony? 

SUMMARY  statement  OF  ROGER  KENNEDY 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  assume  it  is  me,  sir.  George  Frampton,  the  As- 
sistant Secretary,  to  whom  I  report  will  follow  me  and  pick  up  after 
me  and  make  right  what  I  fail  to  do  properly. 

Senator  GrORTON.  Well,  then  you  go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  I^NNEDY.  Ordinarilv,  as  you  suggested,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
would  be  here  testifying  aoout  the  President's  budget  and  the  de- 
partmental budget. 

Obviously,  circumstances  have  altered,  and  we  owe  you  an  obli- 
gation to  respond  as  well  as  we  can  to  our  circumstances  as  we  see 
them  today  and  forward. 

The  first  thing  I  would  like  to  implore  of  this  committee  is  that 
you  give  us  every  possible  opportunity  to  earn  back  as  much  as  we 
possibly  can,  on  our  own,  by  our  own  exertion,  what  you  have  to 
take  out  of  us  somewhere  else. 

I  hope  that  you  will  let  us,  through  fee  legislation  and  conces- 
sions reform,  earn  our  way  through  this  budgetary  crisis. 

Senator  GtoRTON.  Why  do  I  not  interrupt  right  now  and  have  you 
explain  to  us  what  you  think  you  could  do  if  you  had  plenary  au- 
thority in  those  two  areas? 

FEE  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Kennedy.  With  respect  to  the  fee  legislation,  this  is  a  matter 
of  bringing  some  order  to  an  otherwise  fairly  anarchic  fee  raising 
system.  And  it  puts  a  strong  emphasis  where  it  belongs,  which  is 
keeping  the  fees  in  the  parks. 

It  means  that  instead  of  money  going  back  to  the  general  reve- 
nues, which  is  contrary  to  the  expectations  of  the  American  public, 
the  fees  that  are  collected  at  the  gate  stay  in  the  parks. 

I  have  tried  to  get  a  look  at  what  a  10-percent  cut  would  do  to 
us.  It  produces  about  a  $100  to  $110  million  reduction. 

I  cannot  promise  you  we  would  get  all  of  that  back  out  of  the 
first  year's  fee  take.  But  I  can  assure  you  that  we  could  get  halfway 
there.  We  need  to  have  this  capacity. 

And  essentially,  sir,  I  would  like  to  address  myself  to  you  and  the 
other  members  of  this  committee.  Please  do  not  load  up  a  fee  bill 
for  which  we  have  bipartisan  support  and  consensus,  I  think,  with 


everybody  else's  troubles  so  that  it  is  so  loaded  to  the  gunnels  that 
if  it  capsizes,  everything  thus  goes  out  at  once  leaving  us  with  no 
help  to  do  what  we  are  ready  to  do. 

CONCESSIONS  LEGISLATION 

With  respect  to  the  concessions  bill,  what  we  want  to  do  is  get 
honest  competition  into  the  concessions  management  of  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service — to  remove  the  automatic  right  of  renewal, 
which  means  that  whoever  is  there  now  gets  to  stay  there  regard- 
less of  whether  somebody  else  can  offer  a  better  deal  to  the  public. 

And  further,  over  time,  that  the  possessory  interest  gets,  essen- 
tially, the  same  kind  of  amortization  or  depreciation  treatment  that 
happens  in  any  other  business  situation. 

It  is  not  so  much  a  matter  of  how  long  you  take  to  depreciate  a 
property  that  you  have  put  money  into.  That  is  not  the  question. 
The  question  is:  Do  you  or  do  you  not? 

If  you  are  the  Federal  Government  having  to  buy  somebody  out, 
do  you  buy  it  at  an  honest  depreciated  rate  as  you  would  if  you 
were  buying  any  other  asset  from  anybody  else? 

Out  of  those  two  pieces  of  legislation  and  a  few  other  things  that 
we  are  going  to  try  to  do,  and  some  of  which  we  have  talked  to  you 
about  specifically,  we  think  we  could  close  most  of  this  gap. 

I  would  like,  if  I  may,  to  file  my  conventional  testimony  with  you. 
But  I  would  like  to  go  on,  if  I  may,  having  asked  you  to  please  give 
us  the  tools.  Give  us  the  tools  to  earn  our  way  out  of  this  dilemma. 

HANDLING  A  10-PERCENT  BUDGET  CUT 

I  would  like  to  suggest  to  you,  if  I  can  in  business  terms,  how 
to  handle  a  10-percent  cut.  If  you  were  a  business  person,  I  think 
you  would  say  get  it  off  of  the  top,  get  it  off  of  the  bottom  or  get 
it  out  of  everybody. 

Let  me  suggest  what  that  means  in  the  National  Park  Service. 
You  could  get  $100  million  out  of  the  budgets  of  153  parks  at  the 
bottom.  Here  I  am  speaking  of  the  bottom  purely  in  terms  of  visita- 
tion or  in  annual  budget. 

Now,  I  personally  find  it  reprehensible  that  either  people  in  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  or  outside  of  it  talk  about  crown  jewels 
and  noncrown  jewels. 

To  me,  as  an  American  citizen,  Chaco  Canyon  National  Historical 
Park  is  a  holy  place,  and  so  is  Lincoln's  birthplace.  I  do  not  see  any 
distinction  in  the  jewel  quality  between  that  and  an  immense  place 
somewhere  else. 

So  taking  them  from  the  bottom  and  just  saying  "We  will  close 
up"  makes  no  sense  in  rational  management  of  a  Government. 

At  the  other  end,  taking  it  off  of  the  top  would  mean  that  you 
could,  if  you  wanted  to,  close  up  Yellowstone,  Yosemite,  Grand 
Canyon,  and  Everglades  National  Parks,  and  Lake  Mead  and  Gold- 
en Gate  National  Recreational  Areas.  They  happen  to  be  at  the  top 
of  the  list  with  the  most  money  spent  on  them.  And  nobody  wants 
to  do  that. 

Then  the  next  step,  which  is  always  the  easy  one  and  the  most 
deceptive,  is  to  say,  well,  let  us  just  take  it  out  of  somewhere  else. 
Let  us  sweat  it  out. 


The  National  Park  Service  has  for  years,  acquiesced  in  the  slow 
attrition  of  its  budget,  in  both  real  and  nominal  terms  per  visitor. 
And  that  is  why  we  have  the  famous  backlog. 

So  it  is  absurd  for  us  to  come  to  you  and  say,  well,  we  will  sweat 
this  out  and  get  it  somewhere  else. 

It  just  means  that,  if  we  were  to  do  that,  we  would  follow  on  the 
most  sweeping  effort  to  reform  the  Service,  reducing  its  central  of- 
fices by  35  to  60  percent.  That  is  not  a  trivial  achievement. 

And  it  was  done  by  the  people  in  the  Service.  It  was  not  some- 
thing that  somebody  else  thought  of  as  a  grand  scheme  somewhere 
in  a  think  tank  and  said,  why  do  you  not? 

These  people  have  been  meeting  and  sweating  it  out  for  1^2 
years.  And  it  has  destabilized  their  lives.  It  is  tough.  And  we  have 
done  it. 

Now,  that  means  that  we  are  going  to  deliver  services  in  the 
parks  where  they  ought  to  be  delivered.  But  we  have  done  it. 

We  have  done  the  let  us  get  rid  of  the  surplus  bureaucrats,  et 
cetera,  and  all  of  that  language  about.  Why  do  you  not?  Surely  you 
can  take  10  percent  out  of  anything. 

Well,  surely  you  cannot  unless  you  create  further  decay  of  the 
kind  to  which  Senator  Reid  points  and  to  which  every  other  person 
in  this  room  could  point. 

There  are  instances  of  disgusting  housing  circumstances,  unsafe 
for  the  people  who  work  there  and  unsafe  for  the  people  who  come 
there,  so  that  just  making  it  a  little  less  safe,  a  little  less  healthy, 
a  little  less  manifesting  America's  heritage  and  our  relationship  to 
the  other  species  in  this  continent,  is  unconscionable. 

Since  you  cannot  do  something  nifty  and  tricky  at  the  bottom, 
and  you  cannot  just  decide  to  knock  out  a  bunch  of  parks  at  the 
top,  and  it  is  irresponsible  to  think  that  you  could  always  take  10 
percent  this  year,  10  percent  next  year,  and  10  percent  the  year 
after  that,  what  do  you  do  about  it? 

I  think,  in  this  instance,  please  give  us  the  tools.  Please  let  us 
work  our  way  out  of  our  dilemma.  Please  let  us  try  to  do  those 
things,  even  in  land  acquisitions,  which  is  the  easy  thing  to  say  you 
do  not  need. 

Let  me  give  you  three  examples,  just  because  I  think  it  does  not 
make  any  sense  talking  in  generalities. 

SALT  RIVER  BAY  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK  AND  AZTEC  RUINS 
NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

Columbus'  only  place  of  entry  upon  what  is  now  American  soil 
was  at  Salt  River  Bay  in  Saint  Croix.  Does  it  matter  that  we  ac- 
quired that  property  before  developers  throw  up  condos  on  it?  I 
think  it  does. 

At  Aztec  Ruins  National  Monument,  not  the  most  heavily  popu- 
lated or  visited  park  in  this  system,  there  are  at  least  two  or  three 
major  Pueblo  sites,  very  thinly  covered  with  dirt  just  above  it  and 
below  it,  that  if  we  do  not  acquire  that  land  fast,  it  is  going  to  be 
built  over,  destroyed,  and  the  heritage  of  this  continent  is  going  to 
be  further  diminished. 

Now,  by  golly,  those  two  instances  and  instances  which  I  am  sure 
every  Senator  knows  in  their  own  States  of  people  out  there  with 
the  threat  of  a  Federal  assumption  of  their  property  hanging  over 


them,  willing  to  sell,  desiring  to  sell.  Not  to  be  able  to  pull  at  least 
the  emergency  instances  out  of  that  list  seems  to  me  just  wrong. 

It  is,  kind  of,  a  breach  of  an  understanding  that  we  have  had 
among  us  as  people. 

Senator  Stevens.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  interrupt  for  just  1 
minute?  I  am  going  to  have  to  go  to  another  meeting. 

I  think  I  am  the  only  one  around  here  that  was  involved  in  Mis- 
sion 66.  I  remember  those  two  parks  or  potentials  that  you  men- 
tioned being  brought  up  during  that  period  of  1956  when  we 
planned  a  10-year  expansion  of  the  Park  Service. 

Tell  me  why  in  that  period  of  time,  you  are  still  saying  that  they 
are  the  priceless  things  we  ought  to  acquire? 

Why  did  you  spend  money  to  set  aside  over  70  million  acres  of 
my  State  and  insist  on  employee  housing  in  there  and  deny  access 
into  there  and  spend  money  all  over  the  country  and  not  take  this, 
the  Columbus  site  and  not  take  the  Aztec  site? 

I  remember  the  Aztec.  I  went  down  to  the  Aztec  site  when  I  was 
in  the  Eisenhower  administration  with  Conrad  Worth.  And  the 
Park  Service  never  took  it. 

Now,  you  tell  us  we  are  wrong  to  try  to  put  some — to  corral  you 
in  some  way  in  spending  money  in  areas  where  you  have  got  the 
initiative. 

You  had  the  time  during  this  period  to  acquire  those  two  places. 
You  did  not  do  it. 

The  Park  Service  has  not  recommended  to  Congress  since  I  have 
been  here — ^this  is  the  first  time  I  have  heard  it.  Now — but  I  do  re- 
member hearing  it  in  1956-57.  I  do  not  understand  this. 

You  are  telling  us  we  cannot  restrain  the  Park  Service  from 
spending  the  taxpayers'  money  in  a  way  that  meets  some  fetish 
and  instead,  we  must  think  about  the  fact  that  for  40  years  you 
have  been  talking  about  the  Columbus  site  and  not  done  anything 
about  it. 

Now,  Roger,  I  think  that  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Senator 

Senator  Stevens.  I  have  been  lectured  to  before  by  the  Park 
Service.  But  I  do  not  intend  to  get  lectured  to  if  you  keep  this  up. 

We  know — some  of  us  know  the  history  of  what  the  Park  Service 
has  done  to  react  to  the  knee  jerk  extreme  environmental  people 
to  acquire  land  to  prevent  other  development. 

Instead,  you  have  not  acquired  the  land  that  had  historical  sig- 
nificance to  our  Nation.  And  I  think  you  deserve  to  be  held  up  to 
that  one. 

You  have  been  there  during  most  of  this  time,  too.  You  have  been 
around  through  this  period  where  we  have  not  had  the  request  for 
the  Aztec  site  and  we  have  not  had  the  request  for  the  Columbus 
site. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Senator,  excuse  me.  With  respect  to  your  other  re- 
marks, I  have  no  knowledge  of  the  40-year  record.  And  I  would  cer- 
tainly not  want  to  dispute  you  even  if  I  had.  But  I  have  no  knowl- 
edge of  that.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Stevens.  You  do  not  want  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No;  I  would  not  do  that.  But  I  can  say 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  you  have  never  requested,  have  you? 


Mr.  Kennedy.  With  respect  to  what  I  myself  did,  no.  I  am  testi- 
fying to  you  as  an  individual  as  to  what  strikes  me  right  now. 

It  is  my  responsibility  to  talk  to  you  right  now  about  what  I 
think  would  be  a  bad  thing  for  us  to  fail  to  do.  I  am  simply  telling 
you  what  I  think  about  that. 

Senator  Stevens.  All  right.  But  you  hold  us  to  task  and  say  we 
must  provide  the  money  for  the  Aztec  site  and  the  Columbus  site. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  ask  you  now:  Give  me  record  of  the  first  time 
that  was  studied  for  the  Park  Service  and  of  the  times  you  have 
asked  for  money  from  the  Congress  for  it. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  All  right. 

Senator  Stevens.  And  I  will  take  that  berating. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure.  I  did  not  mean  to  berate  you,  but  to  respond 
to  you  respectfully.  I  am  tr3dng  to  do  my  duty,  sir,  by  where  I  am 
right  now. 

Now,  Salt  River  Bay  National  Historical  Park  was  established  by 
Congress  in  1992.  I  do  not  know  what  was  said  to  you  before  that. 
I  just  do  not  know  that.  But  we  will  provide  you,  for  the  record, 
what  that  record  is. 

I  am  attempting  to  give  you  my  best  personal  judgment  in  re- 
sponse to  Senator  Grorton's  injunction  to  do  so  as  to  what  I  think 
is  right  now. 

I  am  not  here  to  tell  you  what  might  have  been  right  10  years 
ago  or  20  years  ago.  I  do  not  know  that.  I  am  just  doing  my  best 
to  tell  you  what  is  right  now. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  when  did  you  first  study  the  Columbus 
site? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  When  did  the  Park  Service  first  study — I  assume 
you  are  speaking  here  to  the  Service  as  a  whole.  I  do  not  know  the 
answer.  We  will  supply  you  with  that. 

Senator  Stevens.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Salt  River  Bay  National  Historical  Park  and  Ecological  Preserve 

In  the  late  1950's  the  National  Park  Service  did  some  studies  that  led  to  the  des- 
ignation in  1960  of  5  acres  as  a  National  Historic  Landmark  at  the  Coliimbus  land- 
ing site  on  St.  Croix.  Following  additional  studies  in  the  1970's,  the  greater  Salt 
River  Bay  area  and  shoreline  including  690  acres  was  designated  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  as  a  National  Natural  Landmark  in  1980. 

In  1986  the  Legislature  of  the  Virgin  Islands  requested  that  the  National  Park 
Service  work  with  the  Territorial  Government  to  plan,  develop  and  operate  a  Colum- 
bus Historic  Landing  site  park  at  Salt  River  Bay.  This  request  came  in  anticipation 
of  special  interest  in  the  commemoration  of  the  500th  anniversary  of  Columbus'  ex- 
plorations of  the  New  World  as  well  as  the  increasing  threats  to  significant  natural 
and  cultural  resotu-ces  posed  by  private  commercial  and  residential  development. 
The  most  recent  study  of  Salt  River  Bay  preceding  its  authorization  as  a  unit  of  the 
National  Park  System  was  initiated  at  the  request  of  delegate  Ron  de  Lugo  and 
former  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Lujan  in  1988,  and  was  completed  in  1990. 

Salt  River  Bay  National  Historical  Park  and  Ecological  ft-eserve  was  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  February  24,  1992.  The  fiscal  year  1993  Budget  Request  included 
$7,000,000  for  land  acquisition  for  the  Park.  Congress  did  not,  however,  appropriate 
any  fiinds  in  fiscal  year  1993.  The  first  appropriation  for  Salt  River,  $3,000,000,  was 
added  by  Congress  fiscal  year  1994. 


AZTEC  RUmS  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

Aztec  Ruins  was  established  as  a  national  monument  by  Presidential  proclama- 
tion dated  January  24,  1923.  The  boundary  of  the  Monument  was  revised  by  the 
Presidential  Proclamation  of  December  19,  1930  and  Congress  revised  the  boundary 
by  the  Act  of  October  28,  1988  that  added  292  acres  to  the  boundary.  In  fiscal  year 
1992,  funds  totaling  $500,000  were  first  requested  for  land  acquisition  and  Congress 
appropriated  $494,000  in  that  year  for  that  purpose. 

Senator  Stevens.  You  told  me  you  had  three. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Well  I  am  not  sure  that  I  am  prepared  to  offer  you 
up  another  one.  But  I  find  that  I  am  encountering  a  lengthy  record 
of  inaction.  I  can 

Senator  Gorton.  Before  Senator  Stevens  leaves,  we  want  to 
throw  the  Denali  mining  claims  into  that  because  the  Park  Serv- 
ice's record  on  that  issue  has  not  been  terrific  either. 

We  are  trying  to  get  our  act  together  and  acquire  those  claims. 
And  that  is  an  important  park  management  issue  which  Senator 
Stevens  is  very  interested  in  and  has  been  supportive  of 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Stevens.  I  am  told  we  did  give  you  some  money  for  Salt 
River. 

Mr.  Kennedy,  Well,  yes;  but  there  is  more  to  do.  Yes,  sir. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Well,  I  was  going  to  offer  you  a  couple  of  construction  processes 
that  need  to  unfold  and  could  on  strict  interpretation  be  called  new 
starts,  which  means,  essentially,  that  you  are  not  contracted  to  do 
it  but  you  really  ought  to. 

It  would  be  a  good  thing  for  us  to  complete  the  repairs  to  Inde- 
pendence Hall. 

I  just  think  that  would  be  a  good  thing  to  do,  and  saying  do  not 
you  dare  unless  you  have  got  a  current  contract,  would  not  be  a 
good  way  to  run  a  Government  in  my  opinion. 

And  there  are  a  couple  of  instances — I  see  Senator  Cochran  has 
just  joined  us — in  which  it  is  my  personal  view  that  the  Park  Serv- 
ice has  an  obligation  to  conclude  a  couple  of  projects  in  which  peo- 
ple have  been  induced  to  produce  private  money  and  local  money. 

When  that  has  happened  you  are  essentially  in  an  action  and  re- 
liance situation  which,  if  you  were  a  citizen,  somebody  could  suc- 
cessfully bring  you  to  court  on  it.  I  think  we  ought  to  finish  our 
work. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

Having  been  admonished  by  Senator  Stevens  not  to  dwell  too 
deeply  on  the  past,  I  will  settle  for  what  I  have  tried  to  offer  you 
so  far,  sir. 

Senator  Gorton.  OK.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Well,  I  am  sure  that  there  are  specific  questions 
that  you  have  that  I  would  be  happy  to  try  to  respond  to. 

And  Mr.  Frampton  may  wish  to  make  me  right  on  anything 
about  which  he  knows  I  was  wrong. 

Senator  Gorton.  OK. 

[The  statement  follows:] 


Prepared  Statement  of  Roger  G.  Kennedy 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  appear 
again  before  this  committee,  this  time,  to  discuss  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request 
of  the  National  Park  Service. 

overview 

Our  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1996  is  $1,490  biUion,  which  reflects  a  net  in- 
crease of  $78  million,  or  5  percent,  over  the  fiscal  year  1995  enacted  level.  At  this 
level,  the  Service  will  be  able  to  direct  funding  to  those  priority  programs  and  activi- 
ties determined  in  greatest  need  of  management  emphasis.  Tms  request,  addition- 
ally, recognizes  and  reaffirms  the  commitment  of  the  Administration  to  the  Amer- 
ican public,  to  park  employees,  to  park  resources,  and  to  the  land  ethic  which  gov- 
erns and  ^des  the  stewardship  mission  of  the  National  Park  Service.  The  NPS 
through  this  request  has  made  difficult  choices  about  program  priorities  and  pro- 
vides the  funding  resources  for  a  number  of  critical  NPS  initiatives,  specifically,  for 
park  operations,  park  housing,  visitor  transportation,  and  employee  training. 

This  budget  attempts  a  balance  between  the  requirement  to  reduce  costs  to  the 
Federal  Government  over  the  long  run,  and  the  fundamental  ye.  explicit  charge  of 
our  mandate  to  preserve  and  protect  the  significant  natural,  cultural  and  historic 
resources  of  the  National  Park  System  responsibly.  The  Service's  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  proposes  $60  million  in  increased  funding  to  sustain  operations  at  our  parks. 
Included  in  the  total  is  $17  million  to  provide  an  across-the-board  increase  of  2.4 
percent  for  all  units  within  the  System  to  adjust  for  the  inflationary  cost  of  goods 
and  services  necessary  for  day-to-day  operations,  and  to  provide  for  mandated  re- 
tirement pajonents  to  current  and  future  law  enforcement  personnel.  The  Service 
would,  in  addition,  direct  $28  million  of  the  proposed  increase  to  address  unmet 
needs  at  75  specific  Park  Service  areas.  This  increase  will  be  used  to  accommodate 
growing  visitor  demand,  enhance  maintenance  operations,  and  supply  adequate  staff 
and  other  support  for  newly  established  or  expanded  areas  such  as  those  added 
through  enactment  of  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  and  other  recent  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  are  aware,  the  housing  problem  confi-onting  the  National 
Park  Service  has  been  for  years  an  issue  of  growing  concern  to  MPS  managers  and 
to  the  Congress.  Mindful  of,  and  in  response  to  this  concern,  the  NPS  advances  an 
initiative  aimed  at  addressing  this  problem,  and  committing  the  resources  required 
to  accelerate  needed  improvements  in  the  housing  program.  We  are  requesting  in- 
creased funding  for  this  effort.  The  $25  million  proposed  increase  in  the  emergency, 
unscheduled,  and  housing  activity  will  be  used  primarily  for  trailer  replacement  but 
wUl,  in  addition,  provide  planning,  site  development,  infi-astructure  rehabilitation, 
construction  and  other  reqviirements  associated  with  the  Servicewide  Housing  Pro- 
gram. Also,  if  I  might  add,  in  an  effort  to  receive  maximum  benefit  from  the  outlav 
of  Federal  funding  for  this  project,  we  have  joined  in  a  partnership  opportunity  with 
the  National  Park  Foundation  and  others  in  the  private  sector  to  explore  other, 
more  innovative,  means  of  addressing  this  problem  in  order  to  improve  the  overall 
availability  of  suitable  housing  for  park  employees. 

This  budget  also  proposes  increased  funding  of  $9.3  million  to  upgrade  and  ex- 
pand the  level  of  transportation  service  at  Zion  and  Grand  Canyon  National  Parks — 
two  of  our  premier  parks  that  currently  are  experiencing  overwhelming  visitation 
demands.  The  level  of  visitation  at  Grand  Canyon  has  doubled  over  the  last  ten 
years  to  4.4  million  people  while  the  growth  in  visitation  at  Zion  National  Park  has 
increased  by  34  percent  to  2.3  million  people  during  the  same  period  (trends  that 
we  expect  will  continue).  This  funding  will  provide  for  the  introduction  and  ex- 
panded use  of  mass-transit  vehicles  at  these  parks  to  enhance  visitor  convenience, 
enjoyment,  and  introduction  to  the  area  so  as  to  enlist  their  aid  in  greater  protection 
for  fragile  park  resources.  These  protections  involve  and  relate  to  the  reduced  im- 
pact of  noise  and  traffic  on  natural  and  cultural  resources — including  wildlife,  allevi- 
ation or  reduction  of  the  affects  of  excessive  traffic  on  road  and  other  park  infra- 
structure, and  reduced  impacts  to  water,  air  and  other  natural  systems  that  sustain 
these  prominent  areas. 

Historically,  the  success  of  an  organization,  society,  or  culture  has  been  rooted  in 
the  ability  of  the  organization  and  its  personnel  to  adapt  to  internal  and  external 
changes.  The  National  Park  Service  will  undertake  in  fiscal  year  1996  a  new  reorga- 
nization effort.  This  new  structure  is  being  instituted  to  meet  the  demands  of  a  di- 
verse park  system,  higher  visitor  use,  complex  resource  protection  issues,  funding 
shortfalls  and  the  mandate  to  reduce  Federal  employment.  To  ensure  that  during 
this  process  we  retain,  intact,  the  committed  corps  of  dedicated  employees,  the  rep- 
utation and  respectability  of  the  agency,  while  also  capturing  the  intended  benefits 
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of  a  reengineered  management  structure  and  increased  accountability,  it  is  essential 
that  we  direct  substantial  resources  towEird  improving  the  capability  of  our  human 
resources  through  increased  training.  This  investment  should  provide  for  a  broaden- 
ing of  the  skills  level  of  employees,  expanded  competencies  in  information  tech- 
nology, new  methods  for  doing  work  and  serving  the  public,  and  more  importantly, 
foster  a  shared  vision  and  renewed  appreciation  for  the  important  preservation  mis- 
sion of  the  National  Park  Service.  To  this  end,  we  are  proposing  increased  funding 
of  $3.5  million  to  address  this  need. 

Additionally,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Service  in  fiscal  year  1996  would  continue  our 
partnership  assistance  to  States  through  a  request  of  $28  million  for  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  grants,  $2.3  million  for  urban  park  grants,  and  $43  mil- 
lion for  Historic  Preservation  Fund  grants.  We  also  request  funding  of  $15.2  million 
for  capital  improvements  and  related  equipment  needs  to  address  incidents  of  crime 
in  State,  vu*ban  and  national  parks. 

mOHLIGHTS  BY  APPROPRIATION 

The  highlights  of  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  of  the  National  Park  Service  by  ap- 
propriation are: 

Operation  of  the  National  Park  System 

The  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System  (ONPS)  appropriation,  which  sup- 
ports activities,  programs,  and  services  essential  to  the  day-to-day  operation  of 
parks,  would  be  funded  in  fiscal  year  1996  at  $1.2  billion.  This  represents  an  in- 
crease of  $79.8  million  above  the  fiscal  year  1995  authorized  level. 

The  fiscal  year  1996  President's  budget  for  the  National  Park  Service  focuses  pri- 
marily on  sustaining  park  operations  at  an  acceptable  level  and  on  providing  for 
other  improvements  that  will  have  measurable  impact  on  visitor  appreciation  and 
on  resource  protections  in  the  national  parks.  Included  in  the  request  is  $60  million 
for  operational  support  to  parks  and  consists  of  a  $28  million  programmatic  increase 
which  will  be  distributed  to  75  parks  to  address  a  broad  range  of  maintenance,  re- 
source and  visitor  needs.  This  funding  will,  in  addition,  supplement  or  provide  ini- 
tial operations  funding  for  a  number  of  newly  established  areas  such  as  the  1.4  mdl- 
lion-acre  Mojave  National  Preserve,  Joshua  Tree  and  Death  Valley  National  Parks, 
and  New  Orleans  Jazz  National  Historical  Park.  Within  the  total  is  $17  million 
which  will  provide  a  base  funding  increase  of  approximately  2.4  percent  for  all  cur- 
rently operational  NPS  units  to  adjust  for  inflation  and  provide  for  other  unmet  op- 
erating expenses. 

This  budget  also  continues  our  effort  to  strengthen  and  enhance  our  science  and 
resource  management  capability  through  funding  of  $1.9  million  for  professionaliza- 
tion  of  the  resources  management  program  and  personnel  at  parks;  $1.0  million  for 
geographic  information  systems;  $3.2  million  for  the  fifth  year  in  a  multi-year  pro- 

fram  to  acquire  basic  park  inventory  data;  $2.7  million  for  air  quality  monitoring; 
3.0  million  to  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  restoration  project  to  enhance  and  aug- 
ment ongoing  remediation  efforts  at  four  affected  South  Florida  parks  (Biscayne,  Ev- 
erglades, Big  Cypress,  and  Dry  Tortugas);  and  $500,000  for  wilderness  protection 
and  aircraft  overflight  analysis  and  coordination. 

To  advance  the  Service's  reorganization  and  restructuring  plan,  a  $5.0  million  in- 
crease is  proposed  within  this  appropriation  to  provide  for  the  added  costs  of  relocat- 
ing employees  from  central  offices  to  meet  high  priority  needs  in  field  locations.  The 
NFS  proposes  the  net  elimination  of  304  FTE  in  central  offices  and  service  centers 
(most  of  which  will  be  from  the  ONPS  account  for  a  savings  of  $9.7  million)  and 
the  redirecting  of  this  savings  to  parks/field  units.  The  $4.0  million  requested  for 
implementation  of  the  reorganization  process  would  cover  the  expense  of  relocating 
approximately  150  employees  to  field  assignments  as  proposed  by  the  NPS  reorga- 
nization plan.  In  addition,  $1.0  million  of  Qie  total  will  be  used  to  improve  informa- 
tion management  utilization  and  to  expand  ADP  end-user  administrative  support. 
An  additional  $3.5  million  is  also  proposed  for  transition  training,  which  is  essential 
to  Systemwide  participation  in  the  reorganization  process,  and  will  be  directed  for 
overall  improvement  of  mission  performance  through  application  of  technology  and 
other  career  development  strategies. 

National  Recreation  and  Preservation 

The  Service  is  requesting  $39.3  million  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  National  Recre- 
ation and  Preservation  (NR&P)  appropriation  which  reflects  a  net  decrease  of  $3.6 
million  from  the  fiscal  year  1995  enacted  level.  This  appropriation  provides  for  a 
broad  range  of  activities  related  to  outdoor  recreation  planning,  rivers  and  trails 
conservation,  environmental  compliance,  natural  and  historic  preservation,  and 
other  cooperative  activities. 
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Increased  funding  is  proposed  for  the  following  activities:  Natxiral  Programs  would 
be  increased  by  $500,000  for  a  greenway  initiative  that  looks  at  ways  to  assure  that 
citizens  continue  to  have  access  to  the  outdoors;  Grants  Administration  would  be  in- 
creased by  $165,000  to  address  the  added  workload  resulting  from  increased  over- 
sight and,  review  responsibilities  for  NAGPRA  and  other  grant  programs;  and 
$405,000  for  southwest  border  environmental  programs.  Two  programs  within  the 
Statutory  and  Contractual  activity  would  receive  a  funding  increase;  $70,000  to  ini- 
tiate support  for  the  New  Orleans  Jazz  Commission  and  $11,000  for  operational 
needs  at  Roosevelt  Campobello  International  Park  Commission.  An  offsetting  reduc- 
tion of  $1.2  million  and  37  FTE  also  has  been  applied  to  this  appropriation  to  factor 
in  the  streamlining  and  downsizing  requirement  contained  in  the  Service's  reorga- 
nization and  restructuring  plan. 

Historic  Preservation  Fund 

The  National  Park  Service  in  fiscal  year  1996  is  proposing  $43  million  for  the  His- 
toric Preservation  Fund  (HPF)  which  represents  an  increase  of  $1.6  million  from  the 
fiscal  year  1995  enacted  level.  This  account  provides  funding  support  for  the  preser- 
vation and  protection  of  historic  buildings  and  neighborhoods,  lustoric  engineering 
structures,  battlefields,  objects,  as  well  as  cultural  heritage.  Funding  is  provided 
through  a  matching  grants  program  to  States,  territories,  Indian  tribes,  and  Histori- 
cally Black  Colleges  and  Universities. 

Within  the  level  proposed  for  this  appropriation  is  an  increase  of  $1.1  million  for 
States  and  Territories  to  automate  inventories  so  that  this  information  is  more  ac- 
cessible; and  $503,000  for  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities  (HBCLTs)  for 
restoration  and  rehabilitation  of  three  historic  buildings  on  HBCU  campuses. 
Grants  to  Indian  Tribes  and  the  National  Trust  would  be  increased  slightly  over  the 
fiscal  year  1995  level. 

Construction 

The  National  Park  Service  is  proposing  a  budget  of  $179.9  million  in  fiscal  year 
1996  for  the  Construction  appropriation,  which  represents  a  net  $4.7  million  reduc- 
tion from  the  fiscal  year  1995  enacted  level.  This  appropriation  provides  for  con- 
struction of  new  facilities,  major  rehabilitation,  utilities  upgrades,  dam  safety 
projects,  general  management  planning  and  equipment  replacement.  Witiiin  the 
total  is  an  increase  of  $25  million  for  the  Emergency,  Unscheduled  and  Housing 
Projects  activity  that  will  enhance  our  efforts  to  accelerate  the  trailer  replacement 
program.  This  increase  supports  an  Administration  initiative  to  replace  trailer  units 
with  more  suitable  housing. 

The  line  item  activity  within  the  Construction  Program  would  be  funded  at  $94.7 
million,  a  reduction  of  $31.9  million  from  the  fiscal  year  1995  authorized  level.  The 
line  item  program  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1996  is  comprised  of  20  projects.  Included 
are  5  facility  improvement  and  construction  projects  totalling  $17.1  million;  3  utility 
system  rehabilitation  projects  totalling  $4.5  million;  4  historic  preservation  projects 
totalling  $7.6  million;  6  housing  replacement  projects  totalling  $30.2  million;  3  natu- 
ral resource  preservation  projects  totalling  $26.0  million;  and  2  transportation  im- 
provement projects  at  $9.3  million.  All  fiscal  year  1996  projects  address  high  priority 
health,  safety,  and  resources  protection  needs.  Significant  line  item  construction 
projects  to  be  undertaken  in  fiscal  year  1996  include: 

-I- $7.6  million  at  Zion  National  Park  to  implement  visitor  transportation  service. 
The  work  will  include  acquisition  of  buses,  construction  of  a  visitor  staging  area, 
construction  of  additional  parking,  minor  road  realignments  and  maintenance 
and  vehicle  storage  areas; 
+  $6.0  million  at  Mount  Rainier  National  Park  to  construct  replacement  housing 
for  seasonal  employees  in  order  to  mitigate  housing  shortage  and  to  meet  acces- 
sibility, safety,  and  other  standards; 
+  $2.5  million  at  Gettysburg  National  Military  Park  to  connect  park  water/sewer/ 

septic  systems  to  local  municipal  water  and  sewer  authority; 
+  $4.0  million  at  the  Lincoln  and  Jefferson  Memorials  to  continue  historic  preser- 
vation treatment;  and 
+  $7.5  million  at  Everglades  National  Park  to  continue  the  water  delivery  im- 
provement effort  being  undertaken  with  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  to  restore 
the  natural  hydrological  conditions  of  the  Everglades  basin. 
Other  activities  funded  within  this  appropriation  include  construction  planning, 
the  general  management  plan  (GMP)  and  equipment  replacement  programs.  In- 
creased funding  within  the  GMP  program  would  provide  funding  for  tne  first  phase 
of  joint  planning  of  the  northern  and  eastern  Mojave  Desert  ecosystem  in  southeast- 
em  California  and  southern  Nevada  following  the  recent  passage  of  the  California 
Desert  Protection  Act  which  established  new  areas  and  expanded  the  acreage  and 
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number  of  units  of  the  National  Park  System;  the  equipment  replacement  program, 
which  in  prior  years  was  funded  under  the  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System 
appropriation  was  transferred  to  this  account  by  Congress  in  fiscal  year  1995  and 
vnh  be  funded  at  $15.1  million. 

Urban  Park  and  Recreation  Fund 

In  fiscal  year  1996,  the  NPS  is  proposing  a  $2.3  million  program  for  the  Urban 
Park  and  Recreation  Recovery  Fund  (UPARR).  These  grants  are  made  to  urban 
communities  to  support  local  park  and  recreation  programs.  An  additional  $2.7  mil- 
lion is  also  requested  for  this  program  from  the  Crime  Bill  Trust  Fund  as  specified 
in  Public  Law  103-322,  the  Violent  Crime  Control  and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of 
1994. 

Land  Acquisition  and  State  Assistance 

The  National  Park  Service  in  fiscal  year  1996  is  requesting  $82.7  million  for  the 
Land  Acquisition  and  State  Assistance  appropriation  which  represents  a  net  de- 
crease of  $5.1  million  from  the  fiscal  year  1995  enacted  level.  The  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  proposal  for  the  Federal  Land  Acquisition  Program  is  $54.7  million,  includ- 
ing $7.6  million  for  acquisition  management.  The  Service  also  would  provide  a  $28 
million  program  level  for  State  grant  assistance  which  continues  tms  activity  at 
about  the  fiscal  year  1995  level,  uicluded  within  the  total  is  $3  million  for  manage- 
ment and  program  administration  and  $25  million  for  grants  to  States.  As  with 
other  accounts,  a  reduction  of  $1.45  million  and  14  FTE  has  been  applied  to  this 
appropriation  as  part  of  the  Service's  downsizing  effort. 

Provisions  included  in  Public  Law  103-322  amended  the  Land  and  Water  Con- 
servation Fund  Act  to  allow  for  up  to  $15  million  of  appropriations  for  Federal  share 
grants  to  States  for  projects  in  areas  with  the  highest  rates  of  violent  crime.  The 
Service  has  proposed  and  included  within  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Programs 
appropriation,  funding  of  $7.5  million  for  State  grants  to  address  crime  prevention 
in  urban  parks. 

Violent  Crime  Reduction  Programs 

The  NPS  is  requesting  $15.2  million  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Violent  Crime  Re- 
duction Programs  appropriation.  Public  Law  103-322,  the  Violent  Crime  Control 
and  Law  Enforcement  Act,  included  a  number  of  provisions  affecting  the  National 
Park  Service.  The  act  specifically  authorized  appropriations  to  reduce  crime  in  the 
national  parks,  and  authorized  appropriations  for  grants  to  improve  safety  in  State 
and  local  parks. 

Of  the  requested  funding,  $5.0  million  will  provide  for  capital  improvements,  sur- 
veillance equipment  and  ouier  support  to  reduce  violent  crime  in  the  national  parks: 
$7.5  million  in  grants  will  go  to  States  for  safety  improvements  in  urban  parks;  ana 
$2.7  million  will  provide  recreation  grants  to  urban  communities  for  programs  bene- 
fitting "at-risk"  youth. 

In  conclusion,  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  Budget  requests  $1.5  billion  for  our 
agency.  At  the  same  time,  as  part  of  the  President's  Reinventing  Government  Initia- 
tive, all  Federal  agencies  are  reexamining  their  mission.  This  includes:  addressing 
the  mission  based  on  "customer"  input;  asking  whether  the  mission  could  be  accom- 
plished as  well  or  better  without  Federal  involvement;  looking  for  ways  to  cut  costs 
or  improve  performance  through  competition;  and  ways  to  put  customers  first,  cut 
red  tape,  and  empower  employees.  We  are  actively  participating  in  this  effort  and 
will  be  keeping  the  Subcommittee  fully  apprised  of  our  review. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  prepared  remarks.  I  will  be  pleased  to  answer 
any  questions  you  or  members  of  the  Subcommittee  may  have. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  George  T.  Frampton,  Jr. 

George  T.  Frampton,  Jr.,  was  sworn  in  as  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wild- 
life and  Parks  by  President  Clinton  on  June  30,  1993.  Mr.  Frampton  serves  under 
Secreteu^r  of  the  Interior  Bruce  Babbitt  and  has  policy,  budget,  and  administrative 
responsibility  for  the  National  Park  Service,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and 
the  National  Biological  Service. 

Before  assuming  his  current  position,  Mr.  Frampton  was  President  of  The  Wilder- 
ness Society  from  1986  to  1993.  Under  Mr.  Frampton's  direction,  The  Wilderness 
Society  brought  a  new  focus  to  the  conservation  movement  in  recognizing  that 
Americans  must  work  together  to  protect  both  our  natural  resource  base  and  our 
economy.  During  his  tenure,  the  Society  focused  on  Government  subsidies  harmful 
to  the  environment  (such  as  below-cost  timber  sales  and  the  1872  Mining  Law),  and 
on  resource  planning  to  assist  rural  western  communities  in  moving  toward  sustain- 
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able  local  economies.  For  example,  Mr.  Frampton  launched  a  program  in  unison 
with  more  than  20  timber-dependent  communities  in  Oregon  and  Washington  to  off- 
set timber  job  losses  through  economic  diversification  and  community  investment 
programs.  Similar  studies  and  programs  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  states  were  de- 
signed to  help  communities  identify  new  economic  opportunities  consistent  with  for- 
est, wildlife,  and  watershed  protection. 

Mr.  Frampton's  extensive  legal  background  includes  his  tenure  as  partner  in  the 
Washington  law  firm  of  Rogovin,  Huge,  and  Lenzner  fi-om  1977  to  1985.  In  the  early 
1970's,  he  was  a  law  clerk  for  the  Honorable  Harry  A.  Blackmun,  United  States  Su- 
preme Court.  From  1973  to  1975,  he  served  as  an  Assistant  Special  Prosecutor  in 
the  Watergate  investigation.  From  1979  to  1980,  he  served  as  Deputy  Director  and 
Chief  of  Staff  for  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission's  special  inquiry  into  the  nu- 
clear accident  at  Three  Mile  Island.  In  this  capacity,  he  co-authored  a  report  on  how 
to  avoid  accidents  at  nuclear  power  facilities  in  the  United  States.  He  also  was  liti- 
gation counsel  for  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  in  1985  he  served  as  special  council  to 
the  State. 

Mr.  Frampton  has  been  a  visiting  lecturer  at  Duke  University  Law  School,  special 
counsel  to  the  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission,  a  VISTA  volunteer  law- 
yer, and  a  fellow  on  the  Center  for  Law  and  Social  Policy,  where  he  litigated 
consumer  and  environmental  issues. 

He  has  written  extensively  about  the  environment,  including  an  introduction  to 
Breaking  New  Ground,  the  autobiography  of  forest  management  pioneer  Gifford 
Pinchot;  "Bringing  Racial  Diversity  to  the  Environmental  Movement,"  in  Recon- 
struction; and  approximately  30  op-ed  pieces  in  national  newspapers. 

Mr.  Frampton  was  bom  in  Wasnington,  D.C.,  and  graduated  from  Yale  University 
in  1965  with  a  degree  in  physics  and  philosophy.  He  received  a  Masters  degree  in 
Advanced  Economic  Theory  from  the  London  School  of  Economics,  and  graduated 
from  Harvard  Law  School  in  1969.  He  and  his  wife,  Betsy,  have  two  sons,  Adam 
and  Thomas. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Roger  G.  Kennedy 

Roger  Kennedy  was  sworn  in  as  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service  in  June, 
1993.  As  Director,  Mr.  Kennedy  is  responsible  for  the  development,  operation,  and 
protection  of  more  than  360  units  of  the  National  Park  System,  which  totals  more 
than  80  million  acres.  The  System's  diverse  holdings  include  national  parks,  historic 
sites,  monuments  and  battlefields,  recreation  areas,  wilderness  preserves,  and  na- 
tional scenic  rivers.  Each  unit  in  the  System  represents  an  outstanding  example  of 
a  particular  type  of  natural  or  cultural  resource,  helping  to  illustrate  and  interpret 
our  shared  national  heritage. 

The  appointment  of  Mr.  Kennedy  as  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service  sig- 
nified a  new  era  of  committed  stewardship  for  our  Nation's  most  precious  natural 
resources.  Mr.  Kennedy's  accomplishments  reveal  the  breadth  of  his  experience  and 
skills — attributes  that  are  required  to  guide  the  National  Park  Service  into  the  21st 
century. 

Mr.  Kennedy  served  as  Director  of  the  National  Museum  of  American  History 
from  1979  to  1993.  Under  his  tutelage,  the  museum  developed  some  of  the  most  in- 
novative, interactive,  and  thought-provoking  exhibits  in  its  history.  Before  his  ten- 
ure at  the  Smithsonian,  Mr.  Kennedy  was  vice-president  of  the  Ford  Foundation 
from  1970  to  1979.  Previously,  he  had  been  a  White  House  correspondent  and  pro- 
ducer for  NBC,  a  special  assistant  to  the  U.S.  Attorney  General,  an  assistant  to  the 
secretaries  of  labor  and  education,  and  a  bank  executive.  Mr.  Kennedy  was  general 
editor  of  the  Smithsonian  Guide  to  Historic  America  and  was  the  author  of  eight 
books,  including  Rediscovering  America,  the  basis  of  his  cable  television  program, 
Roger  Kennedys  Rediscovering  America.  Mr.  Kennedy,  additionally,  has  been  pub- 
lished in  various  magazines. 

Despite  the  diversity  of  these  experiences,  Mr.  Kennedy's  career  goal  has  always 
been  to  engage  the  American  public  in  an  active,  thoughtful  pursuit  of  the  subtle 
and  often  underappreciated  aspects  of  American  history,  culture,  and  tradition. 
WTietiier  as  a  lawyer  in  the  office  of  the  Attorney  General,  a  correspondent  reporting 
on  the  activities  of  the  President,  or  a  museum  official  responsible  for  encapsulating 
significant  events  that  have  shaped  the  American  heritage,  Mr.  Kennedy  has  always 
encouraged  an  open  dialogue  among  concerned  citizens.  He  is  steadfast  in  his  quest 
for  truth,  even  when  that  truth  is  disquieting.  Because  of  his  integrity,  intelligence 
and  courage  in  each  of  these  roles,  Roger  Kennedy  has  earned  the  trust  of  the 
American  people. 
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With  the  approach  of  a  new  century,  our  national  parks  face  an  unprecedented 
array  of  environmental,  cultural,  technological,  and  legal  challenges.  As  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  continues  to  diversify  and  expand  to  meet  these  changing  needs, 
it  will  demand  dynamic  leadership,  as  exemplified  by  Roger  Kennedy.  Familiar  with 
both  the  halls  of  Government  and  the  walls  of  historic  structures,  conversant  in  both 
press  relations  and  prehistoric  civilizations,  he  possesses  a  profound  passion  for  her- 
itage preservation  and  an  uncanny  ability  to  inspire  the  same  in  others. 

Raised  in  St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  Roger  Kennedy  served  in  the  U.S.  Navy  during 
World  War  II.  He  received  a  Bachelor's  degree  from  Yale  University  in  1949  and 
a  law  degree  from  the  University  of  Minnesota  in  1952.  He  and  his  wife  Frances 
have  a  daughter,  Ruth. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  John  J.  Reynolds 

John  J.  Reynolds  was  appointed  Deputy  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service  Au- 
gust 10,  1993,  by  Director  Roger  Kennedy.  Mr.  Reynolds  assists  the  Director  in  the 
management  of  more  than  360  natviral,  cultural,  historical,  and  recreational  sites 
throughout  the  United  States.  These  properties  cover  more  than  80  million  acres 
and  attract  some  275  million  visits  annually. 

A  second  generation  National  Park  Service  employee,  Mr.  Reynolds  was  Mid-At- 
lantic Regional  Director  prior  to  his  appointment  as  Deputy  Director.  In  this  capac- 
ity he  supervised  more  than  30  diverse  park  units  and  a  variety  of  historic  preserva- 
tion and  recreation  assistance  programs  throughout  five  States. 

Before  his  tenure  as  Regional  Director,  Mr.  Reynolds  served  as  manager  of  the 
NPS  Denver  Service  Center  (DSC),  which  oversees  most  of  the  agency's  design  and 
construction  program.  In  earlier  assignments  at  the  DSC  he  was  Chief,  Branch  of 
Planning,  for  the  Midwest/Rocky  Mountain  areas.  He  developed  the  Yosemite  Gen- 
eral Management  Plan,  a  project  unprecedented  in  the  Park  Service  in  generating 
public  involvement. 

He  was  superintendent  of  North  Cascades  National  Park,  Washington,  for  four 
years  before  accepting  the  DSC  position  in  1988,  and  assistant  superintendent  of 
Santa  Monica  Mountains  National  Recreation  Area,  California,  fi-om  1979-1984. 

Mr.  Reynolds  has  travelled  to  Saudi  Arabia  and  India  as  a  member  of  a  National 
Park  Service  team  planning  new  parks,  and  to  Poland,  to  assess  the  needs  of  a  na- 
tional park  for  whicn  the  Service  could  provide  technical  assistance. 

In  1961,  while  a  student,  Mr.  Reynolds  joined  the  National  Park  Service  as  a  la- 
borer at  Yellowstone  National  Park,  Wyoming.  He  also  worked  summers  as  a  stu- 
dent in  the  Western  Office  of  Design  in  San  Francisco,  California,  in  1964,  and  Gua- 
dalupe Mountains  National  Park,  Texas,  in  1965.  In  1966,  he  became  a  full-time 
employee  as  a  landscape  architect  in  the  Office  of  Resource  Planning  in  Philadel- 
phia, Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Reynolds  has  been  the  recipient  of  numerous  awards  including  the  Meritori- 
ous Service  Award  presented  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  recognition  of  the 
professional  achievements  and  significant  contributions  made  by  Interior  Depart- 
ment employees.  He  also  was  elected  a  fellow  of  the  American  Society  of  Landscape 
Architects. 

Mr.  Reynolds  attended  Phillips  Exeter  Academy.  He  earned  his  Bachelor  of 
Science  degree  from  Iowa  State  University  in  1964  and  a  Master  of  Landscape  Ar- 
chitecture degree  fi*om  the  College  of  Forestry  at  Syracuse  University,  New  York, 
in  1966.  Mr.  Reynolds,  a  Livingston,  Montana,  native,  lived  his  first  eight  years  in 
Yellowstone  National  Park.  He  and  his  wife,  Bobbie,  have  one  son,  Michael. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  C.  Bruce  Sheaffer 

C.  Bruce  Sheaffer,  a  native  of  the  Washington,  D.C.  area,  became  the  first  Comp- 
troller of  the  National  Park  Service  in  March,  1987. 

Mr.  Sheaffer  oversees  all  matters  relating  to  the  financial  programs  of  the  Service. 
These  functions  include  developing,  formiSating,  and  justifying  the  National  Park 
Service  yearly  budgets  to  0MB  and  the  Congress;  and,  planning,  coordinating,  exe- 
cuting and  controlling  the  accounting  and  financial  reporting  system  for  the  Service. 
His  responsibilities  also  consist  of  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Chief,  Budget 
Division  and  the  Chief  of  the  centralized  Accounting  Operations  Division  located  in 
Reston,  Virginia. 

Mr.  Sheaffer  began  his  NPS  career  as  a  program  analyst  in  the  WASO  Program 
Coordination  and  Appraisal  Division.  His  assignments  in  the  division  involved  spe- 
cial program  reviews  and  studies,  project  evduation,  and  program  monitoring.  In 
1976,  Mr.  Sheaffer  became  the  Chief  of  the  Program  Formulation  Branch  under  the 
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Director,  Office  of  Programming  and  Budget.  This  branch  was  responsible  for  all 

firogram  and  budget  formulation  strategies  for  the  current  and  future  year  budgets, 
n  1978,  all  programs  and  budget  functions,  in  the  National  Park  Service,  were  reor- 
ganized into  a  single  Budget  Division.  Mr.  Sheaffer  assumed  the  position  of  deputy 
chief  of  the  division  as  well  as  Chief  of  the  Budget  Formulation  Branch.  He  was 
selected  Budget  Officer  of  the  National  Park  Service  in  1982. 

In  1970,  Mr.  Sheaffer  earned  a  Bachelor  of  Arts  degree  in  Economics  from  High 
Point  College  in  North  Carolina  and  in  1977,  he  received  a  Masters  degree  in  Public 
Financial  Management  and  Budgeting  from  George  Washington  University  in 
Washington,  D.C. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Denis  P.  Galvin 

Denis  P.  Galvin  joined  the  National  Park  Service  in  1963  as  a  civil  engineer  at 
Sequoia  National  Park,  California,  after  completing  a  2-year  Peace  Corps  assign- 
ment in  Tanzania,  East  Africa. 

Subsequent  assignments  saw  Mr.  Galvin  serve  as  an  engineer  at  Mount  Rainier 
National  Park,  Washington,  and  in  tiie  Service's  Southwest  Regional  Office,  based 
in  Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico,  as  a  training  specialist  at  the  agency's  Horace  M.  Albright 
"Training  Center  in  Grand  Canyon,  Arizona,  and  as  a  management  assistant  at  the 
New  York  District  Office,  overseeing  park  operations  for  a  variety  of  NPS  facilities 
in  and  near  New  York  City. 

In  1974,  when  a  new  NPS  Regional  Office  was  established  in  Boston,  Massachu- 
setts, Mr.  Galvin  became  Associate  Regional  Director  for  Operations,  two  years 
later,  he  became  Deputy  Director  of  that  Region.  From  that  post,  he  transferred  to 
Denver,  Colorado,  in  1978  where  he  was  manager  of  the  Denver  Service  Center.  The 
center  oversees  most  of  the  agency's  planning,  design  and  construction  progrwn. 

In  1985,  he  was  selected  as  Deputy  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service. 

Mr.  Galvin  returned  to  planmng,  design  and  construction  in  1989  when  he  was 
named  Associate  Director  for  Planning  and  Development,  a  position  that  also  over- 
sees the  Service's  external  activities,  including  tecnnical  assistance  and  recreation 
grants. 

A  South  Boston,  Massachusetts  native,  Mr.  Galvin,  57,  is  a  1960  engineering 
graduate  of  Northeastern  University.  His  wife,  Martha,  is  an  artist  and  teacher  with 
a  Fine  Arts  Degree  from  the  Corcoran  Museum.  He  has  two  children;  Eileen,  26, 
a  graduate  of  Temple  University  is  currently  a  management  trainee  with  a  large 
retail  clothing  firm,  and  Denis  Brendan,  24,  is  a  student  at  West  Virginia  Univer- 
sity. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  GEORGE  T.  FRAMPTON,  JR. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  I  would  also,  Mr.  Chairman,  like  to  submit 
my  written  testimony  and  just  add  this  addendum.  But  we  know 
we  are  in  a  difficult  time.  And  we  know  you  are  in  a  difficult  time. 

The  House  budget  resolution,  for  example,  while  it  onlv  includes 
ostensibly  a  10-percent  cut  in  Park  Service  operations,  because  it 
zeroes  out  or  cuts  in  one-half  construction  and  land  acquisition,  in- 
cluding things  that  are  really  more  management  issues  than  new 
issues — like  the  Denali  National  Park  and  Preserve  mining  claims 
which  have  to  be  taken  care  of  for  the  future  of  that  park  and  the 
waste  water  treatment  problem  at  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation 
Area.  The  net  result  on  the  House  side  is  a  25-percent  cut  in  the 
Park  Service's  budget  next  year  and  a  40-percent  cut  in  the  Park 
Service's  budget  real  spending  over  5  years. 

And  someplace  between  a  10  and  20  percent  cut  in  park  oper- 
ations certainly  would  be  the  biggest  change  in  the  National  Park 
system  itself. 

CUTTING  park  OPERATIONS 

Senator  Gorton.  You  are  going  to  come  to  really  like  the  Senate, 
are  you  not? 
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Mr.  Frampton.  Yes;  we  already  do.  There  are  so  many  interest- 
ing things  happening  over  here. 

The  options  of  closing  a  lot  of  small  parks,  obviously,  or  the  op- 
tion of  closing  fewer  large  parks,  obviously,  both  have  problems. 

So  to  the  extent  that  we  have  looked  at  this  hard  and  honestly 
in  the  last  month  or  so,  it  seems  clear  that  the  most  likely  option 
with  a  15-  or  16-percent  cut  in  operations  is  that  we  will  be  closing 
a  lot  of  portions  of  parks  and  a  lot  of  facilities. 

A  lot  of  hours  will  be  shortened.  And  a  lot  of  visitors'  centers  and 
places  that  are  now  manned  only  because  we  have  good  volunteer 
programs,  will  be  shut  all  together  or  only  open  for  a  portion  of  the 
day. 

So  I  think  it  is  safe  to  say  we  may  be  in  this  situation.  We  real- 
ize that  a  10-  or  15-percent  cut  in  operations  means  the  biggest  de- 
crease in  access.  I  am  sorry  that  Senator  Stevens  was  not  able  to 
stay  because  he  is  very  concerned  about  that  in  Alaska. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT 

I  think  we  are  working  with  him  to  see  if  we  can  both  protect 
resources  and  increase  access  to  Alaskan  parks.  The  biggest  de- 
crease in  access  by  American  visitors  to  the  Park  Service  in  half 
a  century,  one  way  or  another,  that  is  what  we  are  looking  at. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  George  T.  Frampton,  Jr. 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  discuss  with  you  the  National  Park  Service  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1996. 
I  would  like  to  provide  my  own  overview  of  this  budget  request,  highlighting  just 
a  few  specific  areas. 

The  nscal  year  1996  budget  request  for  the  National  Park  Service  would  increase 
by  5  percent  over  1995  to  $1,490  billion.  This  request  continues  our  strong  support 
for  effective  operation  of  parks  through  added  funding  to  address  the  requirements 
resulting  from  increased  visitation,  an  aging  infrastructure,  complex  resource  man- 
agement issues,  and  an  increase  in  the  number  of  new  areas  included  in  the  Sys- 
tem. This  budget,  in  addition,  fulfills  the  Administration's  commitment  to  the  public 
to  restore  the  South  Florida-Everglades  ecosystem.  Of  the  $14.8  million  funding  in- 
crease proposed  by  the  Department  for  this  initiative,  $7.8  million  is  included  within 
the  budget  request  of  the  National  Park  Service.  This  funding  would  contribute  to 
the  restoration  of  conditions  that  would  allow  natural  processes  and  systems  to  con- 
tinue or  be  reestablished,  and  would  provide  for  effective  long-term  management  of 
water  quality,  quantity,  and  distribution  within  this  region. 

An  issue  of  equal  importance  and  a  priority  of  the  Administration  has  been  the 
need  to  provide  safe  and  accessible  housing  to  employees  who  must  reside  in  the 
parks  where  they  work.  The  National  Park  Service  operates  and  maintains  housing 
units  for  employees  in  225  park  areas.  More  than  half  of  these  units  are  in  such 
disrepair  that  established  health  and  safety  standards  are  often  compromised.  This 
budget  will  begin  a  four-year  program  to  remove  all  trailers  currently  being  used 
by  employees,  and  to  replace  them  by  1999,  where  necessary,  with  adequate  hous- 
ing. Necessarily,  and  with  some  urgency,  we  have  expanded  our  partnership  pro- 
gram to  include  the  private  sector  in  an  attempt  to  develop  new  means  and  alter- 
natives to  address  the  housing  deficiency.  We  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  com- 
bination of  private  and  public  efforts  will  also  stimulate  more  creative  housing  solu- 
tions. 

This  budget  also  continues  implementation  of  the  President's  reinventing  govern- 
ment initiative.  Guided  by  the  need  to  downsize  the  workforce  and  reduce  overall 
costs  to  the  Federal  Government,  the  National  Park  Service  is  proposing  to  reorga- 
nize and  reengineer  its  management  structure.  The  new  structure  would  remove 
layers  of  oversight  and  empower  field  and  line  personnel  to  exercise  independent 
judgment  in  decision-making.  It  would  also  allow  for  the  delivery  of  added  support 
service  to  parks,  but  with  the  underlying,  implicit,  goal  of  dramatically  improved 
service  for  the  citizens  of  this  Nation.  Increased  funding  is  being  included  in  this 
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budget  to  train  our  employees  to  adapt  and  function  effectively  in  the  new  work  en- 
vironment and  to  focus  collectively  on  substantive  and  creative  ways  to  increase  per- 
formance and  productivity. 

As  we  move  to  reduce  the  cost  of  spending  by  the  Federal  Government,  let  us  not 
lose  sight  of  what  the  national  parks  mean  to  us  as  a  people  and  a  Nation.  The  costs 
to  maintain,  preserve,  and  protect  these  areas  are  relatively  small  when  compared 
to  the  overwhelming  benefits  realized  by  the  American  and  world  public. 

BUDGET  CUTS 


Mr.  Kennedy.  Senator,  could  I  pick  up 

Senator  Gk)RTON.  Sure. 

Mr.  Kennedy  [continuing].  Just  one  line  there? 

Practically  speaking,  if  you  are  trying  to  run  a  park,  summertime 
is  where  you  add  in  folks  that  do  things  like  fixing  up  the  trails 
and  taking  care  of  the  roads  to  patch  them  up,  dealing  with  those 
kinds  of  things  that  you  only  take  people  on  temporarily  to  do. 

The  effect  of  budget  cuts,  if  widely  distributed,  really  means  that 
you  just  stand  by  for  more  rot  and  more  decay.  There  is  nowhere 
else  to  get  stuff  out  of  when  you  are  really  looking  at  the  work  of 
a  place  because  the  personnel  budgets  in  these  places  account  for 
between  90  and  95  percent  in  many  instances.  So  you  cannot  just 
say,  why  do  you  not  get  somebody  out  of  there? 

The  somebody  you  get  out  of  there  is  the  somebody  who  keeps 
it  healthy  and  safe,  and  not  just  for  the  visitors,  but  also  for  the 
people  who  work  there.  These  are  realities  in  a  personnel  intensive 
kind  of  work. 

Finally,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  emphasis  belongs  here  on  the 
care  of  the  American  heritage  and  the  effort  that  you  and  we  are 
commonly  engaged  in  to  retard  the  pace  of  decay  in  that  heritage. 

IMPACT  OF  PARKS  ON  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY 

It  is  also  true  that  there  is,  in  pure  economic  terms,  an  enormous 
multiplier  of  the  amount  of  money  that  goes  into  these  places  be- 
cause of  the  tourism  effects — multipliers  of  between  1.8  and  2.5  on 
average,  best  numbers  suggest. 

And  that  is  money  spent  in  local  communities.  It  does  not  diffuse 
very  widely.  It  stays  there.  So  the  effects — and  let  us  just  take  a 
place  like  Gettysburg — are  enormous  in  sustaining  a  local  commu- 
nity over  time. 

Rupturing  local  communities  that  have  been  or  that  have  grown 
up,  essentially,  around  parks  is  very  serious  business,  indeed. 

Thank  you,  sir,  for  your  patience. 

THE  PRESIDIO 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you. 

I  want  to  give  Senator  Reid  a  chance  to  ask  his  questions  before 
he  goes. 

So  I  am  going  to  ask  on  only  one  subject  in  this  first  round.  It 
is  the  one  that  you  and  I  have  discussed  on  several  previous  occa- 
sions with  a  slight  degree  of  expansion. 

It  is:  How  does  the  Presidio  and  the  cost  of  taking  over  and  oper- 
ating the  Presidio  work  into  the  equations  that  I  have  given  you 
here? 
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The  first  year's  request  and  next  year's  request  would  make  it 
the  most  expensive  of  all  of  our  parks.  You  have  told  me  informally 
of  some  of  the  ways  that  you  hope  to  lessen  that. 

Yesterday,  I  spoke  with  a  group  of  civic  leaders  from  San  Fran- 
cisco, who  would  not  only  want  the  trust  legislation  passed,  but 
want  to  manage  all  of  the  economic  assets,  and  say  that  they  can 
do  it  better  than  the  Government  and  make  a  larger  contribution 
to  it. 

But  I  do — I  want  you  to  expand  that  a  little  bit  and  tell  me — 
while  we  are  speaking  about  the  Presidio,  tell  me  about  the  Califor- 
nia desert  as  well.  You  know,  that  was  a  tremendous  issue  here 
last  year.  Much  of  the  objection  to  it  was  the  huge  future  costs  of 
operating  that  park. 

It  almost  seems  to  me  that  if  we  did  great  by  all  of  our  California 
parks,  there  would  not  be  anything  left  for  the  other  49  States. 

Do  those  two  relate  to  one  another  in  any  respect?  What  can  you 
do?  What  will  your  priorities  be  with  respect  to  those  two  parks 
given  this  rather  unpleasant  scenario? 

Mr.  Kennedy,  From  an  economist's  point  of  view,  in  both  in- 
stances there  is  a  transfer  from  one  set  of  taxpayers  to  another  or 
from  one  governmental  body  to  another. 

In  the  Presidio  case,  the  current  cost  is  about,  depending  on  how 
you  count  the  Army's  real  cost,  somewhere  between  $50  and  $70 
million  a  year. 

The  plan  currently  in  place,  for  which  these  gentlemen  from  San 
Francisco  came  to  argue,  would  call  for  the  Park  Service  doing 
what  the  Park  Service  traditionally  has  been  thought  to  be  good  at, 
which  is  to  manage  what  people  traditionally  think  of  as  a  park — 
although  that  is  a  pretty  elastic  term — and  have  the  trust  handle 
the  real  estate  aspects  of  the  matter. 

Surely,  if  this  place  remained  in  the  National  Park  System,  that 
is  the  way  to  go. 

We  "think  we  have  done  our  best.  And  we  are  pretty  proud  of 
what  we  have  been  doing  with  it  for  the  last  1^2  years  that  we 
have  been  working  at  it. 

But  there  is  muscle  in  San  Francisco  that  needs  to  be  applied  di- 
rectly to  the  process  of  renting  it  up  and  finding  charitable  holding 
groups  that  could,  in  turn,  lease  out  to  the  less  affluent,  users, 
minor  users  in  terms  of  space. 

Now,  that  is  the  way  to  take  it  from  70  down  to  the  current  25 
to  28  and  down  ultimately  to  the  12  or  13  that  it  would  cost  you 
if 

Senator  Reid.  What  are  these  numbers?  I  do  not  understand.  Are 
these  millions  of  dollars  a  year? 

COST  OF  RUNNING  THE  PRESIDIO 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  am  sorry.  Senator,  please  let  me  try  to  put  them 
in — I  am  sorry. 

The  annual  cost,  right  now,  to  the  taxpayers  is  about  $70  million 
a  year  as  a  base,  between  $50  and  $70  million  a  year.  That  is  what 
it  was  in  its  full  tilt  base  situation. 

The  current  cost  to  the  taxpayers  is  between  $25  and  $28  million 
in  its  current  configuration.  We  got  it.  We  are  managing  it  the  best 
we  can.  And  we  are  putting  money  into  it  to  make  it  rentable.  We 
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are  making  improvements  there  so  that  somebody  would,  in  fact, 
rent  it. 

Senator  GrORTON.  The  buildings? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir;  and  the  golf  course,  which  is  a  cash  cow. 
The  process  that  we  support  would  be  to  transfer  the  responsibility 
for  handling  the  rental  process,  the  business  part,  to  an  entity  cre- 
ated to  have  that  responsibility  and  which  is  very  heavily,  locally 
based  with  local  business  people  and  others  taking  that  responsibil- 
ity to  get  the  buildings  rented. 

That  is  a  sensible  way  of  proceeding  if  you  keep  it.  It  is  more 
sensible  than  selling  it  off  because  a  very  long  lease  is  an  equiva- 
lent to  a  sale.  And  selling  it  off  in  the  legal  tangle  that  is  present 
in  California  is  a  much  trickier  problem  than  it  looks  like  on  the 
surface. 

You  2ire  not  going  to  get  much  money  very  fast  that  way  to  cut 
down  the  cost  to  taxpayers.  And  you  would  if  you  have  got  lease- 
hold payments  coming  in  quickly. 

Am  I  giving  you  too  much  detsdl,  Senator?  I 

Senator  Gorton.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  OK.  The  intention  is  to  proceed  by  that  division 
of  responsibilities  between  the  Service  and  the  entity  so  that,  in  an- 
other 10  or  12  years  it  is  down  to  a  taxpayer  cost  of  between  $10 
and  $12  million  a  year,  which  does  push  it  down  into  roughly  the 
same  cost  as  other  large,  heavily  visited  urban  park  situations  such 
as  Gateway  and  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Areas.  As  a  mat- 
ter of  fact.  Lake  Mead  is  in  there,  too,  heavily  visited. 

So  that  is  not  an  unreasonable  outcome  of  the  quandary.  And  it 
is  a  genuine  quandary  for  us  always  getting  from  here  to  there.  It 
is  the  years  between.  And  that  is  not  an  easy  one  at  all. 

I  have  submitted  to  you,  and  I  suppose  I  really  should,  for  the 
record,  submit  the  cost  breakdown  of  where  we  currently  are, 
where  the  money  is  going  now  and  where  the  money  would  go 
under  the  happy  scenario  that  the  place  gets  fully  rented  out  by 
the  trust. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Fiscal  year  1995  Presidio  operating  program  summary — March  1995 

Million 

Presidio  project  general  managementyieasing  operations  (funds  control,  and 
oversight;  program  and  partnership  development;  leasing  and  real  estate 
operations;  bmlding  ana  site  design  preparation/environmental  services 

supporting  leasing) $3,936 

Administrative  support/common  services  (e.g.  contracting,  personnel,  supply 
and  property  telecommunications  and  information  management,  occupa- 
tional health  and  safety;  includes  centrally  managed  common  expenses 
such  as  telephones  vehicles,  permanent  change  of  station,  and  equipment 

replacement)  2.937 

Law  enforcement/visitor  protection  (includes  USPP  and  rangers)  3.756 

Fire/emergency  medical 1.933 

Maintenance  and  repair  (buildings  and  grounds,  roads  and  trails,  engineer- 
ing support,  utility  system  operations;  includes  major  recurring  mainte- 
nance contracts) 8.619 

Resource  management/compliance  (natural  and  cultural)  705 

Visitor  services/interpretation  262 

Purchased  utilities  2.652 

Building  repair  projects 4.200 

Program  total  29.000 
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Of  the  total  costs  identified  above,  $13.4  million  are  for  the  salary  and  benefit 
costs  of  the  approximately  265  permanent,  term,  and  temporary  FTE  needed  to 
meet  NPS  fiill  range  of  Presidio  responsibilities. 

The  functions  include  all  the  day-to-day  tasks  of  operating  the  Presidio  and  pro- 
tecting its  assets  as  well  as  the  program,  site,  business,  and  leasing  development 
functions  carried  out  by  the  Presioio  Project  Office.  Fiscal  year  1995  funds  were  pro- 
grammed to  meet  maintenance,  pubUc  safety  and  other  priority  expenses  first. 

In  fiscal  year  1995,  combined  Army  and  other  tenant  reimbursements  are  ex- 
pected to  offset  $4.4  miillion  of  NPS  operational  expenses.  This  allows  a  level  of  criti- 
cal building  repair  projects  over  and  above  the  $12.5  million  DOD-fiinded  building 
and  rehabilitation  program.  NPS  is  committed  to  getting  as  many  tenants  as  pos- 
sible into  buildings  within  existing  funding. 

BUDGETARY  TRADEOFFS 

« 

Mr.  Kennedy.  And  beyond  that,  I  have  sought  to  figure  out 
whether  there  is  a  recommendation  that  I  should  give  to  you  be- 
tween zero,  which  it  could  not  be  quickly  anyway,  and  the  total  of 
$28. 

What  I  think  we  most  prudently  can  do  is  to  give  you  what  it 
costs  to  do  various  alternative  intensities  of  use  there.  And  then 
you  are  going  to  have  to  pick  what  you  think  you  want  to  have 
done  there. 

We  can  give  you  the  numbers.  But  this  is,  essentisdly,  a  very 
large  national  call  as  to  priorities. 

And  as  I  brooded  about  this  overnight,  my  sense  of  it  is  that  the 
budgetary  process  is  all  about  making  tradeoffs.  And  you  try  very, 
very  hard  to  give  it  some  time  and  attention  and  look  at  all  options 
across  the  whole  system. 

We  spend  a  whole  lot  of  time  doing  that,  both  up  here  and  among 
ourselves.  And  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  good  thing  for  me  to  do  that 
as  if  I  were  Julius  Caesar,  Octavius,  Lepidus,  or  Antony  picking 
one  and  picking  another.  That  is  what  the  budget  process  is  for — 
sweating  out  the  anxious  alternative. 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT 

Mr.  Frampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  respond  on  the  question 
you  asked  about  the  relationship  between  the  Presidio  and  the 
California  desert? 

Senator  GrORTON.  Yes. 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  think  they  are  different  in  this  respect.  The 
Presidio  isf  going  to  be  an  expensive  park  to  operate  if  it  continues 
to  be  a  national  park.  It  will  cost  between  $20  and  $25  million  a 
year  to  operate  although  it  could  be  operated  with  more  demolition 
of  buildings  and  more  open  space  for  somewhat  less. 

Our  hope  is  that  we  can  realize  one-half  or  more  of  that  from 
rental  income  of  leased  buildings.  The  business  community  in  San 
Francisco  has  certainly  told  me — I  think  told  you — ^that  this  can  be 
done  financially.  It  is  possible  to  reduce  the  cost  of  operating  this 
place  as  a  park  to  $10  million  a  year  or  less.  And  that  it  cannot 
be  made  to  work  selling  it  off.  There  is  no  money  to  be  made  selling 
it  off. 

If  that  is  the  alternative,  you  cannot  do  it  because  the  zoning  and 
other  requirements  in  San  Francisco  will  never  allow  this  place  to 
be  developed.  And  nobody  will  buy  it  for  that  purpose. 

So  we  are  currently  on  a  course  which  is  probably  the  highest 
and  best  economic  course  to  get  the  most  money  out  of  it  and  yet 
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preserve  the  open  space  and  historic  features.  There  is  not  a  better 
economic  course. 

Now,  that  is  somewhat  different  from  the  California  desert  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  very  high  costs  that  were 
cited  in  the  debate  over  the  California  desert  park  bill  were  not  the 
costs  of  operating  this  place. 

ACQUIRING  LAND  IN  THE  CALIFORNIA  DESERT 

They  were  the  costs  of  acquiring  private  land  and  State  land 
within  the  park.  Well,  we  do  not  have  the  money  or  the  means  to 
acquire  that  land  very  fast  anyway.  The  operating  costs 

Senator  Gorton.  How  much  do  you  have  in  this  budget  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  do  not  think  we  have  requested  more.  Is  it  $2.7? 
None  for  acquisition. 

Mr.  Frampton.  None  for  acquisition,  zero  for  acquisition.  $2.7 
for 

operating  costs  of  the  CALIFORNIA  DESERT 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  operating  cost  of  the  new  California  desert, 
the  Mojave  Preserve  and  the  activities  that  are  going  into  planning 
there  with  the  three  new  parks  are  closer  to  $2.5  million  a  year, 
some  of  which  is  going  to  come  from  Department  of  Defense  legacy 
funds. 

But  that  is  money  that  was  previously  spent,  a  good  bit  of  it,  by 
the  BLM  to  manage  that  area.  So  we  are  talking  about  transferring 
operations  costs  from  BLM  to  the  Park  Service. 

And  we  have,  I  think,  worked  very  hard  in  the  last  12  months 
to  put  together  a  joint  Park  Service,  BLM,  Department  of  Defense, 
county.  State  team  to  look  at  how  all  of  the  entities,  including  the 
highway  patrol  and  BLM,  work  together  to  minimize  those  costs. 

Right  now,  we  have  BLM  people  patrolling  the  park,  for  example. 
We  have  joint  law  enforcement  patrols.  We  have  a  working  ar- 
rangement with  base  commanders  in  the  desert  for  joint  planning 
for  management. 

So  that  is  not  going  to  be  an  enormous  new  cost  not  previously 
budgeted  in  the  Interior  Department's.  I  am  not  saying  $2.5  million 
is  insignificant.  But  it  is  an  order  of  magnitude  smaller  than  Pre- 
sidio. 

decrease  FUNDING  FOR  THE  PRESIDIO 

Senator  GtoRTON.  Let  me  give  you  one  hypothetical,  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy. Let  us  say  that  we  are  only  able  this  year  to  come  up  with 
one-half  of  what  you  asked  for  for  the  Presidio,  $12  million  or  so, 
but  do  pass  the  trust  authority  and  the  authorizing  legislation  that 
you  need. 

What  can  you  do?  What  will  happen  to  the  Presidio  under  those 
circumstances? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  You  would  mothball,  patrol,  or  chain  link  as  much 
as  you  could  that  you  had  not  already  got  rented  with  a  revenue 
stream  currently  received  from  the  rentals.  You  would  certainly 
sustain  police,  fire,  basic  health,  and  safety.  You  would  police  the 
place. 
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I  guess  that  is  probably  the  short  form.  You  would  police  it.  You 
would  have  to  spend  some  money.  As  everybody  knows, 
mothballing  is  not  inexpensive.  And  I  guess  that  you  would  be 
darned  unhappy  with  costs  of  $15  million,  if  that  is  the  course  of 
action  you  really  took,  if  you  did  not  want  the  property  genuinely 
to  deteriorate  because  you  did  not  properly  mothball  it. 

You  would  shut  her  down  as  a  park.  You  would  keep  her  going 
as  a  policed  place  and  keep  your  options  open  for  the  future.  You 
would  have  to  assume  there  was  a  future  on  that  basis;  otherwise, 
you  would  not  be  doing  well  by  it. 

FEE  COLLECTIONS 

Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Reid,  I  am  going  to  let  you  ask  your 
questions — ^you  have  been  patient. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Park  Service  now  has  the  legal 
authority  to  collect  fees,  right? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  does  in  some  places.  But  in  many  places,  it  does 
not.  Senator  Reid.  Many  parks  came  in  with  statutory  inhibitions 
upon  collection. 

Senator  Reid.  Well,  if  I  may 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

fee  collections  at  lake  mead  national  recreation  area 

Senator  Reid.  In  Nevada,  it  is  my  understanding  that  at  Lake 
Mead,  you  can  collect  fees. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  The  problem  is  that  there  is  no  guaranteed  return 
of  those  fees  to  the  Lake  Mead  system,  is  that  not  right? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Senator  Reid.  And  that  is  one  thing  you  want  us  to  do 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir,  please. 

Senator  Gorton.  Could  I  interrupt?  Do  you  want  us  to  say  that 
the  money  you  collect  in  each  park  will  go  to  that  park  or  just  to 
the  Park  Service? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  would  like  it  to  go  to  the  Park  Service.  And 
we  would  like  you,  if  you  would  like,  to  give  us  a  formula  that  says 
this  much  for  the  collecting  park.  Recognizing  that  there  are  some 
parks  that  you  need  to  keep  up,  you  can  collect  and  redistribute  to 
other  parks  on  a  formula — and  you  can  tell  us  which  formula  you 
like — but  with  most  of  it  going  to  the  park  that  collects,  of  course. 

water  system  at  lake  mead  national  recreation  area 

Senator  Reid.  Sounds  like  you  indicated  in  your  opening  state- 
ment the  Lake  Mead  Recreation  Area  has  been  unable  to  comply 
with  the  surface  water  treatment  rule  that  is  in  existence. 

The  needed  upgrades  to  the  park  water  treatment  system  re- 
quired under  current  law  are  deemed  to  be  about  $14  million.  Some 
of  the  water  systems  there  have  been  there  since  the  park  was  cre- 
ated. They  are  in  real  bad  shape. 

As  I  indicated,  we  have  10  million  people  come  to  that  park  each 
year.  Under  present  budgeting,  what  can  the  Park  Service  do  about 
the  water  system  at  Lake  Mead? 


23 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Under  the  current  process,  we  put  a  priority  num- 
ber on  that  work.  And  it  is  pretty  high  up.  I  have  been  asking  my 
colleagues  which  one  this  is.  I  think  it  is  either  No.  27  or  No.  60 
on  the  list;  both  deal  with  water  systems  at  Lake  Mead.  But  the 
Senator  wants  to  know,  I  think 

Senator  Reid.  I  would  appreciate  those  numbers.  What  is  the 
Park  Service  time  table  with  this  process? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Could  I  ask  Mr.  Galvin,  who  really  knows  the  an- 
swer to  that,  to  give  you  that  answer  directly? 

Mr.  Galvin.  We  are  currently  discussing  this  problem  with  the 
State  officials.  Basically,  the  Clean  Water  Act  gives  jurisdiction 
over  these  problems  to  the  State. 

Incidentally,  this  is  not  the  only  park  where  we  have  this  condi- 
tion. We  have  the  condition  at  Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  We 
have  it  in  two  places,  at  Sequoia  National  Park  where  the  State  is 
basically  the  same.  We  are  out  of  compliance  with  respect  to  water 
treatment. 

And  usually,  it  is  the  situation  that  you  described.  It  is  not  nec- 
essarily a  water  quality  issue.  It  is  that  surface  water  requires  a 
higher  degree  of  treatment  than  a  well. 

Senator  Reid.  I  understand  that.  But  really,  could  you 

Mr.  Galvin.  Develop  a  plan  with  the  State  to  get  back  in  compli- 
ance. Normally,  if  there  is  a  plan  to  get  back  in  compliance,  then 
the  State  will  not  act  to  shut  down  the  facility. 

Senator  Reid.  OK.  My  question 

Mr.  Galvin.  And  we  are  in  the  process  of  doing  that  in  the  State 
of  Nevada. 

Senator  Reid.  We  are  21st  or  60th,  whatever  the  number  is. 
What  does  that  mean  as  to  where  you  are?  Is  that  going  to  take 
1  year,  2  years,  or  10  years? 

Mr.  Galvin.  For  a  system  this  size,  we  are  talking  something 
like  5  years  to  come  into  compliance,  at  present  funding  levels,  my 
colleague  reminds  me. 

Senator  Reid.  Yes;  probably  with  what  you  expect,  it  would  make 
it  10  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  only  want  to  say  this  is  an  example  of  where 
the  so-called  rubber  is  really  beginning  to  meet  the  road.  It  is  easy 
to  talk  about  all  of  these  cuts  in  the  abstract. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  It  is  also  easy  to  talk  about  tax  cuts  for  people. 
But  I  think  if  the  American  public  were  able  to  listen — and  we 
have  no  cameras  here.  So  this  is  not  CNN.  This  is  somebody  else's 
camera. 

If  the  American  public  had  the  opportunity  to  listen  to  what  is 
going  on  in  this  room  today,  and  to  learn  what  is  going  to  happen 
to  their  park  system,  in  the  State  of  Nevada,  we  do  not  have  a  lot 
of  recreational  areas. 

What  we  have,  we  like  a  lot,  Great  Basin  National  Park,  Lake 
Mead  Recreation  Area  and  on  and  on  with  a  few  areas  like  that. 

If  the  people  of  Nevada  and  the  rest  of  the  country  could  see 
what  we  are  talking  about  doing  to  their  park  systems,  I  think  they 
would  want  us  to  redirect  priorities  a  little  bit. 

And  I  would  hope  that  this  hearing  which — ^you  know,  a  hearing 
that  dealt  with  whether  we  were  going  to  build  another  B-2  bomb- 
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er,  there  would  be  people  lined  up  out  there;  you  could  not  get 
them  in  this  room. 

There  would  be  lobbyists.  They  would  have  the  chauffeur-driven 
limousines  stacked  up  for  blocks  around  here. 

But  here,  you  know,  there  is  nobody  here.  There  are  no  lobbyists 
here  because  this  does  not  affect  anybody  but  the  people  that  go 
to  those  parks  because  it  is  a  cheap  way  to  be  entertained  to  go 
to  these  beautiful  recreation  areas. 

I  have  the  greatest  confidence  in  the  fairness  of  the  chairman  of 
this  subcommittee.  I  have  worked  with  him.  He  tries  to  be  fair  in 
ever3^hing  he  does.  But  he  is  no  magician. 

I  would  hope  that  the  people  who  are  within  the  sound  of  my 
voice  will  speak  out  for  what  is  right.  What  we  are  doing  is  wrong. 
And  no  better  example  is  present  than  what  we  are  doing  to  one 
of  the  things  that  makes  our  country  stand  out  above  all  other 
countries. 

That  is  the  legacy  that  Theodore  Roosevelt  and  others  have  left 
us,  to  do  something  about  these  great  natural  resources  we  have, 
to  not  only  protect  them,  but  to  advertise  them  to  the  rest  of  the 
world  and  the  people  of  this  country  that  they  are  resources  that 
we  should  be  using,  not  abusing. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  (Jorton.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Bums. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Senator  Burns.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman;  and  Mr.  Kennedy 
and  Secretary  Frampton  for  coming  this  morning. 

My  line  of  questioning  is  along  the  priorities,  too — ^where  we  set 
our  priorities  in  land  acquisition.  I  noticed  those  numbers  are 
down. 

What  really  caught  my  eye  on  the  land  acquisition — ^whenever  we 
were  debating  the  California  bill,  the  Park  Service  came  up  and 
testified  in  favor  of  that  bill  with  no  money  in  the  bank  to  buy  it, 
to  buy  the  land,  knowing  that  we  are  going  to  have  great  expenses 
on  that. 

I  found  that  puzzling.  If  I  think  I  am  going  to  go  up  there  and 
I  am  going  to  endorse  a  bill,  I  better  have  the  money  ready  to  pay 
for  it.  I  did  not  know  where  you  were  going  to  get  the  money.  You 
still  have  not  got  the  money. 

I  am  just  wondering  because  this  impacts  the  landowners'  inter- 
est and  it  takes  away  their  ability  to  use  it.  Also,  they  cannot  mar- 
ket it.  If  you  do  not  come  up  with  the  money,  they  cannot  sell  the 
dam  thing.  It  is  a  taking,  basically.  It  is  just  an  out-and-out  tak- 
ing. I  find  a  problem  with  that. 

COOPERATION  WITH  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Mr.  Kennedy,  can  you  provide  me  with  a  detailed  accounting  of 
the  amount  the  National  Park  Service  has  spent  implementing  pro- 
grams that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  required  you  to  join 
with  them?  Can  you? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes;  I  think  we  can,  Senator.  Do  you  want  to  re- 
gionally constrict  that  some  so  that 
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Senator  BURNS.  I  think  I  would  like  to  look  at  it  system-wide.  I 
want  to  know  what  impact  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is 
having  on  you  and  what  is  driving  part  of  your  budget. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  will  try  real  hard  to  give  you  that,  Senator. 

Senator  Burns.  OK.  I  would  appreciate  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

NPS  Activities  Performed  in  Conjunction  With  the  Fish  and  Wildufe 

Service 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA),  under  Section  7(a)l  and  7(a)2,  requires  NPS 
parks  to  develop  programs  for  the  conservation  of  Usted  species  and  to  consult  with 
U.S.  Fish  and  WildRfe  Service  if  their  activities  affect  listed  species.  Each  park 
works  to  recover  listed  species  by  implementing  tasks  as  described  in  the  Federally 
approved  recovery  plan;  by  monitoring  the  status  of  listed  and  candidate  species; 
and  by  reporting  T&E  expenditures  for  an  annual  report  to  Congress.  Similar  activi- 
ties would  be  required  to  meet  the  NPS  mission  to  preserve  its  natural  resources, 
even  in  the  absence  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  ESA  facilitates  coordination 
among  several  land  managers  that  may  manage  habitat  important  to  threatened  or 
endangered  species  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  provides  additional  ex- 
pertise liiat  might  not  be  available  in  the  absence  of  the  ESA. 

There  is  not  a  separate  cost  center  for  endangered  species  program;  funding  for 
endangered  species  projects  in  parks  comes  from  ONPS  funding,  mostly  park  operat- 
ing budgets.  NPS  expenditures  on  threatened  and  endangered  species  for  fiscal  year 
1994  were  $3.9  million,  which  covered  work  on  81  listed  species.  The  breakdown  of 
the  funding  is  as  follows: 

Millions 

Mammals  $1-5 

Birds 1-5 

Reptiles/amphibians -2 

Fishes -3 

Invertebrates  -3 

Plants  1 

Unfunded  needs  as  identified  in  the  RMP  database  for  a  four  year  planning  win- 
dow include  773  projects  estimated  to  cost  $91.4  miUion.  The  regional  breakdown 
is  as  follows: 

[Dollars  in  millions] 

Region  Projects  Amount  needed 

ARO  

MARO  

MWRO  

NARO 

NCRO  

PNRO 

RMRO 

SERO 

SWRO  

WRO  

Total  773 9U 

WOLF  REINTRODUCTION  PROGRAM 

Senator  Burns.  I  would  also  like  a  line-to-line  breakdown  on  the 
amount  of  funding  at  Yellowstone  National  Park  for  the  Wolf  Pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Burns.  What  have  you  spent  up  there?  Do  you  have 
those  figures  at  hand? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Before  me,  here,  no,  sir.  But  we  will  try  to  provide 
them  for  you. 
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$1.5 

19 

1.2 

92 

7.1 

63 

3.8 

39 

1.7 

49 

5.7 

87 

19.3 

114 

9.5 

49 

3.7 

252 

37.9 
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[The  information  follows:] 

NTS  Funding  for  the  Wolf  Program 

From  fiscal  year  1989  through  fiscal  year  1991  the  National  Park  Service  spent 
approximately  $721,000  on  wolf  research  and  studies,  as  directed  by  Congress. 
Aisout  $50,000  can  be  attributed  to  Glacier  National  Park  and  the  remainder  to  Yel- 
lowstone National  Park.  From  fiscal  year  1992  through  fiscal  year  1994,  Yellowstone 
spent  approximately  S359.000  that  was  specifically  allocated  by  Congress  to  assist 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  U.S.D.A. 

Forest  Service  in  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  wolf  reintro- 
duction  into  Yellowstone  National  Park  and  central  Idaho.  During  that  same  period 
of  time,  Glacier  spent  approximately  $80,000  on  wolf  research  and  studies  that  had 
been  added  to  their  operating  budget  by  Congress. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  Yellowstone  spent  an  additional  $200,000,  primarily  on  con- 
structing acclimation  facilities  and  acquiring  equipment,  and  a  small  amount  on 
personnel  costs,  to  start  up  the  wolf  reintroduction  program.  In  fiscal  year  1995, 
Yellowstone  has  budgeted  $324,000  to  continue  this  effort,  and  Glacier  has  budgeted 
$40,000  for  other  wolf-related  activities.  We  expect  to  spend  those  funds  as  budg- 
eted. 

Senator  Burns.  Also,  I  would  like  you  to  give  me  some  kind  of 
an  idea  of  your  estimate  of  how  much  that  program,  the  reintroduc- 
tion of  the  wolf,  is  going  to  cost  into  the  future. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Bltins.  We  are  getting  some  conflicting  numbers  now. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Future  Cost  of  Wolf  Redstroduction  Program 

We  plan  to  reintroduce  wolves  in  Yellowstone  over  a  three  to  five  year  period  until 
a  base  population  is  established.  After  the  initial  reintroduction  period  we  will  be 
monitoring  the  wolves  until  recovery  is  achieved,  which  is  projected  to  be  the  year 
2002.  During  the  active  reintroduction  phase,  fiscal  year  1996  through  fiscal  year 
1998,  we  estimate  costs  will  be  $334,000  per  year.  Dtiring  the  monitoring  phase 
fix)m  fiscal  year  1999  to  fiscal  year  2002,  we  expect  costs  can  be  reduced  to  about 
$175,000  per  year. 

WOLVES  IN  PARK 

Senator  Burns.  Can  you  tell  me  how  many  wolves  are  left  in  the 
park  now? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  I  am  not  sure  today  how  many  wolves 
are  in  the  park  and  how  many  are  outside.  I  can  tell  you  on  the 
numbers  that  the  DIS  project  is  spending  about  $6.5  million  over 
7  or  8  years  for  the  Wolf  Reintroduction  Program,  which  is  the  time 
horizon  for  getting  viable  populations. 

That  money  includes  not  only  the  management  of  the  program 
but  monitoring  and  science  as  well.  It  is  about  $600,000  to 
$700,000  a  year  over  this  period  between  now  and  2002,  which  is 
designed  to  accelerate  by,  perhaps,  15  to  20  years  getting  the  wolf 
off  of  the  endangered  species  list. 

When  you  look  at  the  cost  estimates  for  what  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  and  Park  Service  would  be  spending  if  they  did  nothing 
and  wolves  naturally  migrated  in,  the  cost  of  natural  reintroduc- 
tion, which  means  that  the  wolf  would  be  on  the  list  another  10, 
15  years,  are  actually  quite  a  bit  higher  than  that,  according  to  the 
economic  analysis  of  the  environmental  impact  study. 

Senator  BuTiNS.  Well,  I  am  not  going  to  put  a  lot  of  stock  in  that. 
But  you  do  not  have  any  wolves  now.  I  know  we  had  a  welfare  wolf 
left  in  the  park  at  one  time.  He  was  not  going  to  leave. 
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The  handout  was  pretty  good.  He  is  not  going  to  run  those  damn 
elk  around  when  he  can  be  fed  there.  I  understand  we  have  one. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Were  you  asking  me  how  many  are  still  in  the 
enclosed  areas? 

Senator  BURNS.  Yes;  in  the  park. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  the  wolves  go  in  and  out  of  the  park.  We 
would  hope  that  they  stay,  pretty  much,  in  the  park. 

Senator  BURNS.  Well,  they  are  not  going  to  do  that.  We  have  al- 
ready had  one  go  out  and  have  pups,  as  you  well  know.  Now,  to 
those  pups,  that  will  be  home  to  them.  TTiey  will  come  use  that 
ranch. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Actually,  those  pups  £ire  going  to  be  relocated. 

Senator  BURNS.  It  does  not  make  any  difference.  They  are  going 
to  go  back  honie.  And  you  wait  and  see  what  I  tell  you.  They  will 
not  stay  there.  You  have  got  to  learn  that. 

I  already  know  it.  That  is  the  wonderful  thing  about  this  wonder- 
ful business  of  living  out  there  and  being  among  those  rascals 
every  now  and  again. 

I  would  also  like  to  know  this:  What  are  the  discretionary  funds 
for  this  program  being  used  for  at  this  time?  Do  you  understand 
where  I  am  coming  from  on  that?  In  other  words,  are  we  going  to 
estimate  on  so  much  cost? 

Where  are  these  discretionary  funds  coming  from?  Where  are  you 
taking  funds  from  and  putting  into  the  Wolf  Program?  Where  did 
you  move  money  from  in  order  to  accommodate  the  Wolf  Program? 

Mr.  Sheaffer.  There  was  money  originally  put  in  a  budget  re- 
quest and  appropriated  by  Congress  for  both  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  the  Park  Service  for  the  Wolf  Reintroduction  Program, 
Senator,  several  years  ago,  roughly  $300,000,  I  believe  the  number 
was. 

Senator  Burns.  That  was  Mr.  Bruce  Sheaffer.  OK. 

Considering  the  fact  that  the  personnel  that  were  assigned  to  re- 
lease the  wolves  were  required  to  dismantle  the  holding  pens  for 
these  wolves,  what  is  the  anticipated  cost  for  the  construction  and 
the  reconditioning  of  these  pens?  I  would  like  that  figure,  too. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  will  supply  that  to  you,  sir. 

Senator  Burns.  OK.  And  for  the  committee. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Cost  of  Reconstruction  and  Reconditioning  of  Pens 

At  two  of  the  three  acclimation  pens  a  small  portion  of  one  of  the  10  foot  panels 
was  removed;  at  the  third  the  animals  left  through  the  opened  gate.  The  two  pens 
required  minor  repairs,  which  have  been  completed,  and  all  of  the  pens  are  now 
fully  serviceable.  Therefore  no  significant  costs  have  been  incurred  for  the  recon- 
struction and  reconditioning  of  these  pens. 

FUNDING 

Senator  Burns.  The  funding  for  this  program,  is  it  a  direct  ap- 
propriation of  the  Park  Service,  or  is  it  reprogramming  funds  from 
Fish  and  Wildlife? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is  direct,  sir;  and  we  will  supply  that  as  well. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Most  of  the  money.  Senator,  is  direct  appropria- 
tion to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  A  small  portion  of  it  is  Park 
Service. 
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Senator  Burns.  OK. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Funding  for  Wolf  Program  by  Appropriation 

The  National  Park  Service  has  spent  funds  that  were  appropriated  for  the  Oper- 
ations of  the  National  Park  System  (ONPS).  Funding  was  added  to  this  appropria- 
tion in  fiscal  year  1989  and  again  in  fiscal  year  1991  by  Congress,  specincally  for 
wolf  restoration  evaluation  and  planning.  The  amount  was  later  decreased  by  Con- 

fress  in  fiscal  year  1992  and  earmarked  for  cooperating  and  coordinating  with  the 
ish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
The  actual  Yellowstone  Wolf  Keintroduction  Program  itself,  which  began  in  fiscal 
year  1994,  has  a  current  budget  shortfall  of  about  $235,000,  which  has  been  re- 
quested as  an  operating  increase  in  our  fiscal  year  1996  budget  justifications  to  Con- 
gress. Meantime,  this  shortfall  is  being  made  up  by  reallocating  discretionary  funds 
from  other  ONPS  programs. 

BISON  PROGRAM 

Senator  Burns.  Also,  we  pretty  much  talked  about  the  bison 
thing.  But  you  are  being  sued  on  that.  So  we  will  let  that  legisla- 
tion move  on  through. 

I  want  to  make  my  point  here  before  the  Almighty  and  every- 
body. What  we  are  aslang  in  the  Bison  Program  is  nothing  more 
than  we  ask  every  stockman  in  this  country  to  do.  And  that  is  a 
herd  health  situation. 

I  told  you  earlier  this  morning,  the  advice  of  the  natural  repro- 
duction— and  forget  all  of  this  grandiose  study  that  we  go  through. 

We  have  impact  right  now.  Right  now  we  have  $60  fat  cattle. 
That  does  not  mean  a  lot  to  you  sitting  here  because  everybody  in 
this  room  is  going  to  get  a  check;  I  do  not  care  if  cattle  goes  to  $30. 

But  right  now — ^the  threat  is  there.  And  we  have  got  to  take 
those  kinds  of  measures.  We  do  different  things  in  our  judgment; 
but  you  do  nothing  with  regard  to  changing  your  management 
practice. 

We  have  got  to  become  a  neighbor.  That  is  what  I  am  saying.  We 
are  going  to  have  to  test  those  animals,  every  one  of  them.  Every 
one  of  them  has  got  to  go  to  a  chute.  They  nave  got  to  draw  the 
blood  on  them.  The  reactors  will  have  to  go  somewhere. 

But  they  are  out  of  there.  They  have  got  to  go.  They  will  go  to 
slaughter  somewhere.  And  the  meat  goes  to  whoever  wants  it. 

You  are  going  to  have  to  start  vaccinating  your  younger  stock,  1 
year  and  under;  in  5  years,  you  have  got  a  clean  herd,  it  is  just 
that  simple. 

It  is  just  nothing  but  setting  up  a  set  of  corrals  and  asking — ^it 
is  very  simple.  And  APHIS — I  am  saying  they  are  doing  exactly 
what  they  are  paid  to  do.  And  that  is  animal  health  and  disease 
control.  So  we  will  talk  about  that. 

ACCOUNTABILITY  AND  THE  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

Now,  I  have  one  other  question,  and  then  I  am  going  to  move 
along.  Recently,  the  Energy  and  Natural  Resource  Committee,  this 
committee  or  the  authorizing  committee,  held  a  hearing  for  find- 
ings that  were  developed  by  tne  General  Accounting  Office. 

You  know  what  I  am  going  to  ask  about  right  now.  During  the 
hearing,  the  committee  was  informed  that  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice has  a  vacuum  cleaner  on  its  books  valued  at  approximately 
$800,000.  Does  anybody  know  where  it  is? 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is  not  valued  on  the  books  today  at  $800,000, 

Senator  Burns.  Now 

Mr.  Kennedy.  In  fact,  I  very  much  doubt- 


Senator  Burns.  I  just  want  to  know:  Was  it? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  doubt  it  a  lot.  But  I  will  bet  you  that  there  is 
a  keystroke  operator  somewhere  that  is  in  deep  trouble. 

Senator  BURNS.  I  just  want  to  see  this  vacuum  cleaner.  I  just 
want  to  see  her. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir;  I  think,  if  we  could  leave  her  there,  I 
would  appreciate  it.  We  have  coped  with  those  kinds  of  problems. 

THE  PRESIDIO  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  CLEANUP 

Senator  Burns.  In  the  area,  those  are  two  areas  that  I  am  very, 
very  concerned  about.  And  I  will  tell  you  what  I  am  concerned 
about  because  I  happen  to  believe  very  much  in  the  Park  Service, 
too. 

Presidio,  I  do  not  know.  In  Presidio,  let  me  say:  How  much  envi- 
ronmental cleanup  will  that  facility  take  before  the  transfer  is  fi- 
nally made,  because  I  am  also  on  an  appropriation  committee  hav- 
ing to  deal  with  that? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  A  lot  of  that  has  been  done  by  the  military;  in 
fact,  nearly  all,  I  believe,  for  all  intents  and  purposes. 

Senator  Burns.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  is  not  on  us.  That  is  the  Defense  Department 
budget,  and  they  have,  pretty  much,  achieved  that.  So  that  is  not 
sitting  out  there  and  going  to  hit  us,  Senator. 

Senator  Burns.  OK.  Because  I  am  also  chairman  of  that  commit- 
tee on  BRAG. 

Mr,  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Burns.  And  that  is  where  that  will  be — that  cleanup 
comes  from.  I  just  wondered  where  we  are  on  the  environmental 
cleanup. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  part  of  it  is  behind  us,  or  close  to.  It  is  not 
going  to  be  on  us,  anyway. 

Senator  Burns.  Yes;  that  would  really  impact  us 

Mr.  Kennedy.  You  bet. 

Senator  Burns  [continuing].  If  we  were  to  take  on  something 
that  was  a  third  group,  party  responsibility.  I  am  very  concerned 
about  that.  I  am  more  concerned  about  that  than  anything  else. 

BUDGET  priorities 

I  like  the  Park  Service.  We  enjoy  the  parks  in  Montana.  In  fact, 
it  is  an  integral  part  of  our  tourism.  It  is  very,  very  important  to 
us,  and  the  conditions  of  those  parks. 

What  I  am  trying  to  get  at:  I  do  not  see  how  you  look  your  people 
in  the  face  if  they  are  to  work  in  Yellowstone  Park  and  say,  we  are 
going  to  spend  x  amount  of  dollars  to  reintroduce  an  animal  that 
is  not  going  to  stay  here,  and  not  develop  some  housing  for  the  re- 
tention and  the  quality  of  life  for  the  people  that  manage  that 
park. 

I  do  not  see  how  you  can  get  away  with  that.  I  do  not  know 
whether  I  am  that  good  a  manager  or  not  because  you  are  a  better 
salesman  than  I  am,  I  suppose. 
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And  then  I  am  trjdng  to  bring  some  kind  of  credibility  and  ac- 
countability to  really  a  service  that — it  has  gone  astray  here  in  the 
last  10  years  or  so.  I  will  say  that  very  frankly  because  they  do  not 
think  that — they  do  not  have  to  be  accountable  to  anybody.  And 
that  is  what  concerns  me. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  Senator.  I,  of  course,  cannot  leave  that 
last  comment  smoking  on  this  record.  I  do  have  to  say  that  we  are, 
as  I  know  you  know  we  are,  striving  very  hard  to  run  our  affairs 
in  a  businesslike  and  honorable  way,  and  we  think  we  are  doing 
that. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  just  do  not  take  some  sorry  advice  from 
people  that  have  never  run  a  cow  when  it  comes  to  this  bison  mat- 
ter because,  I  will  tell  you,  you  are  going  to  get  another  version. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you.  Senator, 

BRUCELLOSIS  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  I  think  we  are  making  some  progress  on 
the  brucellosis  issue.  We  did  agree  last  week  on  a  memorandum  of 
understanding  with  all  three  States. 

Montana,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  are  agreed  with  all  Federal  agen- 
cies to  set  up  this  greater  Yellowstone  Interagency  Brucellosis 
Commission  and  with  a  set  of  goals. 

And  I  am  going  to  meet  in  2  weeks  with  Grovemor  Racicot.  We 
are  making  some  progress  there,  relative  to  1  or  2  months  ago. 

Senator  Burns.  Well,  I  applaud  you  on  that.  But  I  want  to  see 
some  corrals  go  up  and  start  the  process,  because  I  know  it  is  a 
smoking  gun.  It  is  a  time  bomb.  It  is  ticking.  I  guess  I  look  at  it 
from  a  different  perspective  than  you  do. 

I  just  want  an  outbreak.  We  are  hurt.  We  are  really  hurt,  and 
that  is  what  I  want  to  leave  it  with. 

WOLVES  IN  YELLOWSTONE 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  are  counting  on  some  of  those  wolves  to  thin 
the  herd  and  work  on  this  problem,  too.  It  is  a  very  cost  effective 
way  to 

Senator  Burns.  Mr.  Frampton,  I  am  going  to  tell  you  what  that 
wolf  will  do.  He  can  pick  up  that  lamb  and  that  ewe  and  that  calf 
a  hell  of  a  lot  easier  than  he  can  run  down  an  elk  or  a  buffalo. 

And  he  is  going  to  take — he  is  going  to  choose  the  line  of  least 
resistance  because  he  is  just  like  me.  And  I  would  be  just  like  that 
welfare  wolf,  the  one  that  you  have  got  left  up  there.  As  long  as 
you  are  going  to  feed  me,  I  am  going  to  stick  around. 

So  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Gorton.  Could  I  ask  these  other  two  Senators,  would 
you  give  Senator  Domenici  a  chance  to  make  a  brief  statement  be- 
cause he  has  to  go  somewhere  else? 

DOI  BUDGETARY  PRIORITIES 

Senator  Domenici.  First,  I  have  a  couple  of  questions  for  the  wit- 
nesses. If  you  would  ask  them  in  due  course.  Senator,  I  would  ap- 
preciate it. 

I  just  want  to  comment  on  my  good  friend  from  Nevada's  state- 
ment about  the  public  reaction  if  it  could  sit  in  on  a  hearing  when 
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we  consider  what  we  are  going  to  do  about  funding  the  parks  of  the 
United  States. 

Frankly,  I  do  not  think  the  issue  is  what  we  are  going  to  do  to 
the  parks  of  the  United  States.  I  think  the  issue  is:  Do  we  have 
the  capacity  to  say  if  this  is  all  of  the  money  we  have  to  spend  for 
everjrthing  you  do,  not  just  the  Park  Service,  but  the  entire  Interior 
Department,  how  do  we  set  priorities?  We  come  to  a  point  where 
we  do  not  have  any  more  money  to  spend  because  we  do  not  want 
our  kids  to  have  to  pay  our  bills? 

We  want  to  pay  our  own  bills. 

We  only  have  so  much  money  to  spend,  and  then  we  would  sit 
down  and  say,  "What  do  we  not  do  that  we  are  doing?" 

I  guarantee  you  that  park  maintenance  and  the  relevance  of 
parks  in  our  daily  lives  would  be  a  very,  very  high  priority. 

But  there  may  be,  and  I  say  this  to  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  a  whop- 
ping number  of  things  that  Interior  is  doing  that  the  average 
American  may  look  on  and  say.  Would  you  do  those? 

They  may  very  well  say,  how  about  5  years  from  now,  Mr.  Sec- 
retary? Forget  about  it  right  now,  keep  the  parks,  maintain  them. 
Do  A,  B,  C,  but  you  do  not  have  to  do  X,  Y,  Z. 

That  is  what  this  whole  business  is  about. 

My  friend,  chief  of  staff  Panetta  says,  "Let  the  policy  drive  the 
budget." 

We  have  been  doing  that.  We  have  been  letting  policy  drive  the 
budget.  And  where  are  we?  Soon  $300  billion  annual  deficits  again. 

The  policy  that  ought  to  drive  the  budget.  Senator  Cochran,  is 
the  policy  of  balancing  the  budget.  Sooner  or  later,  America  has  to 
do  that. 

That  is  not  a  bad  policy.  All  of  the  policies  ought  to  be  subser- 
vient to  it;  perhaps  only  one  or  two,  maybe  the  defense  of  our  Na- 
tion should  not  be.  One  of  the  biggest  debts  we  ever  accrued  was 
when  we  wanted  to  win  a  war,  much  bigger  than  now. 

We  are  not  in  a  war  with  the  world.  No;  we  have  a  lot  of  Federal 
programs  that  do  not  need  to  be  funded  as  much  as  the  parks  of 
the  United  States. 

If  we  get  caught  into  a  position  of  being  isolated  on  each  subject 
instead  of  saying,  What  are  the  priorities  within  a  big  Department 
like  this?  then  it  is  our  fault. 

I  mean,  we  just  literally  abandoned  all  common  sense  that  the 
American  people  would  want  us  to  use.  I  think  you  ought  do  some 
prioritizing. 

The  problem  is  the  President  gave  you  some  priorities — he  put 
a  lot  of  money  in  this  year  in  certain  programs  and  totally  reduced 
others.  It  may  end  up  we  are  going  to  tell  you  you  have  to  reduce 
a  lot  more  of  them. 

We  are  not  going  to  be  telling  you  that  you  have  to  cut  the  devil 
out  of  the  Park  Service.  You  may  end  up  saying  you  do  not  want 
to  do  that.  Maybe  some  of  these  other  things  in  the  appropriations 
bill  you  may  say  you  are  not  even  going  to  fund. 

So  that  is  how  I  see  it.  My  job  is  a  little  different  than  looking 
at  the  little  individual  items.  You  have  a  difficult  time  with  them, 
everybody  on  our  committees  does. 
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But  to  sit  here  and  say  we  cannot  maintain  the  parks  because 
we  have  to  get  a  balanced  budget  for  the  people  of  this  country  is 
just  not  true.  It  is  just  not  true. 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  a  couple  of  minutes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  Director  Kennedy  and  I  would  be  de- 
lighted to  take  a  tape  of  your  remarks  back  to  our  internal  budget 
meetings  at  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Senator  Domenici.  Very  good. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Bennett. 

Senator  Bennett.  Add  my  voice  to  his  if  you  need  more  than 
one. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

PARK  VISITATION 

I  share  the  position  of  many  members  of  this  committee  that  say 
that  the  Park  Service  might  very  well  be  an  area  where  there 
should  be  increased  funding  simply  because,  looking  at  it  through 
the  prism  of  a  businessman,  there  is  increased  patronage. 

And  if  you  have  visitor  use  going  up  very  substantially,  you  have 
to  fund  that  use  or  else  get  the  kind  of  degradation  that  you  are 
talking  about. 

But  I  would  echo  what  Senator  Domenici  has  said  that  there 
may  well  be  some  other  things  in  the  Department  that  could  be  cut 
back  as  ways  to  find  money  to  deal  with  this  increased  visitor  use. 

CONCESSIONS  POLICY 

Now,  I  am  the  primary  sponsor  of  the  concessions  bill  because  I 
agree  with  you  completely  that  the  park  visitor  ought  to  start  pay- 
ing a  bigger  percentage  of  the  cost  of  managing  the  parks.  And  one 
way  to  do  it  is  to  get  an  intelligent  kind  of  concession  policy. 

I  recognize  that  the  previous  concession  policy  had  some  validity 
to  it,  and  it  probably  made  some  sense  when  it  was  adopted,  times 
change.  We  do  not  like  to  change  around  here  when  times  change. 

But  I  think  concessions  policy  is  one  area  where  we  have  to 
change.  Talk  to  me  about  fees.  What  changes — I  am  no  longer  on 
the  authorizing  committee,  I  had  to  give  up  that  seat  in  order  to 
get  this  one. 

I  decided  this  one  was  a  little  more  fun;  so  here  I  am. 

FEE  COLLECTION 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is  a  strictly  analogous  situation  in  that  the  fee 
collection  process  is  a  hodgepodge  of  individual,  congressionally 
driven  anomalies  acquired  over  time.  It  makes  no  sense  in  its  cur- 
rent structure.  There  are  lots  of 

Senator  Bennett.  It  sounds  like  the  concession  policy. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir;  it  is  a  precise  analogy.  The  objective  is 
precisely  the  same.  Let  us  get  some  more  money  at  the  gate  to  take 
care  of  these  places. 

And  there  is  another  little  element  of  it  as  there  is  in  the  conces- 
sions process  where  there  is  a  little  buried  treasure  there  that,  un- 
less you  pay  attention  to  it,  you  do  not  see.  That  is,  there  are  folks 
who  use  these  parks,  such  as  film  makers  and  others  that  are  not 
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paying  market  rates  anywhere  at  all.  We  are  subsidizing  a  lot  of 
entertainment  companies  that  are  using  the  parks  for  virtually  no 
fees. 

And  that  has  also  been  a  hodgepodge  of  regulation  or  agreement 
when  things  came  in.  We  need  to  scrap  all  of  the  accumulation  of 
this  coral  reef  of  exhausted  regulation  and  legislation  and  address 
the  similarities  of  each  of  these  kinds  of  parks. 

Obviously,  some  entry  fees  are  not  collectable  because  a  mul- 
titude of  entry  points.  You  should  not  waste  your  time  trjdng. 

But  where  you  can  collect — and  the  Secretary  ought  to  have  the 
right  now  to  describe  those  common  characteristics  in  categories  of 
parks  where  you  can  collect  marginally — raise  what  you  are  going 
to  collect. 

You  do  not  have  to  collect  a  whole  lot  more  to  pick  up  another 
$50  or  $75  million  when  you  have  got  240  million  people  coming 
into  these  places,  some  major  percentage  of  which  you  can  get 
something  from,  a  little  more. 

What  you  want  is  a  comprehensive  policy  with  somebody,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  tell  you  what  that  policy  is  going  to  be, 
which  now  does  not  occur  because  there  is  not  any  coherence  pos- 
sible. And  we  can  get  out  of  this  system,  we  said  in  the  budget  doc- 
uments, I  think,  $32  million. 

I  think  that  is  very  low.  Just  with  another  buck  on  $4  to  go  $5, 
for  example,  on  that  scale — so  as  to  get  more  than  the  1940  rate 
of  fee  collection  at  Yellowstone  National  Park.  We  could  pick  up  a 
lot  of  this  $100  million  gap  we  are  looking  for  on  that  basis. 

And  the  crucial  thing  here  is:  Let  us  not  load  up  a  fee  bill  on 
which  there  is  bipartisan  support  in  both  sides  of  the  Congress, 
with  everybody  else's  wish  list  of  what  they  would  like  to  get  out 
of  some  other  service  which  is  not  analogous  and  for  which  there 
is  no  consensus.  Kill  the  thing  because  we  have  loaded  it  up  with 
too  much  of  everybody  else's  business.  Let  us  get  on  with  some  leg- 
islation to  help  the  parks. 

Senator  Bennett.  Well,  I  certainly  agree  with  that.  And  again, 
as  a  businessman,  I  know  there  are  some  products  that  are  price 
sensitive  and  there  are  some  that  are  not. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Bennett.  I  would  assume  most  of  your  circumstances 
are  not  price  sensitive  because  I  see  as  I  go  to  parks  the  kinds  of 
businesses  that  are  built  up  outside  the  parks  that  charge  what  the 
traffic  will  bear,  and  do  extremely  well. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure.  The  example  some  often  give  is  it  costs  you 
$17  to  buy  a  video  on  the  park  that  you  can  get  into  for  $7.  It  does 
not  make  any  sense,  it  is  just  crazy. 

And,  therefore,  the  price  sensitivity  we  are  talking  about  here  is 
an  elevation  of  $4  to  $5,  or  $7.  We  are  not  talking  about  raising 
things  on  doubles  or  triples  to  get  there. 

Senator  Bennett.  I  do  not  want  to  prolong  this.  But  if  you  were 
my  client  and  I  was  your  business  consultant,  I  would  say  try  going 
to  $6.50,  $7.50,  instead  of  $5.  As  long  as  you  are  going  to  raise  it, 
raise  it.  You  can  always  come  back.  On  the  other  hand,  if  visitation 
begins  to  fall  off — at  some  parks,  that  is  what  you  want,  is  it  not, 
because  of  the  ecological  degradation  that  is  coming  because  of  peo- 
ple flooding  in? 
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I  would  a  lot  rather  limit  their  coming  in  by  virtue  of  a  device 
that  raises  money  and  solves  your  problem  than  by  a  policing  de- 
vice that  says,  we  are  only  going  to  limit  so  many  permits. 

And  people  are  lining  up  for  the  permit.  I  mean,  that  is  stupid. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  If  the  pricing  constraint  is  coupled  as  you  would 
want  us  to  do,  to  assure  access  for  busloads  of  kids,  for  instance, 
so  that  you  deliberately  stipulate  an  education  purpose  as  well,  you 
would  want  to  do  that,  of  course.  Yes;  we  entirely  concur. 

Obviously,  we  are  tr3dng  to  steer  our  way  through  two  extremes; 
people  who  really  think  that  this  problem  is  going  to  go  away  and, 
therefore,  you  should  not  raise  your  fees  because  one  day,  kingdom 
come  will  return. 

And  we  are  going  to  have  a  problem.  That  is  one  set  of  people. 

And  there  are  other  people  who  think  we  can  solve  all  of  our 
problems  by  a  fee  entry.  Neither  is  correct. 

CLOSING  PARKS  AND  LOW  VISITATION 

Senator  Bennett.  Oh,  I  understand  there  must  be  some  tax- 
payer subsidy  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  Visitation  at  parks,  I  know 
you  feel  very  strongly  about  this. 

But  again,  as  long  as  we  are  talking  as  business  people  here, 
there  are  some  products  that  are  not  price  sensitive.  And  you  can 
raise  the  price.  And  everjdihing  is  wonderful. 

There  are  other  products  that  you  look  at  and  say,  you  know,  no- 
body is  using  these. 

Ajid  is  there  any  possibility  of  looking  at  some  of  the  parks 
where  the  visitation  is  very  low  and  saying  maybe,  we  designate 
these  as  something  other  than  parks,  and  lower  our  management 
cost  and  lower  our  maintenance  responsibility? 

I  am  told  there  are  parks  in  Utah — I  do  not  know  this.  But  I  am 
told  by  the  Congressman  from  Utah,  there  are  parks  in  Utah  that 
no  one  has  visited,  period,  in  the  last  year. 

I  mean,  it  is  wonderful  to  go  out  in  the  middle  of  the  desert  and 
look  around.  But  once  you  have  done  it,  you  do  not  want  to  come 
back. 

And  you  do  not  go  home  and  tell  your  neighbors,  you  really  ought 
to  do  this. 

Mr,  Kennedy.  I  would  like  to  try  to  give  you  a  sober  and  careful 
response  because  this  is  an  awfully  important  point  for  this  record. 
There  are  places  which  we  should  tend  and  preserve  even  if  nobody 
has  gone  there  for  1  or  2  years. 

There  are  places  that  are  not  much  visited  but  will  be — ^Alaska 
is  kind  of  an  obvious  instance.  And  we  should  want  to  take  care 
of  something  so  that  you  can  accommodate  an  increase  over  time. 
If  you  lose  it,  you  have  lost  it. 

It  is  true  that  there  are  remote  places  that  you  want  to  keep  re- 
mote because,  among  other  reasons,  that  is  like  a  pricing  mecha- 
nism, your  mode  of  control. 

And  it  is  also  a  mode,  to  use  your  term  of  policing,  that  if  you 
are  watching  some  people  coming  along  a  dusty  road  to  Hovenweep 
National  Monument,  you  have  got  a  little  control.  I  am  simply  stip- 
ulating that  it  is  not — and  you  would  not  want  me  to  think  that 
it  is  just  visitorship  that  matters. 
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There  are  a  number  of  other  factors.  But  we  must  take  carefully 
into  account  what  our  visitorship  is  telling  us,  and  then  synthesize 
that  data  with  the  other  streams  of  information  or  policy  to  which 
I  have  attempted  to  allude. 

DESERT  TORTOISE  HABITAT 

Senator  Bennett.  Secretary  Frampton,  I  know  we  are  taking  up 
money  here.  I  know  the  appraisal  figures  that  have  come  in  on  the 
desert  tortoise  habitat  are  higher  than  you  and  I  had  talked  about 
at  some  point.  And  I  will  not  take  the  time  of  the  committee  to  go 
into  that. 

I  think,  perhaps,  if  you  could  come  by  the  office  or  if  we  could 
have  a  telephone  conversation,  we  might  talk  about  the  impact  of 
that  on  the  budget,  unless  you  have  a  comment  you  want  to  make 
here  for  the  general  committee. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  I  think.  Senator,  that  the  values  are  high 
enough  that  that  is  not  an  accomplishment  that  is  going  to  be 
achieved  with  appropriated  funds. 

Senator  Bennett.  So  we  are  going  to  have  to  swap  some  land, 
I  think. 

Mr.  Frampton.  And  I  actually  have  to  leave  a  little  early  to  meet 
with  Senator  Bryan  on  this.  I  met  with  Senator  Reid  earlier  this 
month.  And  the  throughway  land  swap,  water  swap  approach  to 
making  this  a  reality  may  be  back  on  track. 

INHOLDINGS  AND  LAND  ACQUISITION 

Senator  Bennett.  The  only  other  comment  I  would  make,  Mr. 
Chairman,  following  up  on  Senator  Bums  is:  There  has  been  an  at- 
titude that  says  if  we  designate  a  land  area  as  a  national  park  and 
then  we  say  we  do  not  have  the  money  to  pay  for  the  inholdings 
in  that  land,  it  is  really  not  a  problem;  that  somewhere  down  the 
line  we  will  get  the  money — knowing  full  well  we  will  not — and 
then,  maybe  the  owners  of  the  inholdings  will  die  and  their  heirs 
will  quit  worrying  about  it. 

And  that  does  smell  like  a  taking,  which  is  why  I  offered  my 
amendment  to  the  California  desert  bill.  I  voted  to  report  out  the 
California  desert  bill. 

I  got  all  kinds  of  flack  for  it.  But  I  reserved  the  right  to  offer  an 
amendment  on  the  floor  which  said  if  you  do  not  pay  for  the 
inholdings  within  10  years,  you  lose  the  park  designation. 

And  the  chairman  of  the  authorizing  committee,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  very  openly  and  honestly  said:  "If  we  require  pay- 
ment for  the  inholdings  within  10  years,  that  guts  the  bill." 

And  I  think  my  point  was  made.  And  I  make  it  here  again  that 
that  is  really  not  fair.  And  some  of  us  might  think  it  might  not 
even  be  constitutional  because  it  does  constitute  a  taking. 

And  I  think  at  some  point  there  will  be  a  ruling  on  that  issue 
by  a  Supreme  Court  somewhere  down  the  line. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Would  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Senator  Bennett.  Yes. 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  think  you  raised  a  very  interesting  point. 
How  would  the  Senator  feel  about  flipping  that  question  on 
inholdings  to  say,  for  example,  in  the  California  desert  bill,  that  we 
would  not  buy  any  holding,  inholding,  say,  for  20  years  so  they 
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would  at  least  know  what  is  going  to  happen?  They  would  know 
they  had  20  years'  security. 

Senator  Bennett.  Yes;  but  with  a  20-year  clock  ticking,  who  is 
going  to  develop  his  land,  knowing  that  at  the  end  of  20  years  it 
is  going  to  revert  to  the  Federal  Government  in  an  area  where  visi- 
tors, frankly,  are  discouraged  from  coming  because  it  has  created 
a  Park  Service  circumstance? 

Senator  Bumpers.  Does  that  bill  contain  a  willing  seller  clause 
in  it? 

Senator  Bennett.  I  cannot  say. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Does  anybody  know? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes;  I  believe  so,  Senator. 

Senator  Bumpers.  It  did  have? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Well,  there  would  not  be  any  point  in  putting 
in  a  willing  seller  clause  because  they  do  not  have  to  sell  anyway, 
is  that  correct,  G^eorge? 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT  INHOLDINGS 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  I  think  that  is  right.  I  guess  I  would  say 
to  Senator  Bennett  that  while  the  point  that  you  have  is  a  valid 
one  in  some  situations,  I  am  not  sure  that  is  the  way  it  is  played 
out. 

And  it  fits  the  California  desert  situation  because  there  is  also 
State  land  and  trust  land  out  there.  Most  of  the  individuals  in  the 
Land  Fair  Valley  had  little  interest  or  any  prospect  of  selling  their 
land  over  the  last  20  years. 

And  I  am  not  sure  that  the  park  bill,  as  enacted,  really  limits 
any  activities  significantly.  If  anything,  it  makes  their  land  more 
valuable  in  the  future  for  sale  to  another  private  landowner. 

So  it  would  enhance  the  value  of  their  land  in  that  particular 
case.  While  I  think  that  the  issue  that  you  pose  theoretically  is  one 
that  we  have  to  worry  about  in  expanding  park  boundaries,  I  am 
not  sure  it  really  applies  to  most  of  the  private  owners  in  the  Cali- 
fornia desert  as  it  has  turned  out. 

Senator  Bennett.  Yes.  OK.  Well,  that  was  not  their  feeling  at 
the  time  we  were  debating  it. 

I  just  leave  you  with  the  example  of  my  colleague  from  Wyoming, 
Senator  Simpson.  My  colorful  colleague  from  Wyoming,  Senator 
Simpson,  talks  about  a  fellow  who  had  an  inholding  in  a  national 
park  in  Wyoming.  And  they  kept  trying  to  get  the  Park  Service  to 
buy.  The  Park  Service  kept  saying  no. 

So  finally,  he  put  up  a  huge  sign  that  said  "EATS." 

The  people  would  come  by  and  say,  "What  is  this?" 

And  he  would  say,  "Well,  I  am  going  to  build  a  diner  here.  And 
this  is  advertising  for  my  future  diner.' 

Of  course,  he  had  no  intention  of  building  a  diner  there.  Nobody 
would  go  there. 

But  he  had  this  really  ugly  sign  that  said  "EATS"  there  in  the 
middle  of  the  park  and  finally  got  somebody  to  buy  him  out  be- 
cause he  recognized  that  he  could  not  use  his  land  for  anything 
else.  It  was  completely  landlocked  by  park  grounds. 

He  just  wanted  you  to  know  you  have  ruined  his  opportunity  to 
do  anjrthing  here — I  want  you  to  take  my  land. 
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And  Sen?itor  Simpson  tells  the  story  with  much  more  color  and 
much  more  detail,  more  verve  than  I  can.  But  I  think  it  is  illus- 
trative of  the  kind  of  thing  we  face  with  inholdings. 

Of  course,  inholdings  are  very  important  in  Utah  because  most 
of  them  are  school  trust  lands.  And  the  lack  of  income  from  those 
lands  means  lack  of  money  for  Utah's  school  children. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  nothing  further. 

Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Cochran,  you  have  been  waiting  pa- 
tiently. 

Senator  Cochran.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

There  are  several  issues  that  I  would  like  to  talk  about  that  are 
parochial  in  nature. 

And  what  I  will  do  is  ask  you  to  submit  responses  to  my  inquir- 
ies for  the  record  and  not  take  up  the  time  of  fellow  members  of 
the  committee  or  others  who  are  here  at  the  hearing  with  those  pa- 
rochial issues,  mainly  dealing  with  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  con- 
struction and  Natchez  Historical  Park,  Gulf  Islands  National  Sea- 
shore in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  the  Vicksburg  National  Military 
Park,  all  of  which  are  very  important  facilities  of  the  National  Park 
Service  located  in  or  near  our  State  or  partly  in  our  State. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  HERITAGE  COMMISSION 

Let  me  just  ask  you  a  couple  of  general  questions.  Notice  how 
strongly  I  agreed  when  I  was  hearing  Senator  Domenici  talk  about 
how  we  go  about  a  rational  decision  process  here,  about  how  we  al- 
locate the  scarce  funds  that  are  available  to  our  committee. 

And  it  strikes  me  that  we  ought  to  take  a  new  look  at  some  of 
the  suggested  innovations  or  changes  that  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice is  taking  to  its  overall  mission. 

One  thing  that  came  to  mind  immediately  was  the  Mississippi 
River  Heritage  Commission.  I  know  this  is  something  that  is  im- 
portant to  you.  And  you  have  devoted  a  good  deal  of  time  and  effort 
in  developing  a  plan  for  maintaining  the  heritage  of  the  river. 

But  it  occurs  to  me  that  is  awfully  ambitious.  And  what  business 
is  it  of  the  National  Park  Service,  if  we  look  at  it  very  critically, 
to  take  on  such  a  monumental  thing  alone  and  without  any  guar- 
antee that  there  will  ever  be  the  funds  to  do  all  of  the  things  you 
think  might  come  of  this. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Senator,  could  I  respond  to  that? 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  I  would  like  to  know  what  your  reaction  is  to 
that. 

NATCHEZ  TRACE  HISTORICAL  PARK  AND  NATCHEZ  TRACE  PARKWAY 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure.  What  I  have  been  working  on  is  not  the 
Commission.  And  it  is  not  the  giant  project  of  going  from  Cairo  to 
the  gulf  that  I  have  been  trying  to  pay  some  personal  attention  to 
and  spending  some  time  in  Mississippi  about. 

It  is  trying  to  connect  what  we  have  already  got,  the  Natchez 
Trace  Parkway,  Shiloh-Corinth  area,  Natchez  National  Historical 
Park  itself  and  the  shore,  to  what  other  folks  are  doing  with  their 
own  money.  So  we  make  a  little  better  sense  coherently  and  coop- 
eratively. 
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I  do  not  have  in  mind  spending  money  we  have  not  got  to  do 
stuff  we  are  not  now  doing.  Instead,  the  objective  would  be  to  get 
a  lot  more  balance  out  of  what  we  are  doing  and  the  folks  in  Cor- 
inth are  doing,  and  Butch  Brown  is  doing  in  Natchez.  So  we  are 
working  really  closely  together;  not  just  talking  about  it  once  a 
year,  but  that  we  are  actually  there  working  on  a  constant  basis 
so  that  tourisn  steps  up  on  an  intelligent  basis,  following  themes 
that  are  pursued  by  us.  And  so  the  folks  in  Mississippi  and  those 
cities  and  towns  see  that  what  we  do  with  money  that  flows  to  the 
national  trust  for  main  street  programs  reinforces  what  we  do  next 
door  in  the  parks.  When  we  have  citizens  as  in  Natchez  itself  raise 
their  own  dough  and  the  town  raises  a  lot  of  dough  we  pay  atten- 
tion to  that  in  the  way  we  manage  the  park. 

So  this  is  not  new  money.  It  is  an  effort  to  get  everybody  together 
so  they  are  in  parallel.  And  I  hope  it  is  a  pattern  for  elsewhere. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  HERITAGE  COMMISSION 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  There  are  some  who  are  seriously  concerned 
that  this  river  corridor/heritage  effort  is  going  to  lead  to  new  regu- 
lations by  the  Federal  Grovemment  about  what  you  can  do  on  the 
river  banks  and  up  to  miles  inland  on  each  side  of  the  river. 

What  kind  of  restrictions  this  will  lead  to  really  has  troubled  a 
lot  of  people  in  my  State  and,  I  am  sure,  in  other  States,  too. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure.  I  am  spending  zero  time  on  that  activity. 
There  may  be  other  folks  in  the  Service  that  may  be.  And  we  will 
ask  for  a  response  about  that.  But  that  is  emphatically  not  the  di- 
rection we  are  following. 

It  is  not  the  same  thing  at  all  as  an  effort  to  mobilize  folks  in 
common  purposes  so  that  we  get  more  of  what  each  of  us  is  doing. 

The  folks  in  Jackson  and  elsewhere  appear  to  be  pleased  that  we 
are  trying  to  work  things  out  so  that  we  and  they  get  to  the  same 
place.  The  Commission  is  a  whole  other  horse.  And  we  will  give  you 
a  response  about  it  because  I  am  wholly  ignorant  about  it. 

Senator  Cochran.  Yes;  well,  I  would  like  to  have  a  report  on 
what  the  intentions  of  the  work  on  the  Commission  is,  what  it  is 
designed  to  accomplish,  what  the  goals  are,  what  projected  costs 
are  going  to  be  for  funding  and  the  like. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir;  we  will  deliver  that  to  you,  sir.  Yes. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Mississippi  Rtver  Corridor  Study  Commission 

The  Mississippi  River  Corridor  Study  Commission  is  mandated  by  legislation  to 
produce  a  study  that  determines  the  suitability  and  feasibility  of  creating  a  National 
Heritage  Corridor  throughout  the  length  of  the  Mississippi  River  Valley  and  to  de- 
velop options  for  management  of  the  heritage  corridor  if  proposed.  The  Commission 
receives  funding  via  Congressional  appropriation.  The  authorized  funding  level  is 
$500,000  per  year  for  three  years.  The  Commission  received  $200,000  in  fiscal  year 
1992,  no  funds  in  fiscal  year  1993,  and  $149,000  per  year  in  fiscal  year  1994  and 
fiscal  year  1995. 

MISSISSIPPI  MONUMENT  IN  VICKSBURG  NATIONAL  MILITARY  PARK 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  One  other  little  item  of  curiosity:  The  school 
children  of  Mississippi  have  embarked  upon  a  project  to  raise 
money  through  all  kinds  of  innovative  efforts  of  their  own  to  help 
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restore  a  monument,  the  Mississippi  Monument  in  the  Vicksburg 
National  Military  Park. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  CoCHRAN.  A  survey,  I  am  told,  was  done  of  all  monu- 
ments recently  in  the  National  Park  Service.  And  the  Mississippi 
monument  in  the  Vicksburg  National  Military  Park  was  rated  in 
the  most  dilapidated  and  decadent  condition.  And  it  upset  folks 
throughout  the  State  when  they  found  about  that. 

And  they  wondered  why  that  was.  So  I  visited  the  park  when  I 
first  heard  about  it  a  few  years  ago  and  looked  at  it  and  talked  to 
the  superintendent. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  National  Park  Service  has  the 
obligation  to  maintain  the  monuments  of  the  park.  Is  that  correct? 
Can  you  confirm  that? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  is  correct.  And  that  is  a  budgetary  process. 
And  there  is  more  work  to  be  done.  There  is  quite  a  lot  more,  actu- 
ally. 

Senator  Cochran.  Well,  I  know  they  have  already  had  a  study. 
They  had  somebody  come  in  and  look  at  the  monument  and  maybe 
some  other  monuments,  too,  to  try  to  determine  what  could  be 
done,  what  should  be  done  and  how  much  it  would  cost. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Cochran.  And  as  I  understand  it,  the  cost  estimate  was 
a  shock. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Cochran.  Then  the  sticker  shock  set  in.  And  they  forgot 
about  it. 

They  said:  "Well,  we  cannot  do  that.  We  cannot  submit  the  re- 
quest for  the  money  to  do  this." 

Well,  so  what  if  the  school  children  of  Mississippi  do  raise 
enough  money  to  fix  this?  How  do  they  get  the  money  to  the  right 
person  and  get  it  done?  Do  we  have  to  have  the  National  Park 
Service  have  a  6-year  study  of  that. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No. 

Senator  Cochran.  Or  how  are  we  going  to  get  this  done?  I  want 
to  get  it  done. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Cochran.  And  get  the  people  of  my  State  some  assur- 
ance that  the  National  Park  Service  cares  about  this  as  much  as 
the  school  children  in  Mississippi  do. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  This  may  astonish  the  committee,  but  I  spent  a 
fair  amount  of  time  looking  at  that  monument  and  the  cost  of  re- 
storing it  and  the  likelihood  of  actually  getting  the  work  done  with 
money  that  comes,  in  part,  from  the  school  children.  And  they  have 
raised  some  money. 

We  are  going  to  get  that  one  fixed.  But  the  shock  of  that  monu- 
ment's real  cost,  it  is  not  1900  money.  This  is  1995.  And  it  is  a 
shocker. 

And,  in  fact,  I  suppose  I  should  submit  to  you  a  list  of  other 
States'  monuments  and  their  conditions  as  well,  because  the  last 
thing  this  committee  wants  to  hear  about  is  a  whole  lot  of  other 
expensive  things  that  are  out  there  waiting  to  be  fixed. 

But  it  is  very  like  employee  housing.  We  just  have  not  gotten  it 
done. 
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NATCHEZ  TRACE  PARKWAY 


Senator  Cochran.  The  only  other  thing  I  am  going  to  mention 
here  and  then  yield  time  to  somebody  else — I  may  stay  and  ask 
some  more  questions  later — is  that  with  the  Natchez  Trace  Park- 
way construction  we  have  reached  a  point  now  in  that  project 
which  was  begun  in  1937,  the  year  I  was  bom. 

It  took  the  Romans  a  lot  less  time  to  build  the  Appian  Way  than 
it  has  taken  us  to  build  this  Natchez  Trace  Parkway. 

But  the  point  is  this:  We  are  almost  to  the  end.  And  the  other 
day,  I  was  really  disturbed  when  I  heard  the  National  Park  Service 
was  considering  trying  to  divert  some  funds  from  Natchez  Trace 
Parkway  construction  to  some  monument  of  the  Andersonville  Pris- 
on. 

Now,  I  do  not  want  to  refight  the  war  or  do  anything  like  that, 
but  it  bothered  me  to  the  extent  that  I  looked  into  why  on  Earth 
we  were  not  using  the  money  that  we  had  appropriated. 

We  just  have  a  few  more  miles  to  build.  And  it  sure  would  be 
good  to  be  able  to  attend,  in  my  lifetime,  the  celebration  of  the  com- 
pletion of  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway. 

It  was  started  by  Senator  Pat  Harrison  and  President  Roosevelt 
and  Congressman  Jeff  Busby  up  in  north  Mississippi  who  worked 
very  hard  on  it,  and  then  many  Congressmen  and  Senators 
through  the  years  and  other  administration  officials,  including  Ger- 
ald Ford,  who  made  completion  of  it  a  part  of  the  bicentennial 
project  for  the  country. 

Remember  when  we  were  refurbishing  our  parks  and  pride  in 
America  and  we  were  going  to  do  a  lot  of  things?  And  people  got 
excited.  And  they  really  got  excited  in  Mississippi  when  they  found 
out  that  President  Ford  was  going  to  complete  the  Natchez  Trace 
Parkway. 

Well,  we  are  still  waiting  for  it  to  be  done.  And  to  hear  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  is  thinking  about  taking  some  money  away 
from  that  account  and  putting  it  over  in  Andersonville  for  a  monu- 
ment— we  might  as  well  put  it  in  Rock  Island,  IL.  There  was  a 
prison  up  there  where  my  great-great  grandfather  died. 

Well,  the  point  is:  Please  do  not  divert  money  from  the  Natchez 
Trace  Parkway.  We  have  a  hard  time  getting  money  appropriated. 
We  would  like  for  it  to  be  used  to  finish  that  project. 

And  I  would  like  for  you  to  provide  for  the  record  what  funds  are 
being  requested  to  complete  the  project. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Senator  Cochran.  When  will  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  be 
completed?  What  is  the  outlook  and  the  time  table  to  finally  get 
this  done? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  will  do  that,  Senator.  Perhaps,  I  could  be  told 
right  now  what  the  total  tab  to  finish  the  parkway  best  guess 
would  be. 

Mr.  Galvin.  Our  guess  would  be  $70  million. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  OK. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Currently,  $16,300,000  are  available  to  complete  the  Parkway  in  Tennessee  and 
to  construct  four  additional  miles  in  Mississippi.  These  contracts  will  be  awarded 
in  fiscal  year  1995  or  early  fiscal  year  1996. 

There  are  12  miles  of  unfunded  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  in  Mississippi  to  complete 
the  Parkway,  requiring  $56,500,000.  If  fiinds  in  the  amount  of  $11,500,000  are  ap- 
propriated annually  over  the  next  five  years,  the  Parkway  can  be  completed  by 
2004.  This  does  not  include  extending  the  Parkway  through  Natchez  to  the  Mis- 
sissippi River  Bluffs. 

FEDERAL  LANDS  HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

Senator  Cochran.  That  money  does  not  have  to  be  appropriated 
so  much  as  it  is  used  from  this  land — this  special  fund  where  you 
divert  construction  funds. 

The  Federal  Lands  Highway  Program,  we  worked  for  a  long  time 
to  get  that  authority  to  use  what  amounts  to  highway  construction 
money  for  this  construction  project. 

I  am  told  that  for  2  years  now  none  of  the  funds  available  under 
that  program  have  been  requested  or  used  for  Natchez  Trace  Park- 
way construction.  I  want  to  know  why  that  is  true,  if  that  is  true. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Galvin,  who  is  the  expert  on  Natchez  Trace 
could  give  you,  I  think,  because  he  is  a  brief  fellow,  a  brief  re- 
sponse. 

Mr.  Galvin.  You  are  correct.  Senator,  that  there  is  very  little 
new  construction  authorized  under  the  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program.  And,  in  fact,  of  the  projects,  Natchez  Trace  is  the  only 
new  construction  left  because  the  others  are  completed  under  that 
Federal  Lands  Highway  Program. 

Unfortunately,  that  program  is  authorized  at  about  $84  million 
annually  against  an  estimated  need  of  $150  million  annually. 

So  there  are  two  reasons  why  we  have  not  requested  any  money 
or,  actually,  allocated  money.  We  did  not  have  to  request  it  for  the 
Natchez  Trace  Parkway  in  the  last  2  years. 

One  is  simply  the  level  of  funding.  The  second  is  the  status  of 
the  construction  on  the  Trace.  As  you  know,  we  have  some  major 
projects  coming  up  in  Mississippi,  about  $13  million  worth  of  them, 
and  unobligated  balances. 

But  we  are  authorized  to  use  that  money.  We  have  not  done  so 
in  the  last  2  years. 

Senator  Cochran.  Why  not? 

Mr.  Galvin.  Because  of  the  need  to  rehabilitate  roads  in  other 
parks  and  because  of  the  status  of  construction  on  the  Trace  itself. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  would  like  to  give  you  a  fuller  and  formal 
statement  in  response  to  your  inquiry.  Senator. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Status  Report  for  the  Completion  of  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway, 

MS-AL-TN 

The  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  was  authorized  by  Congress  on  May  21,  1934.  As 
proposed,  it  will  be  a  447-mile  scenic  highway  following  the  old  Natchez  Trace  from 
Natchez,  Mississippi  to  Pasquo,  Tennessee,  near  Nashville.  The  old  trace,  which 
evolved  from  a  series  of  aboriginal  Indian  footpaths,  served  for  over  a  century  as 
a  major  travel  route  for  settlers,  river  boatmen  going  to  their  homes  in  the  north, 
mail  carriers,  and  for  the  army. 
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COMPLETED  CONSTRUCTION 

Construction  of  the  Parkway  began  in  1937.  There  are  412  miles  of  the  Parkway 
that  are  complete  and  open  to  trafiBc.  Only  three  sections  remain  to  be  completed, 
Section  lA — the  northern  terminus  in  Tennessee,  Section  3P — around  Jackson,  Mis- 
sissippi, and  Section  3X — the  southern  terminus  in  Natchez,  Mississippi.  The  follow- 
ing projects  have  been  completed  since  June  1993. 

NATR  1A2. — ^The  contract  to  construct  the  bridge  over  TN  Route  96,  Williamson 
County,  Tennessee,  was  awarded  8/16/91  for  $12,709,200  to  PCL  Civil  Constructors, 
Inc.  The  project  was  completed  3/23/94.  The  final  cost  is  $13,196,234. 

NATR  1A8,B7. — ^The  contract  to  pave  the  parkway  between  Pinewood  Road  and 
TN  Route  96,  Williamson  County,  Tennessee,  was  awarded  on  8/21/93  to  Jones  and 
Jones  Contractors,  Inc.,  for  $1,995,120.  The  contract  was  completed  6/3/93  at  a  final 
cost  of  $2,096,948. 

NATR  3X2. — The  contract  to  construct  2.4  miles  of  parkway  and  bridges  between 
Kaiser  Lake  Road  and  US  61,  Adams  County,  Mississippi,  was  awarded  to  Hays 
Company,  Inc.,  on  9/30/91.  The  contract  was  completed  4/30/94  at  a  final  cost  of 
$4,112,712. 

NATR  3X3. — ^The  contract  to  construct  1.8  miles  of  parkway  and  bridges  between 
Kaiser  Lake  Road  and  US  84/98,  Adams  County,  Mississippi,  was  awarded  to  Bridge 
Builders,  Inc.,  on  9/26/91.  The  contract  was  completed  4/30/94  at  a  final  cost  of 
$5,932,665. 

NATR  3X4. — ^The  contract  to  construct  the  parkway  bridge  over  Kaiser  Lake 
Road,  Adams  County,  Mississippi,  was  awarded  on  5/11/92  to  Colom  Construction 
Co.,  for  $1,107,328.  The  contract  was  completed  7/23/93  at  a  final  cost  of  $1,167,679. 

CURRENT  CONSTRUCTION  ACTIVITIES 

Section  lA 

NATR  1A6. — ^The  contract  to  construct  the  bridge  over  TN  Route  100  (northern 
terminus),  Williamson  County,  Tennessee,  was  awarded  on  6/2/93  to  Lockwood  Con- 
struction for  $2,623,494.  The  contract  is  approximately  90  percent  complete  and  has 
an  anticipated  completion  date  of  6/30/95.  The  probable  final  cost  will  be  $2,771,442. 

Section  3P 

NATR  3O10,Pl. — The  contract  to  construct  3.4  miles  of  parkway  and  3  bridges, 
Madison  County,  Mississippi,  was  awarded  on  6/18/94  to  Dement  Construction  Com- 
pany for  $9,874,234.  The  contract  is  approximately  40  percent  complete  and  has  an 
anticipated  completion  date  of  9/30/96.  The  probable  final  cost  is  $9,991,445. 

CURRENT  DESIGN  ACTIVITIES 

Section  lA 

NATR  1A11,B8,C4. — The  project  to  complete  the  paving  of  Section  lA,  between 
TN  Route  96  and  TN  Route  100,  Williamson  County,  Tennessee,  will  be  advertised 
in  June  1995.  The  project  will  also  include  paving  the  new  Leiper's  Fork  Mainte- 
nance Area,  relocation  of  the  Gordon  Lawrence  Road  at  TN  7,  and  construction  of 
an  exit  ramp  to  McCrory  Lane  at  TN  100.  The  design  is  100  percent  complete  and 
is  estimated  at  $2,200,000  for  construction.  The  project  will  complete  Section  lA. 

Section  3P 

NATR  3P8. — ^The  design  for  this  project,  grading,  drainage,  and  two  bridges  on 
3.6  miles  of  the  Parkway,  Hinds  and  Madison  Counties,  Mississippi,  is  100  percent 
complete.  The  Engineer's  Estimate  is  $10,600,000.  The  project  is  scheduled  to  be  ad- 
vertised again  in  September  1995. 

NATR  3P4. — ^The  design  for  this  project,  grading  and  drainage  on  5.4  miles  of  the 
Parkway,  Hinds  County,  Mississippi,  is  approximately  70  percent  complete.  The  En- 
gineer's Estimate  is  $7,500,000.  The  project  is  scheduled  to  be  advertised  in  Novem- 
ber 1995. 

NATR  3P11. — ^The  design  for  this  project,  construction  of  two  bridges  (US  49  and 
Cynthia  Road)  on  projects  3P4  and  3P8,  Hinds  County,  Mississippi,  is  approximately 
10  percent  complete.  The  project  is  scheduled  to  be  advertised  the  third  quarter  of 
fiscal  year  1996.  The  Engineer's  Estimate  is  $4,500,000. 

NATR  3P3. — This  project,  for  grading,  drainage,  and  four  bridges  on  1.7  miles  of 
Parkway,  Madison  County,  Mississippi,  is  approximately  10  percent  complete.  The 
Engineer's  Estimate  is  $4,400,000.  "rhe  project  is  scheduled  to  be  advertised  in  the 
first  quarter  of  1997. 

NATR  3P9. — ^The  design  for  this  project,  construction  of  six  bridges  on  projects 
3P4  and  3P8,  Hinds  County,  Mississippi,  is  approximately  20  percent  complete.  The 
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project  is  scheduled  to  be  advertised  in  the  first  quarter  of  1997.  The  Engineer's  Es- 
timate is  $7,500,000. 

NATR  3P10. — Design  of  the  final  project  to  pave  14.9  miles  of  Section  3P,  Hinds 
and  Madison  Counties,  Mississippi,  has  not  begun  at  this  time.  The  Engineer's  Esti- 
mate is  $3,300,000.  The  project  is  scheduled  to  be  advertised  in  the  second  quarter 
of  1998. 

Section  3X 

NATR  3X  EIS. — The  EIS  process  has  begun  for  the  terminus  of  the  Natchez  Trace 
Parkway.  Based  on  the  Public  Scoping  Meetings  held  in  Jackson,  Mississippi,  on 
February  2  and  3,  1994,  the  NPS-DSC  expects  to  complete  the  draft  EIS  by  1995 
and  the  final  EIS  in  early  1996.  The  schedules  for  projects  3X5  through  3X8  assume 
the  EIS  process  to  be  completed  by  that  date. 

NATR  3X5. — ^This  project  for  grading,  drainage,  and  four  bridges  on  2.2  miles  of 
Parkway  between  US  84/98  and  Palestine  Road,  Adams  County,  Mississippi,  will 
not  begin  until  completion  of  the  EIS.  The  Engineer's  Estimate  is  $4,900,000.  The 
project  is  tentatively  scheduled  for  advertisement  in  late  1997. 

NATR  3X6. — ^This  project  for  grading,  drainage,  and  1  bridge  on  1.0  mile  of  Park- 
way between  Palestine  Road  and  St.  Catherine  Creek,  Adams  County,  Mississippi, 
will  not  begin  until  completion  of  the  EIS.  The  Engineer's  Estimate  is  $5,800,000. 
The  project  is  tentatively  scheduled  for  advertisement  in  1999. 

NATR  3X7. — ^This  project  for  grading,  drainage,  and  three  bridges  on  1.2  miles  of 
Parkway  between  St.  Catherine  Creek  and  Sergeant  Prentiss  Drive  or  Liberty  Road, 
Adams  County,  Mississippi,  will  not  begin  until  completion  of  the  EIS.  The  Engi- 
neer's Estimate  is  $3,500,000.  The  project  is  tentatively  scheduled  for  advertisement 
in  2000. 

NATR  3X8. — This  paving  project  will  be  scheduled  after  all  grading  has  been  com- 
pleted for  the  remainder  of  the  Parkway.  The  public  has  an  adequate  and  useable 
access  point  at  the  current  temporary  southern  terminus  (US  61).  The  project  will 
be  scheduled  for  early  2001.  The  Engineer's  Estimate  is  $2,000,000. 

FUNDING 

Funding  to  complete  the  Parkway  is  scheduled  from  two  funding  sources,  (1)  Park 
Road  and  Parkway  Program  and  (2)  NPS  Budget  Line  Item.  The  Park  Road  and 
Parkway  Program  has  no  funding  committed  for  new  construction  untU  fiscal  year 
1998  and  fiscal  year  2000  ($5.0  million  each  year),  based  on  the  draft  multi-year 
program  dated  2/3/95.  Approximately  $10.0  million  remains  fi*om  funds  authorized 
between  1987  and  1994  from  the  NPS  Appropriations  Bill  for  the  construction  of 
Sections  lA,  3P  and  3X.  Available  funding  should  be  sufficient  to  complete  Section 
lA  and  one  project  on  Section  3P.  Funding  fi-om  Line  Item  sources  has  not  been 
identified  for  the  completion  of  Sections  3P  and  3X  at  this  time. 

Tables  1  and  2  show  a  summary  of  cost  and  a  construction  schedule  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway.  They  do  not  include  the  schedule  and/or  the 
cost  of  constructing  the  parkway  to  the  Mississippi  River  Bluffs/Natchez  Intermodal 
Transportation  Center  on  the  railroad  alignment  if  that  terminus  alternative  is  cho- 
sen through  the  EIS  process.  The  proposed  schedule  is  an  optimistic  schedule  for 
completing  the  entire  Parkway;  program  dollars  for  each  fiscal  year  are  provided  as 
shown.  If  sufficient  funding  is  not  available,  it  is  possible  to  reprogram  the  construc- 
tion of  the  sections.  The  sequencing  of  the  individual  projects  for  each  section  would 
most  likely  remain  the  same. 
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CONPLETION  OF  T>€  NATCHEZ  TItACE  PARKWAY 
TABLE  1 


TEAR 

SECTION/ 
PROJECT 

DESCRIPTION 

TYPE  OF 
WORK  * 

MREAGE 

CONTRACT 
AMOUNT** 
(t  Mill) 

ENGINEERING 
ADMIN  and 
CONTINGENCY 

TOTAL 
PROGRAM 
AMOUNT 

FY  95 

1A2 
3P8 

1A11,B8, 
C4 

Tower  Collapse 

Const.,  Sta  UO   to  634 
2  bridges 

Paving,  TM  Rte  100  to  TN  Rte  96 
(Final  Contract  -  Section  1A) 

G,D,B,S 

P 

3.6 
4.2 

0.7 
10.6 

2.2 

0.1 
3.0 

0.7 

0.8 
13.6 

2.9 

FY  96 

3P4 
3X 

Const.,  Sta  634  to  1-20 

Record  of  Decision/EIS 
Begin  Preliainary  Design 

G,D,B 

5.4 

8.0 

2.5 

10.5 

FY  97 

JP3 

3Pn 

Const.,  From  1-55,  South 
Sta  811  to  896,  6  Bridges 

Const.,  2  bridges 

G,D,B,S 
S 

1.7 

4.4 
4.2 

1.3 
1.3 

5.7 
5.5 

FY  98 

3P9 

Const.,  6  bridges  on  3P4 

S 

... 

7.0 

2.2 

9.2 

FY  99 

3P10 
3X5 

Paving,  1-20  to  1-55 
(Final  Contract-Section  3P) 

Const.,  US  84/96  to 
Palestine  Road 

P 
G.O.B.S 

14.9 
2.2 

3.3 

4.9 

1.0 
1.5 

4.3 
6.4 

FY  00 

3X6 

Const.,  Palestine  Rd  to 
St.  Catherine's  Creek 

G,D,B,S 

1.0 

5.8 

1.8 

7.6 

FY  01 

3X7 

Const.,  St.  Catherine's  Creek 
to  Terminus,  3  bridges 

G.D,B,S 

1.2 

3.5 

1.1 

4.6 

FY  02 

3X8 

Paving,  US  84/96  to  tertainus 
(Final  Contract-Section  3X) 

P 

8.7 

2.0 

0.6 

2.6 

FY  95 
to  02 

1A.3P.3X 

Total  Cost  to  Conplete 
Natchez  Trice  Parkway 

G.D.B.S.P 

27.8 

$  56.6 

$  17.1 

»  73.7 

G-Grading,  D-Orainage,  B-Base,  S-StrtKtures,  P-Paving 
Contract  Amount  '  Engineer'*  Eatiaate  *  Contract  Incentives 
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ANDERSONVILLE  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  SITE 

Senator  GkDRTON.  Senator  Bumpers. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator,  have  you  ever  read  the  book  "Andersonville"? 

Senator  Cochran.  Yes. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Does  that  not  make  you  want  to  restore  it 
and 

Senator  Cochran.  Restore  it? 

Senator  Bumpers.  Not  restore  it,  but  make  it  a  national  monu- 
ment. 

Is  that  what  it  is  going  to  be,  a  national  monument? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir;  it 

Senator  Cochran.  I  am  not  opposing  the  monument.  I  am  just 
opposing  using  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  money  to  construct  the 
memorial  at  Andersonville. 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  do  not  want  to  take  your  money. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  proposal  is  for  a  prisoner  of  war  museum,  and 
it  covers  not  just  that  moment  in  Civil  War  history  but  all  pris- 
oners of  war. 

It  is  a  serious  undertaking,  as  I  know  that  Senator  Cochran 
knows,  supported  by  a  lot  of  local  people  who  raised  a  lot  of  local 
money. 

I  am  sure  that  neither  Senator  Cochran  nor  the  National  Park 
Service  have  any  desire  to  denigrate  the  importance  of  that  place. 
It  is  merely  where  the  money  comes  from.  I  suspect  that  it  is  the 
question  that  is  on  his  mind.  It  is  a  question  that  is  on  our  mind 
in  a  lot  of  instances  as  well. 

NATCHEZ  TRACE  PARKWAY 

Senator  Bumpers.  You  said  it  takes  $70  million  to  finish  the 
Natchez  Trace. 

Mr.  Galvin.  That  is  correct.  That  is  part 

Senator  Bumpers.  What  is  your  schedule  now  for  finishing  it, 
whenever  you  get  the  money? 

Mr.  Galvin.  As  the  Senator  correctly  pointed  out,  it  depends  on 
how  much  we  ask  for.  At  the  current  level  of  authorization  I  would 
think  that  money  would  come  in  not  sooner  than  in  a  decade,  with 
FLHP  funded  at  the  $84  million  level. 

BATH  houses  AT  HOT  SPRINGS 

Senator  Bumpers.  Just  one  parochial  question,  Mr.  Kennedy, 
and  that  is  that,  as  you  know,  we  redid  the  Fordyce  Bath  House 
at  Hot  Springs. 

That  is  now  the  centerpiece  of  all  of  Hot  Springs,  and  we  have 
rehabilitated,  or  almost  finished  rehabilitating  the  Hail,  and  the 
Superior  Bath  Houses. 

Now,  we  suddenly  discover  these  bath  houses  have  a  lot  of  lead 
paint  in  them.  I  had  made  a  request  that  you  request  $3.5  million 
for  this  paint  removal,  because,  as  you  know,  we  will  not  ever  get 
those  bath  houses  leased  so  that  Hot  Springs  could  become  as  vi- 
brant as  it  once  was. 
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It  is  on  its  way  back.  It  is  a  very  vibrant  city  now.  But  it  never 
will  be  what  we  want  it  to  be  until  we  refurbish  those — rehabilitate 
those  bath  houses. 

When  can  we  expect  to  get  that  lead  paint  out  of  there? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Did  you  give  him  a  date?  Can  you  give  them  a 
date? 

Senator  Bumpers.  Is  anybody  here  familiar  with  that? 

Mr.  Galvin.  The  problem  was  not  taking  the  paint  out.  The  prob- 
lem is  coming  up  with  the  $3.5  million,  and  we  do  not  have  it  in 
the  1996  request. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  OK. 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  am  sorry.  I  did  not  hear  that. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Galvin  said  that  the  $3.5  million  was  not  in 
the  1996  request.  It  is  a  matter  of 

Senator  Bumpers.  Let  me  just,  if  I  may,  ask  a  followup  question. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Bumpers.  If  you  had  the  dough  in  a  budget  year,  how 
quickly  can  the  work  get  done? 

Mr.  Galvin.  You  know,  it  is  probably  a  1-year  construction  job, 
I  would  think — 1  year  to  18  months,  perhaps. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes;  I  would  not  anticipate  any  longer  than  that. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Well,  just  bear  in  mind  that  we  cannot  move 
any  further  until  that  is  taken  care  of  now. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

TEN  PERCENT  BUDGET  CUT 

Senator  Burns.  I  know  you  have  already  discussed,  I  guess  with 
the  chairman,  the  10-percent  cut  in  the  Budget  Committee.  Now, 
is  that  10-percent  cut  in  operations,  or  is  it  10  percent  of  the  entire 
$1.55  billion? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Operations — I  think  the  amount  of  money  that 
represents  is  between  $100  and  $108  million,  the  best  way  we  can 
compute  it. 

Senator  BURNS.  So  you  mean  it  will  be  up  to  this  committee  at 
some  point  to  decide  where  we  are  going  to  find  that? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Well,  it  will  be  up  to  us  to  cover  also  if  we  will 
find  all  of  that  or  take  more  out  of  something  else. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Like  what? 

Senator  Gorton.  Anything  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
committee. I  mean,  we  have  assumptions  in  the  budget  resolution. 
We  will  have  a  fixed  amount  of  money  which  we  can  distribute  as 
we  set  priorities. 

I  told  these  gentlemen  I  have  very  high  priority  for  the  National 
Park  Service.  I  would  hope  that  we  could  maybe  not  do  quite  so 
much.  But  we  will  only  be  able  to  do  that  if  we  take  more  out  of 
something  else. 

Senator  Bumpers.  When  you  look  at  the  budget  resolution,  Mr. 
Chairman,  you  will  find  that  just  about  everything  else  has  got  its 
own  problems,  too. 

Senator  GORTON.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  could  I  respond  to  that? 

Senator  Bumpers.  Yes. 


48 

Mr.  Frampton.  On  the  House  budget  resolution,  there  were  spe- 
cific instructions  given  with  respect,  not  only  to  operations,  but  to 
other  portions  of  the  budget,  including  land  acquisition  and  con- 
struction, leading  to  what  amounts  to  a  25-percent  decrease  on  the 
House  side  overall  in  the  Park  Service  budget. 

In  the  Senate  budget  resolution,  as  we  understand  it,  the  only 
specific  direction  was  a  10-percent  decrease  in  operations. 

But  since  the  natural  resource  category  is  30  percent  down  over- 
all, that  could  get  translated  into  a  very  significantly  larger  than 
ten-percent  decrease  in  the  entire  Park  Service  budget,  so  that 
when  you  come  to  refigure  that,  we  could  be  looking  at  a  direction 
that  amounted  to  a  15-  or  20-percent  decrease  in  Park  Service  op- 
erations alone. 

THE  PRESIDIO 

Senator  Bumpers.  Well,  the  Budget  Committee  also  takes  into 
consideration  that  we  are  going  to  privatize  Presidio.  And  I  do  not 
know  how  that  scored.  How  is  that  scored  in  the  budget  resolution? 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  understand  that  the  scoring  rules  have  been 
changed  so  that  the  Presidio  is  not  sold.  And  I  think  the  dollar 
numbers  there  are  $375  million,  which  is,  you  know,  totally  off  of 
the  chart  in  terms  of  any  reality.  And  indeed,  if 

Senator  Bumpers.  Well,  I  know  that.  So  is  that  the  assumption? 
Is  that  the  assumption  in  the  budget  resolution  that  Presidio  will 
bring  $375  million? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes;  it  is,  Senator,  as  we  understand  it. 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  know  this  has  already  been  discussed  before 
I  got  here,  too.  I  have  two  thoughts. 

No.  1,  is  that  San  Francisco  is  zoned  in  such  a  way  that  nobody 
would  ever  touch  it  for  $10  million.  Nobody  would  have  it  because 
you  could  not  use  it  for  development. 

Mr.  Frampton.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Bumpers.  And  the  second  one,  I  can  tell  you  the  people 
of  San  Francisco  are  going  to  be  up  in  arms  about  this.  I  am  not 
talking  about  the  working  folks.  I  am  talking  the  presidents  and 
CEO's  of  these  corporations  who  have  been  the  movers  and  shakers 
of  that  whole  thing. 

Senator  Gorton.  They  already  are.  They  have  been  in  the  office, 
Bill. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Have  they? 

Senator  Gorton.  Yes. 

Senator  Bumpers.  There  will  be  more  coming.  [Laughter.] 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT  AND  INHOLDERS 

Finally,  regarding  what  Senator  Bennett  was  talking  about  on 
California  desert — and  I  just  would  like  to  clarify  this  for  my  own, 
in  my  own  mind. 

We  labored  long  and  hard  on  the  Energy  Committee  in  develop- 
ing that  desert  bill  over  a  period  of  7  or  8  years.  We  did  everything 
in  the  world  to  protect  inholders. 

That  was  one  of  the  knottiest  points  in  the  whole  bill.  I  think  the 
way  the  thing  reads  now,  if  I  could  just  summarize  it  in  layman's 
language,  is  that  inholders  will  not  ever  be  disturbed  unless  they 
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do  something  really  bad  that  just  would  be  totally  out  of  character 
for  the  whole  area. 

Now,  maybe  somebody  wants  to  put  up  an  "EATS"  sign  if  he 
wants  to  get  bought  out.  That  probably  would  be  a  good  way  to  do 
it,  if  somebody  wants  to  get  bought  out.  But  if  somebody  wants  to 
live  there  in  peace — most  of  these  areas  are  residential  areas  any- 
way. 

My  point  is  this:  If  somebody  wants  to  live  there  peacefully  for- 
ever and  his  children  and  grandchildren  succeed  him,  and  we  have 
a  willing  seller  provision  in  the  bill — we  are  not  going  to  buy  that 
from  an  unwilling  seller,  are  we?  You  would  have  to  condemn  it. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  No. 

Senator  Bumpers.  And  so,  as  I  say,  I  thought  we  put  that  willing 
seller  clause  in  there  to  make — ^to  try  to  ease  and  relieve  those  peo- 
ple of  any  tension  they  had  about  somebody  coming  in  and  taking 
it  away  from  them  or  selling  at  a  time  when  they  did  not  want  to 
sell  and  that  sort  of  thing. 

So  my  first  question  to  Senator  Bennett  was,  **Well,  how  about 
saying  we  will  not  attempt  to  buy  for  20  years?" 

That  is  irrelevant  when  I  thought  about  that  willing  seller  provi- 
sion. As  long  as  those  people  are  fat  and  happy  there,  they  can  stay 
there  as  long  as  they  want,  can  they  not?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes,  Senator.  That  is  the  way  we  understand  the 
park  is  going  to  operate. 

Senator  Bumpers.  OK.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  question  for 
you.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  GORTON.  Do  you  want  a  lawyer?  [Laughter.] 

DOI  BUDGET  PRIORITIES 

Senator  Bumpers.  Pursuing  the  point  you  made  a  moment  ago, 
we  have  all  of  these  assumptions  in  the  budget  resolution,  and 
where  will  we  find  the  roughly  $120  million  in  the  Park  Service  is 
up  to  us  as  you  pointed  out. 

But  as  I  understood  you  a  moment  ago,  we  can  find  that  within 
the  Park  Service's  budget.  In  other  words,  we  can  transfer  money 
from  construction  to  operations  and  so  on.  Is  that  your  understand- 
ing? 

Senator  Gorton.  That  would  be  correct. 

Senator  Bumpers.  And  we  can  also  take  money  from  BLM  if  we 
so  choose  and  put  it  into  the  Park  Service. 

Senator  GORTON.  That  would  be  correct,  we  have  about  40  sepa- 
rate agencies. 

Senator  Bumpers.  The  Natchez  Trace  bill — and  we  can  shuffle 
money  around  anywhere  within  that  Department.  Is  that  your  un- 
derstanding? 

Senator  Gorton.  That  is  my  understanding.  I  can  announce  to 
the  two  of  you  who  are  here  that  when  we  find  out  exactly  how 
much  money  there  is  going  to  be,  because  this  is  such  an  extraor- 
dinary year,  I  intend  to  get  all  of  the  members  of  the  subcommittee 
together,  perhaps  just  as  members  on  an  informal  basis,  and  ask 
for  their  ideas  about  priorities. 
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It  may  be  that  we  will  want  to  find  some  agency  some  place,  as 
was  said, — maybe  we  will  zero  them  out  so  that  we  can  do  a  better 
job  with  some  of  this.  It  is  a  very  troubling  process. 

I  think  it  is  appropriate  that  all  of  the  members  of  the  sub- 
committee weigh  in  with  their  views  on  how  we  ought  to  handle 
it. 

But  no,  we  will  not  be  bound.  The  assumption  is  that  if  an  agen- 
cy is  cut  10  percent,  and  we  only  want  to  cut  it  5  percent,  we  are 
not  bound  by  that  10  percent  figure. 

We  will  be  bound  by  the  fact  that  we  would  have  to  find  that 
extra  5  percent  out  of  some  other  agency,  which,  as  you  point  out, 

f>robably  already  had  an  assumed  cut.  We  just  have  to  make  it 
arger. 

Senator  Bumpers.  As  I  said  a  moment  ago,  everybody  else  has 
got  their  own  set  of  problems.  BLM,  I  am  sure.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  budget  assumptions  are  for  BLM  or  any  of  the  other  functions 
in  the  Interior  Department.  But  I  am  sure  they  have  all  taken  hits. 
And  it  is  going  to  be  very  difficult  to 

Senator  GtoRTON.  Yes. 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  am  glad  you  are  chairman.  [Laughter.] 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  GtoRTON.  Mr.  Frampton,  do  you  have  to  leave?  What  is 
your  deadline? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  I  do,  in  just  about  3  or  4  minutes,  Senator, 
if  that  is  all  right  with  you. 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT  AND  LAND  ACQUISITION 

Senator  Gk)RTON.  I  was  going  to  ask  vou  a  series  of  questions 
about  the  California  desert,  but  I  think  they  have  been  pretty  well 
covered  here. 

I  do  want  to  go  back  and  repeat  one.  I  take  it  nothing  in  your 
budget  request,  even  at  the  present,  has  zero  dollars  for  land  acqui- 
sition in  the  California  desert. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Galvin.  For  actual — let  us  be  clear  we  give  him  the 
right 

Mr.  Frampton.  For  actual  acquisition,  that  is  correct.  Senator. 

Senator  Gorton.  Even  for  willing  sellers. 

Mr.  Galvin.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Gorton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Galvin.  There  is  some  money  in  there  to  begin  some  map- 
ping and  some  preacquisition  work  but  no  money  for  actual  acquisi- 
tion. 

Senator  Gorton.  OK.  How  much  is  that? 

Mr.  Galvin.  $300,000,  minimum. 

Senator  Gorton.  It  does  not  look  like  there  is  going  to  be  any 
money  for  that  for  several  years  in  the  future,  given  what  we  are 
looking  at,  either,  does  there? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  It  is  a  small  map.  [Laughter.] 

everglades  national  park 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  before  I  leave,  if  I  could  just  interject  a 
note. 
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If  you  are  going  down  to  the  Everglades,  I  am  the  chairman  of 
the  Federal  interagency  task  force,  which  includes  6  Federal  de- 
partments and  11  agencies  and  to  which  we  are  now  able  to  invite 
the  State  and  two  Indian  tribes  to  become  formal  members  since 
certain  amendments  were  made  in  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee 
Act  and  the  unfunded  mandates  bill. 

We  have  been  working  very  closely  with  the  State  over  the  last 
2  years.  When  you  look  at  all  of  the  projects  that  are  going  on,  two- 
thirds  of  the  funding  is  actually  being  provided  by  the  State  and 
some  by  the  sugar  industry. 

I  hope  that  we  will  have  an  opportunity  to  brief  you  and  make 
sure  that  your  visit  down  there  is  a  productive  one  because  that 
is  probably  the  model  for  ecosystem  restoration  any  place  in  the 
country. 

And  it  is  a  terrific  example  of  Federal-State  cooperation  with  a 
lot  of  support  from  all  different  segments  of 

Senator  GrORTON.  Private  sector  included. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Right.  Absolutely. 

NPS  REORGANIZATION 

Senator  GrORTON.  OK.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary. 

He  had  an  appointment  with  the  two  Senators  from  Nevada,  so 
I  was  going  to  let  him  go. 

Talk  to  me  for  a  little  while  about  the  reorganization  that  we 
have  approved  in  light  of  the  fact  that  you  are  not  likely  to  get 
much  extra  money  to  carry  it  out.  What  are  you  doing?  What  is 
going  on?  What  is  going  to  happen? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  We  would  not  have  to  come  to  you  for  much  extra 
money.  Anyway,  we  are  trying  to  save  money,  actually.  I  think, 
this  year  there  is  $4  million  for  unusual  moves  of  people  or  to  re- 
distribute them. 

But  that  is  the  end  of  that.  And  we  think  this  year,  we  ought 
to  be  capturing  $25  to  $30  million  in  savings  from  here  on  as  a  con- 
sequence of  that,  best  guess.  It  depends  on  buyouts  and  all  of  the 
usual  things.  But  this  is  an  effort  to  undertrim  it. 

Certainly,  when  you  take  35  to  60  percent  out  of  central  offices 
and  shrink  the  numbers  of  central  offices  from  10  to  7  and  take 
one-half  of  Washington  out,  you  are  going  to  save  moneys  in  those 
offices. 

Now,  unless  the  world  hits  us  in  other  ways,  we  are  going  to  try 
to  take  people  and  move  them  to  the  parks  to  get  the  work  done 
in  the  parks  that  otherwise  will  not  get  done.  But  this  is  not  a 
money  burner.  This  is  a  money  saver. 

And  that  is  a  major  reason  that  we  did  it.  The  other  was  that 
we  wanted  to  get  authority  down  to  the  park  level  and  as  close  to 
that  level  as  possible  with  the  redistribution  of  professional  skill 
down  there  so  that,  over  a  longer  future,  you  do  not  get  tied  up  in 
five  layers  of  management  before  you  get  something  done. 

And  that  ought  to  save  us  money,  too.  It  is  pretty  hard  to  put 
a  number  on  it. 

But  if  you  get  decisionmaking  and  accountability  forced  down 
with  contracts  between  the  management  level  and  just  two,  instead 
of  four  levels  below  you,  we  are  going  to  save  money  over  time. 
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The  reorganization  is  not  a  top-down  brilliant  scheme.  It  is  a 
process  that  evolved  over  18  months  of  a  whole  lot  of  people  sitting 
down  and  asking  themselves,  "How  can  we  get  this  work  done  bet- 
ter and  more  efficiently  with  a  scarce  body  of  professional  special- 
ties to  share?" 

There  just  are  not  enough  to  go  around.  That  is  what  it  is  about. 
It  is  about  getting  a  whole  new  system  in  order  to  share  scarce 
skills.  We  do  have  a  whole  lot  of  things  you  have  to  know  a  lot 
about. 

Senator  Gorton.  But  you  will  be  able  to  go  ahead. 

RETRAINING  NPS  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Dam  right,  Senator.  We  will.  This  is  something 
where  we  have  already  eaten  a  lot  of  these  costs.  And  we  are  going 
to  get  on  with  it. 

I  guess  I  ought  to  say  that  running  this — like  any  other  com- 
plicated management  enterprise — is  going  to  require  that  we  re- 
train folks  so  that  they  learn  their  specialties  and  learn  about  the 
wonderful  world  of  computers  and  learn  about  a  lot  of  other  stuff 
that  anybody  else  running  an  enterprise  would  do.  And  there  is 
about  $2.5  million  in  the  budget  for  that. 

It  does  not  look  like  much,  but  it  is  absolutely  crucial  to  have  any 
mechanism  work.  We  are  starting  people  up  on  a  lot  of  new  work 
habits  and  learning  new  skills  they  have  not  had.  So  that  is  in 
there. 

GAO  REPORT  ON  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 

Senator  Gk)RTON.  You  assume  that  this  will  take  care  of  a  lot  of 
the  problems  we  heard  about  from  GAO. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes;  I  think  that  stuff  is  behind  us  anyway.  The 
answer  to  that  question  is:  Absolutely. 

That  which  is  not  already  fixed,  which  entered  our  system  be- 
tween 1988  and  1991,  is  going  to  be  fixed  without  any  help  from 
you. 

MARYLAND  AND  VIRGINIA  PARKWAYS 

Senator  Gorton.  All  right.  I  am  going  to  go  into  another  subject. 

My  list  here  is  that  there  are  368  elements  in  the  National  Park 
System  under  various  and  sundry  titles  that  you  have  made  an  elo- 
quent statement  that  none  of  them  is  of  such  low  priority  that  it 
should  be  abandoned.  I  gather  there  is  an  asterisk  on  that. 

A  couple  of  months  ago,  you  said  you  wanted  to  give  back  three 
parkways  to  the  District  of  Columbia  and  Maryland  and  Virginia. 
If  my  numbers  are  correct  here,  that  would  leave  you  with  one 
parkway  in  the  State  of  my  friend  on  the  left,  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  There  are  parkways  in  Shenandoah  and  then 
Natchez.  But  Natchez  is  very,  very  warmly  felt  in  our 

Senator  Gorton.  Well,  tell  me  about  the  three  that  you  are  talk- 
ing about  turning  over. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Gorton.  What  have  been  the  responses  of  the  States 
and  the  local  jurisdictions?  How  do  we  go  about  doing  it?  And  when 
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do  you  start  getting  some  savings  from  doing  so?  I  love  driving  on 
the  Baltimore- Washington  Parkway  when  I  am  going  north. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Sure. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  do  not  know  why  it  should  be  run  by  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  States  have  got  to  take  them,  of  course.  But 
there  are  two  commuter  routes  there  that  are  not  like  other  na- 
tional parks  or  national  parkways. 

Mr.  Robert  Stanton,  who  is  the  fellow  who  runs  the  National 
Capital  area — do  you  want  to  comment  on  that.  Bob,  briefly,  or 
what  do  you  think  we  could  do  about  this,  or  do  you  want  me  to 
try  this? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Why  do  you  not  go  ahead?  And  I  will  fill  in  the 
gaps. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  All  right.  Essentially,  this  is  a  process  of  offload- 
ing the  two  sets  of  parkways  on  the  Maryland  side,  that  could,  in- 
deed, be  run  by  the  State  just  as  well  as  not. 

On  the  Virginia  side,  largely,  the  George  Washington  Parkway  is 
the  area  that  runs  from  Memorial  Bridge  northward  or  upstream; 
the  proposal  would  be  not  to  offload  the  park-like  elements.  There 
really  is  a  lot  of  hiking  in  there,  a  lot  more  than  most  people 
around  here  know  about,  very  wonderful  stuff.  We  do  not  want  to 
give  that  away  to  anybody.  We  want  to  manage  that  because  it  is 
a  real  park. 

The  blacktop  and  turning  around  and  getting  the  blacktop  fixed, 
we  would  be  delighted  to  have  the  State  of  Virginia  handle  that  for 
us. 

And  there  would  be  some  savings  if  we  were  to  do  so.  Gretting 
from  here  to  there.  Senator,  I  do  not  know  how  you  get  from  here 
to  there.  Maybe  Mr.  Stanton  can  help  me. 

How  do  we  get  from  here  to  there? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Legislation  would  be  required  to  transfer  the 
George  Washington  Memorial  Parkway  on  the  Virginia  side.  As  you 
may  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Maryland  side  of  the  Greorge  Wash- 
ington Parkway  was  renamed  in  honor  of  Clara  Barton  a  few  years 
ago  pursuant  to  legislation.  That,  too,  will  be  transferred.  But  it 
will  require  legislation  to  transfer  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State 
of  Maryland. 

Although  legislation  already  exists  that  would  allow  the  Balti- 
more-Washington Parkway,  to  be  transferred,  I  am  assuming  the 
transfer  would  require  additional  legislative  approval  by  Congress. 

There  have  been  some  preliminary  discussions  with  the  respec- 
tive Grovemors  involved,  with  Governor  Glendenning  in  Maryland 
and  Grovemor  Allen  and  their  respective  staffs.  But  no  concrete  ac- 
tion plan  has  emerged  from  those  discussions  at  this  stage. 

Senator  Gorton.  You  have  not  asked  for  legislation  to  be  intro- 
duced into  the  authorizing  committee,  have  you? 

Mr,  Kennedy.  Not  as  yet.  I  have  talked  to  the  Congress  people 
that  represent  those  areas.  And  as  you  can  well  imagine,  there  is 
not  general  delight  in  accepting  into  the  States  costs  that  the  Feds 
are  now  pajdng. 

Senator  Gorton.  You  may  consider  whether  or  not  this  is  some- 
thing that  you  do  not  want  to  try  to  get  the  committee  to  do  unilat- 
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erally  when  it  comes  to  a  reconciliation  bill.  It  is  something  that 
has  some  money  in  it. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

Senator  Gorton.  And  it  may  be  faster  to  do  it  then.  So  if  I  were 
you,  I  would  be  prepared  with  exactly  what  you  want  to  do  fairly 
soon. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you.  We  will  do  that. 

T-SHIRT  sales  ON  THE  MALL 

Senator  Gorton.  I  have  some — I  was  going  to  call  them  personal 
questions,  but  they  are  really  not  that. 

I  get  up  first  thing  in  the  morning,  and  I  go  running  on  the  Mall. 
I  noticed  a  great  change  in  location  of  the  T-shirt  salesmen,  but  I 
have  not  noticed  a  great  diminution  of  that  process.  Tell  me  what 
you  have  done,  what  you  propose  to  do  and  whether  or  not  we  can 
help  you. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes;  yesterday,  I  was  informed  that  there  is  a  ju- 
dicial judgment  that  currently  is  expected  in  1  or  2  days  as  to  what 
we  have  already  done.  So  I  have  to  be  a  little  careful  in  how  I  re- 
spond to  you  this  morning. 

It  is  certainly  our  desire  to  diminish  the  desecration  of  the  Mall 
and  the  obstructions  to  visitors  which  are  caused  by  the  commer- 
cial uses  that  have  been  rampant  in  that  area. 

We  have  pushed  the  envelope  far  enough  to  get  a  court  test.  That 
court  test  is  current  in  the  light  of  the  judge's  apparently  imminent 
decision.  Then  we  would  then  know  how  to  move  to  the  next  stage 
here. 

Mr.  Stanton,  should  I  add  anything  to  that? 

Mr.  Stanton.  That  is,  I  think,  pretty  much  the  status  of  the  res- 
olution, with  one  additional  point  with  respect  to  the  litigation. 

There  are  two  matters  on  the  litigation.  One  is  the  overall  en- 
forcement of  and  regulation  of  the  sales.  And  then,  prior  to  that 
was  a  judge's  opinion  relative  to  T-shirt  sales  on  a  certain  section 
of  the  Mall,  directly  across  from  the  Air  and  Space  Museum. 

Senator  Gorton.  That  is  the  one  that  seems  to  have  been  ex- 
panded greatly  in  the  last  few  days  from  my  own  observation. 

Mr.  Galvin.  Yes. 

Mr.  Stanton.  Since  the  regulation  applies  to  sales  in  front  of  the 
Jefferson  Memorial  and  the  Washington  Monument  grounds,  there 
was  an  attempt  to  move  to  that  area  which  is  still  permitted  per 
a  court  ruling. 

Senator  Gorton.  OK.  When  you  get  your  next  court  ruling,  I 
hope  you  will  come  to  both  us  and  the  authorizing  committee. 

On  these  absolute  constitutional  grounds  there  may  be  nothing 
we  can  do  about  it.  But  I  rather  suspect  there  is  going  to  be  room 
to  provide  you  with  help. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

CHESAPEAKE  AND  OHIO  CANAL  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK 

Senator  Gorton.  Tell  me  about  the  story  that  I  read  1  month 
ago  about  the  C&O  Canal  and  the  little  old  lady,  Mrs.  Shores,  and 
whether  or  not  it  is  appropriate  to  let  her  and  anyone  else  who  is 
in  her  situation  live  out  their  lives  where  they  have  lived  so  much 
of  them  so  far. 
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Mr.  Kennedy.  We  have  discussed  the  matter  with  Mrs.  Shores. 
And  we  understand  that  she  is  now  happy  and  will  be  able  to  stay 
happy.  There — I  believe  that  story  as  well  is  behind  us. 

Am  I  correct  in  that,  Mr.  Stanton? 

Mr.  Stanton.  Yes;  that  would  be  the  conclusion  of  our  discus- 
sion. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  OK. 

ELWHADAM 

Senator  GrORTON.  All  right.  I  am  delighted  that  that  is,  you  know, 
the  result.  We  do  not  need  to  go  anymore. 

I  want  to  ask  you  one  set  of  questions  about  my  own  State.  And 
unless  one  of  the  other  Senators  comes  in,  that  will  be  it.  It  has 
to  do  with  the  Elwha. 

A  little  under  $30  million  for  the  acquisition  of  the  dams  was  not 
included  in  the  President's  budget  request,  even  though  the  Con- 
gressman who  represents  the  district  and  the  two  Senators  from 
the  State  asked  the  Secretary  to  do  so  this  last  year. 

The  rationale  is  increasingly  apparent  to  the  Secretary,  as  it  is 
to  me,  that  there  is  no  way  in  the  world  that  we  are  going  to  come 
up  with  $200  to  $300  million,  or  even  $100  to  $200  million  to  re- 
move those  dams  at  any  time  in  the  foreseeable  future,  given  the 
discussions  that  we  have  had  at  this  point. 

Nevertheless,  even  though  we  do  not  acquire  the  dams,  the  prob- 
lems remain;  the  threat  to  the  security  of  the  community  and  its 
largest  employer  from  lawsuits  over  the  dams,  the  desirability  of 
some  fish  restoration  in  the  Elwha  River  and,  perhaps,  fish  restora- 
tion in  others  of  the  rivers  in  that  area  which  are  not  dammed. 

Can  you  break  down  from  that  $29.5  million  the  cost  of  the  ac- 
quisition of  each  of  the  dams  individually?  What  portion  of  it  is  for 
which  dam? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  attempted  to  get  that  answered  yesterday. 

And  I  asked  the  subsequent  question,  perhaps,  "Does  it  make 
any  sense  to  buy  one  without  the  other  in  a  fiscal  year." 

And  I  was  not  able  to  get  an  answer  as  to  whether  those  two 
things  were  divisible. 

Perhaps  I  ought  to,  if  I  may,  anticipate  the  question  of  divisibil- 
ity in  a  little  larger  sense.  The  last  thing  that  the  National  Park 
Service,  or  I  am  sure  you  for  National  Park  Service  would  want  to 
have  happen  is  for  the  Park  Service  to  be  caught  forever  in  the  po- 
sition of  being  a  dam  operator. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  agree. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  That  is  not  what  we  want  to  achieve.  I  have 
sought,  overnight,  to  see  whether  there  could  be  a  sequence  of  pur- 
chases or  actions  taken  over  a  period  of  years  that  could  keep  this 
process  within  its  own,  kind  of,  reasonable  budgetary  expectations; 
if  there  were  some  way  in  which  the  Congress  could  assure  the  rest 
of  the  public,  I  suppose,  that  there  is  a  process  that  would  have 
some  other  consequence  than  the  Park  Service  saying  they  will  be 
in  the  dam  business  forever. 

Then  that  process  could  unfold.  But  would  it  not  be  wise  if  the 
two  things — that  is,  an  orderly  and  predictable  process  of  comple- 
tion of  the  process — were  coupled  to  whatever  expenditures  that 
were  made  at  the  outset? 
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Senator  GrORTON.  I  have  no  doubt  that  that  is  the  case.  I  do  not 
want  the  Park  Service  to  own  and  operate  dams.  On  the  other 
hand,  there  are  other  Federal  entities  which  do  that  as  their  regu- 
lar business. 

I  have  two  goals.  One  of  those  goals  is  to  give  assurance  to  the 
community  that  an  asset  that  is  very  important  to  its  largest  em- 
ployer remains  an  asset.  And  the  other  is  the  restoration  to  the 
maximum  possible  extent  of  the  fish  runs. 

I  suspect  that  in  addition  to  whether  or  not  there  is  a  way  to 
break  down  acquisition  for  whatever  government  entity  might  man- 
age them,  there  is  also  the  more  immediate  question  of  assuming 
that  the  dams  are  going  to  be  there  for  some  considerable  time  in 
the  future,  whoever  owns  them. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes. 

FISH  RESTORATION 

Senator  Gorton.  What  can  we  do  to  have  some  significant  res- 
toration of  fish  runs? 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Yes;  in  response  to  your  earlier  inquiry  as  to  what 
percentage  of  salmon  run  could  be  achieved  with  less  than  full  re- 
moval, I  am  instructed,  and  I  will  submit  for  the  record  a  page 
from  the  best  briefing  I  could  get,  which  seems  to  be  the  best  way 
to  do  this,  which  says,  essentially,  that  pink  salmon  and  chum 
salmon  could  not  be  restored. 

Chinook  restoration  would  be  poor.  And  coho  and  steelhead 
would  be  OK,  passable  if  you  did  not  get  full  restoration. 

Now,  the  meaning  of  full  restoration  is  more  complicated  than  it 
looks.  But  what  I  would  like  to  do  if  I  may  is  submit  to  the — for 
the  record,  the  briefing  sheet  I  have  got,  which  is  the  best  informa- 
tion I  could  get. 

Senator  Gorton.  That  is  fine.  The  best  information  you  have  at 
this  point  is  the  best  information  that  we  can  have. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Elwha  Restoration 

1.  There  are  two  EIS's.  When  will  first  one  be  issued? 

The  first  EIS,  providing  information  for  a  dam  removal  decision,  will  be  ready  for 
release  by  the  Secretary  in  June. 

2.  What  position  are  we  leaning  toward? 
The  preferred  alternative  is  dam  removal. 

3.  What  are  estimated  costs  for: 

Millions 

Dam  purchase  $29.5 

Dam  removal  22.0 

Fish  restoration 4.9 

For  new  total  estimates  (ranging  from  $75  to  $101  million)  and  phasing,  see  at- 
tached. EIS-2,  completion  scheduled  for  July  1996  will  concern  methodology  and 
cost  in  greater  detail. 

4.  What  percentage  of  the  salmon  run  could  be  achieved  with  less  than  full  re- 
moval of  dams. 

Pink  salmon  (most  numerous)  and  chum  salmon  could  not  be  restored.  Chinook 
restoration  would  be  poor.  Coho  and  steelhead  restoration  would  be  OK.  (See  Elwha 
River  restoration  report). 
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COST  RANGE— ELWHA  RIVER  RESTORATION  PROJECT 

[In  millions  of  dollars] ' 


Item 


Natural  erosion 
alternative 


Slurry  pipeline 
alternative 


Project  acquisition 29.5  29.5 

Engineering  design 5.0  5.0 

Dam  removal  2  16.0  16.0 

Sediment  management 3.8  30.8 

Water  quality  protection  3 10.0-35.0  7.0-9.0 

Hazardous  waste  removal/disposal .2  .2 

Powerplant  decommissioning  .5  .5 

Flood  control  protection 2.1  2.1 

Fish  restoration 4.9  4.9 

Habitat  restoration  3.0  3.0 

Total  75.0-100.0         99.0-101.0 

'April  1992  price  level — costs  from  ttie  Elwha  Report. 

^  Does  not  reflect  possible  cost  savings  associated  with  removing  only  those  portions  of  Elwha  Dam  necessary  to  facili- 
tate fish  passage  and  public  safety  (so  called  "minimum  removal  alternative"). 
3  Includes  $1  million  for  mitigation  of  impacts  to  existing  wells  and  septic  systems. 
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THE  ELWHA  RIVER  RESTORATION  REPORT-CONSEQUENCES 
OF  ALTERNATIVES 

The  following  seclions  describe  the  poieniial  for  each  alternative  to  meet  the  statutory 
siiindard  of  full  ecosystem  and  native  anadromous  fisheries  restoration. 


A.  Removal  of  Both  Dams 

This  section  provides  a  brief  discussion  of  the  potential  consequences  of  removing 
both  the  Elwha  and  GImes  Canyon  projects    AdditionaJ  details  are  provided  in  Section  VI. 

1.  Restoration  of  the  Ecosystem  and  Native  Anadromous 
Fisheries.  Removal  of  both  dams  would  allow  for  the  full  restoration  of  the 
ecosystem  and  native  anadromous  fisheries,  except  perhaps  sockeye  salmon  (Table 
1).  Removal  of  the  dams  and  the  revegetation  of  the  areas  currently  inundated  by  Lake 
Mills  and  Lake  AJdwell  would  ultimately  return  the  natural  vegetation  and  habitats  on 
project  lands.  These  areas  were  probably  prime  wildlife  habitat  by  providing  valuable 
cover,  forage,  and  winter  range  for  a  variety  of  animals.  Recovery  of  natural  sediment 
transport  processes  would  provide  needed  beach  replenishment  material  to  nearshore 
.areas  allowing  increased  shellfish  production  Dam  removal  and  restoration  of 
anadromous  fish  would  result  in  returns  of  fish  to  the  river  throughout  the  entire  year, 
optimize  utilization  of  all  accessible  portions  of  the  watershed,  produce  much  greater 
numbers  of  fish,  and  result  in  the  restoration  of  ecosystem  processes.  Wildlife  prey 
and  nutrients  would  be  provided  by  fish  carcasses,  eggs  deposited  in  the  gravel,  and 
the  numbers  of  juveniles  and  adults  occupying  the  river.  Removal  of  the  two  reservoirs 
would  allow  nutrients  to  naturally  pass  downstream. 


Table  I.    Restoration  prospects /or  stocks  o/ anadromous  salmonids  , 
Elwha  River. 


Mive  to  the 


Rrraoval  of 

GUno 

EJwha        i 

w  ■  ■                         1 
Retention  of 

both  (Unu 

Dam  removal 

Dun  rcmovsJJ 

both  duns 

Fall  Chinook  salmon 

Excellent 

Fair/good  ' 

Fair/poor "  1 

Poor" 

Spring  Chinook  salmon 

Good 

Fair/ good  ' 

Fair/poor "  ■ 

Poor 

Coho  salmon 

Good/exc  ' 

Fair/good  ' 

Fair  •            1 

Fair 

Winter  steelhead 

Excellent 

Good  ' 

Fair  •             1 

Fair' 

StJtnmer  steelhead 

Good 

Good 

Fair '              1 

Fair 

Pink  salmon 

Good 

Poor/None  ' 

Poor'           1 

Poor/None  '' 

^ijm  salmon 

Good 

Poor/None  " 

Poor'           1 

Poor/None  " 

^eye  salmon 

Fair/Poor ' 

Poor/None  ' 

Fair/Poor '    1 

Poor/None  ' 

gtthroat  trout 

Good 

Unknown  ' 

Unknown  *  « 

Unknown  *              1 

j^cchar 

Good 

Unknown  * 

Unknown '     \ 

1  Unknown  '' 

'Signi/icani  uncertainties  associated 
with  reservoir,  spitiway,  and  Eicber 
screen  passage  monatityas  u<eiias 
degraded  habitat  and  water  quality. 


*/ftability  o/jui'miles  to  s 
reservoir  passage  and  continued 
degraded  habitat  indicates  therv  is 
little  chance  of  successful  restoration 
of  these  stocks 

'Lack  of  a  brvodstock  and  expected 
low  probability  of  successful  passage 
through  Eicher  screens  makes 
restoration  of  sockeye  unlikely 

'The  ability  of  cutthroat  and  native 
char  to  successfully  ruivigate  the 
pwposed passage  facilities  is 
unknown 

'Existing  coho  stock  should  be 
adequate  to  restore  rttn 

^Habitat  within  Lake  Sutherland 
rated  as  ftutrgtnal 

'Significant  uncertainties  associated 
with  reseriK>ir  and  spillway 
passage,  degraded  habitat  and 

I  water  quality,  and  unscreened 

\  intake 

^Continuation  of  habitat  inunda- 
tion otui  degradation 


Mr.  Kennedy.  OK.  And  I  would  like  to  add  to  that,  if  I  may. 

Senator  Gorton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  The  sheet  I  have  shows,  pretty  much,  how  the 
costs  of  removal,  sediment  management,  water  quality,  all  of  that 
whole  sequence  of  stuff  that  you  have  got  to  do,  how  that  might 
break  into  pieces.  That  is,  it  would  seem  to  be,  maybe,  responsive 
to  your  first  question. 

Senator  Gorton.  Fine.  Very  good. 

We  are  going  to  be  in  recess  until  9:30  a.m.,  next  Wednesday 
when  we  will  hear  from  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  express  my  grati- 
tude for  your  courteous  and  genuinely  helpful  approach  to  this 
process. 

A  lot  of  people  around  this  country  are  complaining  about  the 
way  their  Government  functions.  And  in  my  view,  this  is  the  best 
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kind  of  example  of  how  this  Government  can  function  as  a  respect- 
ful relationship  among  professional  people  doing  the  best  they  can. 
And  I  want  to  thank  you  for  it. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Senator  GORTON.  Well,  I  hope  you  will  feel  that  way  come  Octo- 
ber 1.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Cochran  has  left.  With  that,  we  have  a  large  number  of 
other  questions  on  various  details  which  we  will  submit  to  you  in 
writing. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

THE  PRESIDIO 

The  NPS  has  been  fully  operating  the  Presidio  since  October  1,  1994, 
and  has  developed  a  two-year  action  plan  to  manage  the  1,480-acre 
complex,  which  has  an  estimated  worth  of  $2  billion.  On  December  8, 
1994,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  announced  that  it  intended  to 
inactivate  the  Sixth  Army  by  the  end  of  FY  1995.  This  announcement 
was  a  complete  surprise  to  the  NPS,  which  had  spent  9  months 
negotiating  an  extensive  use  and  occupancy  agreement  for  the  Army. 
The  agreement  called  for  the  Army  to  use  and  occupy  277  of  the  870 
buildings  and  the  160-acre  golf  course.  The  NPS  has  been  assessing 
the  impact  of  the  DOD  decision. 

1.  Question.   What  is  the  impact  of  the  DOD  decision? 

Answer.  The  DOD  decision  is  significant  and  results  in  several 
impacts  to  the  National  Park  Service:  the  vacancy  of  1.8  million 
square  feet  of  building  space  (277  buildings);  the  loss  of  about  $3.7 
million  annually  in  prorata  and  direct  cost  reimbursements  to  NPS;  and 
the  loss  of  cost  coverage  for  utility  and  other  direct  expenses  in  the 
facilities  currently  occupied  by  the  Army.  It  also  results  in  the  NPS 
gaining  revenue  generating  facilities  which  include  Sixth  U.S.  Army 
buildings,  the  Officer's  Club,  gymnasium,  swimming  pool,  golf  course, 
and  housing. 

2.  Question.  What  adjustments  in  the  two-year  action  plan  are 
anticipated? 

Answer.  The  NPS's  two-year  action  plan  was  developed  in 
response  to  the  Army's  early  departure,  for  purposes  of  mitigating  the 
impacts.  The  two-year  plan  identified  several  specific  objectives, 
including:  acceleration  of  the  leasing/concession  program;  finalizing 
in-progress  lease/concession  initiatives;  developing  a  program  to 
lease  housing;  accelerating  demolition;  and  negotiating  an  exit 
agreement  with  the  Army  that  protects  buildings  and  facilities.  The 
two-year  action  plan  is  well  underway,  and  continues  to  provide 
direction  to  NPS  Presidio  efforts.  Target  dates  may  need  continual 
adjustment. 

3.  Question.  What  are  the  Service's  milestones  for  measuring 
the  progress  of  their  plans? 

Answer.   Progress  is  being  measured  in  these  ways: 

1)  The  number  of  organizations  with  whom  NPS  has  firm  commitments- -20 
organizations  as  of  June,  1995. 

2)  Square  footage  of  space  leased--422, 000  square  feet  leased  as  of 
June,  1995;  800,000  square  feet  is  expected  to  be  under  agreement  by 
the  end  of  FY  1995. 

3)  Tenant  reimbursements  secured--over  $500,000  expected 
in  FY  1995. 

4)  Commitments  to  rehabilitate  buildings  secured- -over  $6.5  million 
has  been  committed  in  FY  1995. 

5)  Accomplishment  of  key  targeted  actions: 

-Historic  housing  management  firm  in  place  by 

September  1,  1995 
-Golf  course  concession  in  place  and  open  to  the  public 

by  September  1,  1995 
-Concessions  in  place  for  the  bowling  center,  swimming 

pool,  and  gymnasium  by  September  15,  1995 
-DOD  agreements  in  place  for  continued  use  of  the 

Commissary,  PX,  and  300  units  of  housing  by 

August  1,  1995 
-Request  For  Proposals  issued  for  the  Public  Health  Service 

Hospital  complex  by  October  1,  1995 
-Phase  II  offerings  for  the  Main  Post  and  Letterman 

Complex  by  October  1,  1995 
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4.  Question.  What  progress  has  been  made  in  signing  on  park 
partners  and  tenants,  and  what  commitments  have  these  partners  made 
toward  the  building  rehabilitation  needs  of  the  Presidio?  , 

Answer.  The  NPS  currently  has  signed  agreements  with  20 
organizations  occupying  422,000  square  feet  (10  percent  of  the  4.2 
million  square  feet  available  for  lease) .  These  tenants  and  partners 
have  committed  nearly  $6.5  million  in  FY  1995  to  rehabilitate 
buildings.  In  subsequent  years  tenants  will  continue  to  make 
investments  in  building  rehabilitation.  Recently,  the  Main  Post 
Request  For  Proposals  yielded  21  organizations  with  whom  NPS  will  be 
continuing  discussions.  These  are  expected  to  result  in  two  master 
leases  and  three  full  building  leases,  which  will  require  tenants  to 
do  major  building  rehabilitation. 

5.  Question.  What  contingency  plans  does  the  Park  Service  have 
for  the  Presidio  if  the  current  plan  proves  to  be  overly  optimistic 
about  tenant  contributions? 

Answer.  GAO  estimated  a  cost  of  over  $1.2  billion  over  15  years 
to  rehabilitate  the  Presidio.  If  agreements  with  tenants  cannot  be 
secured  as  planned,  resulting  in  lower  tenant  revenues,  NPS  will  look 
toward  further  cost  containment  measures.  This  would  likely  include 
increased  building  stabilization,  staff  reductions,  contract 
cancellations,  and  reduced  maintenance  and  repair/rehabilitation 
programs . 

6.  Question.  How  does  the  NPS  justify  spending  $25  million  for 
the  Presidio  when  the  FY  1995  budget  for  Yellowstone  National  Park  is 
$19.2  million  and  Yosemite  National  Park  is  $17.4  million? 

Answer.  The  $25  million  FY  1995  NPS  cost  to  operate  the 
Presidio  should  be  regarded  as  an  interim  annual  expense  level,  needed 
to  complete  the  conversion  of  the  Presidio.  This  does  not  represent 
the  expected  long  term  need  for  appropriations.  Included  in  the  $25 
million  are  building  and  utility  costs,  for  which  NPS  will  receive 
increasing  tenant  offsets.  Included  in  the  $25  million  are  transition 
period  requirements,  including  the  monitoring  of  environmental 
remediation,  and  legal  and  business  development  costs  to  lease 
buildings.  Already  the  Federal  government  has  seen  a  step  down  in  the 
costs  to  operate  the  Presidio  from  the  Army's  pre-closure  operating 
budget  of  $70  million.  Over  time,  and  anticipating  the  establishment 
of  the  Presidio  Trust,  the  annual  need  for  Federal  appropriations  will 
drop  to  $12  million  or  less. 

7.  Question.  How  much  is  the  Department  of  Defense 
contributing  to  the  FY  1995  operations  and  rehabilitation  of  the 
Presidio  and  for  what  purpose? 

Answer.  FY  1995  Department  of  Defense  contributions  to  the 
Presidio  include  the  following:  1)  $3,051  million  for  the  Army's 
prorata  share  of  Presidio-wide  operating  expenses  based  on  their 
continued  occupancy  of  portions  of  the  Presidio  (e.g.  property 
management,  administrative,  public  safety,  roadway  maintenance  costs)  ,- 
2)  approximately  $.7  million  for  direct  expenses  incurred  within  the 
specific  "footprint"  occupied  by  the  Army  (e.g.  building  and  open 
space  maintenance)  ;  3)  $10  million  specifically  for  infrastructure 
improvements  for  purposes  of  providing  for  the  supervision, 
inspection,  modifications,  and  certain  finishing  elements  of  a  fast- 
track,  three-year  infrastructure  repair  program  begun  with  FY  1992  DOD 
funds . 

Not  included  in  the  above  and  still  underway,  is  the  $12.5  million 
building  rehabilitation  program,  provided  by  FY  1994/95  DOD 
appropriations.  Also  not  included  in  the  above  are  the  Army's  costs 
to  meet  its  Presidio  environmental  cleanup  responsibilities  ($52 
million  in  FY  1995) . 
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8.  Question.  Is  the  Department  of  Defense  requesting  any 
operating  funds  for  the  Presidio  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.  Yes,  we  believe  DOD  is  requesting  funds  for  their 
continued  use  of  portions  of  Presidio  in  FY  1996. 

9.  Question.  If  so,  how  much?  If  not,  how  does  the  NPS  intend 
to  meet  the  needs  at  the  Presidio  if  less  than  $25  million  is 
appropriated? 

Answer.  NPS  believes  that  DOD  is  requesting  FY  1996  funds  to 
support  arrangements  which  it  is  currently  discussing  with  NPS  for 
continued  use  of  Presidio  facilities.  The  arrangements  are  expected 
to  yield  at  least  $1.5  million  annually  and  involve  the  Army's 
continued  use  of  the  Post  Exchange,  Commissary,  and  300  units  of 
housing.  Regardless  of  the  DOD  funding  level,  NPS  will  continue 
working  on  holding  down  operating  costs  and  continuing  its  accelerated 
leasing  program  efforts. 

The  Senate  Committee-passed  Budget  Resolution  assumes  the  sale  of  the 
Presidio.   This  sale  is  to  take  place  over  a  three-year  period. 

10.  Question.   What  is  your  reaction  to  this  proposal? 

Answer.  The  sale  of  the  Presidio  would  remove  from  the  NPS 
system  one  of  the  most  historically  significant  sites  in  America.  In 
addition,  sale  of  the  Presidio  would  not  likely  bring  anticipated 
short  term  economic  benefits.  Local  planning  experience  shows  that  it 
will  take  approximately  15  years  in  order  to  gain  the  entitlements 
that  are  prerequisite  to  sale.  At  that  point,  attempts  to  sell  the 
Presidio  would  stilj  have  an  unknown  result.  Because  of  these 
factors,  sale  value  is  often  grossly  overestimated.  Rough  estimates 
for  operating  a  stabilized  Presidio  are  about  $15  million  annually 
during  this  15-year  period.  This  assumes  there  are  no  offsetting 
tenant  revenues  and  reimbursements,  and  that  assets  need  to  be 
preserved  at  a  reasonable  level.  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base  may  serve  as 
an  example.  Closed  in  1974  with  the  intention  to  be  sold,  the 
government  has  yet  to  receive  any  sale  revenues  from  Hamilton. 

11.  Question.  Are  there  parts  of  the  Presidio  that  the 
National  Park  Service  would  be  interested  in  retaining?  If  so,  what 
are  they? 

Answer.  The  entire  Presidio  is  a  National  Historic  Landmark. 
Congress  specified  the  entire  Presidio's  inclusion  within  Golden  Gate 
National  Recreation  Area  in  1972.  Therefore,  the  NPS  has  not  looked 
at  options  for  severing  portions. 

12.  Question.   Why  would  they  be  important  to  retain? 

Answer.  The  Presidio  is  one  of  the  most  historically 
significant  sites  in  America.  It  was  the  oldest  continuously  operated 
military  post  in  the  country,  under  the  control  of  Spain,  Mexico,  and 
the  United  States.  Nowhere  in  the  National  Park  System  is  there 
represented  a  comparable  span  and  variety  of  military  history. 

An  April  28,  1995,  Washington  Post  article  explained  that  according  to 
Vice  President  Gore  the  Department  of  the  Defense  will  spend  $64 
million  this  year  to  help  turn  the  Presidio  into  a  showplace . 

13.  Question.   Are  these  FY  1995  funds? 

Answer.  NPS  understands  that  the  $64  million  referenced  by  Vice 
President  Gore  are  still-to-be-obligated  FY  1995  funds. 
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14.  Question.   How  are  the  funds  intended  to  be  used? 

Answer.   The  funds  are  intended  to  be  used  as  follows: 
-$52  million  for  DOD  environmental  clean  up  of  the  Presidio 
-$8.6  million  to  be  transferred  to  the  NPS  for  infrastructure 

projects  including  sewer,  phones,  and  water  systems 
-$3.7  million  for  reimbursement  to  NPS  for  services  including 

law  enforcement,  fire  protection,  and  maintenance  of  DOD 

facilities 

15.  Question.  Is  the  DOD  expected  to  provide  funding  for 
FY  1996  projects  and  programs?   If  so,  how  much  and  for  what? 

Answer.  To  the  extent  that  agreements  are  negotiated  for 
continued  DOD  use  of  Presidio  facilities,  NPS  expects  to  receive  a 
continuing  level  of  DOD  funding  as  reimbursement  for  services 
provided.  Initial  estimates  are  that  DOD  service  reimbursements  in 
FY  1996  will  equal  at  least  $1.5  million  (excluding  utility 
reimbursements) . 

16.  Question.   What  about  future  years  beyond  FY  1996? 

Answer.  NPS  expects  continued  DOD  funding,  to  the  extent  that 
DOD  tenants  remain  in  place  and  pay  reimbursements  for  services 
received. 

Additionally,  proposals  to  reduce  the  Federal  costs  have  been 
introduced  in  Congressional  bills.  Last  year,  the  House  passed  a  bill 
to  establish  a  public  benefit  corporation  to  manage  and  improve  San 
Francisco's  219-year  old,  historic  Presidio  military  post  (the  oldest 
continuously  operating  military  base  in  the  country) .  A  companion 
Senate  bill  never  made  it  to  the  Senate  floor.  Similar  bills  have 
been  introduced  recently  by  Congresswoman  Pelosi  (H.R.  1296)  and 
Senators   Boxer  and   Feinstein    (S.  309). 

17.  Question.   Briefly,  describe  the  purpose  of  these  bills. 

Answer.  The  purpose  of  these  bills  is  to  provide  for  a  public 
benefit  corporation  which  can  directly  access  private  sector  funding; 
which  has  broad  leasing  and  revenue  retention  authority;  which  can 
see)t  funds  from  philanthropic  sources;  and  which  is  able  to  assemble 
the  needed  finance,  real  estate,  program  and  project  expertise.  The 
purpose  of  these  bills  is  to  preserve  the  Presidio  as  a  nationally 
significant  resource,  while  minimizing  impact  on  Federal 
appropriations . 

18.  Question.  How  would  the  provisions  provided  in  these  bill 
relieve  the  $25  million  operating  requirements? 

Answer.  Initial  estimates  indicate  the  requirement  for  Federal 
appropriations  would  decrease  to  $12  million  or  less  over  a  15-year 
period.  The  provisions  of  these  bills  to  form  a  public  benefit 
corporation  or  Trust  would  lessen  the  need  for  appropriations.  The 
Trust,  because  of  its  ability  to  secure  capital  financing  would 
facilitate  earlier  leasing  of  Presidio  buildings,  and  be  able  to 
retain  the  resulting  tenant  revenues  to  offset  operating  expenses. 

19.  Question.  How  much  could  the  FY  1996  budget  request  of 
$24.8  million  be  reduced? 

Answer.  Passage  of  Trust  legislation  would  have  no  impact  on 
the  FY  1996  request.  A  period  of  time  would  be  required  for  the  new 
Trust  organization  to  begin  operations.  In  the  meantime,  all  the 
activities  which  are  funded  out  of  the  Presidio  operating  budget  in 
FY  1995  would  need  to  continue  in  FY  1996.  These  include:  maintenance 
of  buildings,  roads  and  infrastructure;  providing  law  enforcement, 
fire  protection,  emergency  medical  services;  leasing  of  buildings; 
resource  management  and  interpretation;  contract,  legal,  budget,  and 
other  administrative  support. 
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20.  Question.  Vfhat  would  it  do  for  the  $1.2  billion  needed  for 
rehabilitation  within  the  Presidio  boundaries? 

Answer.  The  $1.2  billion  rehabilitation  figure  was  cited  in  a 
GAO  report  prepared  in  1993.  That  figure  is  quite  different  than  the 
final,  approved  General  Management  Plan  (GMP)  Amendment's  estimate  of 
Presidio  rehabilitation  costs.  The  GMP  estimate  is  $490  million 
assuming  the  Trust  is  in  place.  Without  the  Trust,  the  GMP  estimate 
is  $612  million.  The  Trust  would  allow  for  a  reduction  in  capital 
expenditures  because  of  its  ability  to  more  readily  secure  financing 
for  improvements.  Financing  could  be  through  a  combination  of  public 
and  private  sources,  and  take  place  over  a  period  of  many  years. 
This  allows  for  economies  of  scale  and  other  private  sector 
efficiencies . 

FINANCIAI.  MANAGEMENT 

At  a  February  9  House  hearing,  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  and 
the  Inspector  General's  (IG)  office  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
testified  that  the  National  Park  Service  does  not  have  adequate 
financial  data,  program  data,  and  controls.  The  GAO  and  the  IG  based 
their  testimonies  on  reports  that  had  been  issued  over  the  last  8 
years.  It  was  stated  that  the  National  Park  Service's  financial 
statements  were  inaccurate  euid  unreliable.  Adequate  personal  property 
records  were  not  maintained  by  the  Park  Service.  Also,  concern  was 
expressed  about  the  Park  Service's  ability  to  address  the  growing 
backlog  of  maintenance  needs  (estimated  to  be  between  $2  and  $4 
billion)  due  to  competing  interests  for  maintenance  funds;  to 
construction  of  new  facilities,  which  adds  to  the  maintenance  needs; 
to  reprogramming  of  maintenance  funds  for  other  non-maintenance 
activities;  and  to  inadequate  recovery  of  costs  from  park 
concessionaires  and  others. 

The  IG  noted  that  many  of  the  recommendations  made  in  their  audit 
reports  have  been  implemented  or  are  in  the  process  of  being 
implemented.  During  the  hearing,  Mr.  Kennedy,  I  believe  you  pointed 
out  that  the  NPS  is  completing  an  improved  system  for  setting 
construction  priorities,  has  convened  a  task  force  to  clarify  the 
exact  backlog  number,  and  is  working  on  performance  accountability. 
An  Accounting  System  Improvement  project  was  established  in  September 
1994,  and  a  full-time  team  has  been  assembled  to  make  the  necessary 
corrections  in  the  NPS  financial  systems.  The  work  of  the  project 
team  is  to  be  completed  in  two  years. 

A  February  10,  1995,  Washington  Post  article  referred  to  the  House 
hearing  of  February  9.  The  automated  personal  property  records  of  the 
NPS  were  cited  as  examples  of  flaws  in  the  agency' s  financial 
accounting  system. 

21.  Question.  Have  those  problems  been  resolved?  If  so,  what 
has  been  done? 

Answer.  The  deficiencies  in  the  financial  statements  relate 
primarily  to:  (1)  some  accoxinting  transactions  recorded  by  the  11 
finance  offices  that  existed  prior  to  consolidation  of  finance 
functions  into  one  office  that  began  during  1988;  (2)  deficiencies  in 
converting  accounting  records  into  a  new  accounting  system  during 
FY  1991;  (3)  improvements  needed  in  internal  control  procedures  to 
ensure  that  all  appropriate  reconciliation  activities  are  performed; 
and  (4)  the  proper  accounting  treatment  for  certain  assets  and  costs, 
which  is  a  governmentwide  issue. 

Generally,  the  deficiencies  in  the  financial  statements  have  no  impact 
on  day-to-day  operations  or  decisions  by  park  and  program  managers 
since  the  monthly  accounting  reports  they  receive  are  accurate  and 
timely. 
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During  October  1994,  the  Department  and  the  Office  of  Inspector 
General  concurred  with  the  National  Park  Service  Accounting  System 
Improvement  Project  (ASIP)  plan  that  would  correct  reported 
deficiencies.  Initial  work  on  the  ASIP  began  during  December,  and  the 
complete  team  became  operational  during  late  winter.  The  project  team 
is  comprised  of  four  experienced  NPS  staff,  members  from  the 
Department's  Office  of  Financial  Management  and  Office  of  Inspector 
General,  and  an  employee  from  the  company  whose  accounting  system  is 
used  by  the  Department.  To  ensure  that  all  problems  that  relate  to 
financial  statement  preparation  are  resolved  before  the  FY  1995 
statements  are  due,  we  augmented  the  core  team  with  two  experienced 
NPS  regional  finance  officers  and  additional  contractor  support. 

The  project  team  is  currently  ahead  of  schedule  in  accomplishing  tasks 
specified  in  the  project  plan.  The  team  has  completed  most  of  the 
required  systems  changes,  and  is  in  the  process  of  correcting 
erroneous  records.  To  ensure  that  the  team's  focus  was  and  will 
remain  correct,  we  established  several  additional  oversight  processes. 
A  panel  of  three  private  sector  consultants  was  formed  to  evaluate 
financial  statement  deficiencies,  our  planned  corrective  actions,  and 
progress.  The  consultants  reviewed  audit  reports,  testimony  before 
Congress,  NPS  financial  statements,  and  the  project  plan.  During 
March  they  met  with  the  ASIP  team  and  other  accounting  personnel  to 
discuss  our  plans  and  approaches  to  identify  the  causes  of  the 
deficiencies,  and  their  correction.  We  understand  that  the 
consultants  also  met  with  Office  of  Inspector  General  personnel  and 
others  in  the  Department. 

The  initial  report  by  the  consultants  indicated  that  our  plans  are  on 
target  for  resolving  the  deficiencies  and  that  the  personnel  assigned 
have  the  knowledge  and  capability  to  perform  the  work. 

Since  the  initial  meeting,  the  consultants  have  worked  either 
individually  or  as  a  group  with  the  accounting  staff  and  the  ASIP 
team.  One  of  the  consultants,  a  retired  general  partner  of  a  national 
accounting  firm,  has  met  with  the  ASIP  team  on  several  occasions  to 
discuss  progress,  evaluate  and  resolve  real  or  potential  problems  or 
issues,  and  to  provide  recommendations  regarding  procedures  and 
accounting  treatments.  Another  of  the  consultants,  the  founder  of  an 
international  systems  integration  company,  and  members  of  his  staff 
have  evaluated  our  accounting  system  operations  and  provided 
suggestions  on  its  use.  The  third  consultant  has  National  Park 
Service  budget  and  program  examination  experience  from  his  former 
employment  at  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  All  three  of  the 
consultants  have  an  interest  in  the  success  of  the  project  due  to 
their  direct  or  indirect  relationships  with  the  National  Park 
Foundation.  We  are  very  pleased  with  the  expert  assistance  provided 
by  the  consultants,  especially  since  it  is  provided  at  no  cost  to  the 
Service . 

In  addition  to  meeting  with  the  consultants,  we  also  meet  monthly  with 
managers  in  the  Department  and  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  to 
discuss  the  status  of  the  audit  of  our  1995  financial  statements,  and 
the  progress  of  the  ASIP  team's  work  as  it  affects  the  audit.  Our 
objective  is  to  obtain  an  unqualified  audit  opinion  this  year. 
However,  depending  upon  resolution  of  the  governmentwide  issues 
regarding  accounting  treatments  for  certain  assets  and  costs,  and  the 
timing  for  implementing  changes  in  the  accounting  standards,  it  is 
possible  that  a  qualified  opinion  may  be  issued. 

The  Federal  Accounting  Standards  Advisory  Board  (FASAB)  has  issued  an 
Exposure  Draft  on  Accounting  for  Property,  Plant,  and  Equipment.  This 
document  proposes  various  changes  in  the  accounting  standards  for 
these  assets  based  on  the  mission  of  the  agency,  the  nature  of  the 
assets  themselves  and  their  uses,  and  related  accounting  matters.  In 
brief  summary,  it  appears  that  FASAB  will  rule  that  certain  assets 
fall  into  categories  called  stewardship  and  heritage,  and  those  that 
do  should  more  appropriately  be  reflected  in  a  new  "stewardship 
report"  as  opposed  to  typical  financial  statements.   Certain  costs. 
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such  as  repair  or  rehabilitation,  also  appear  to  qualify  for 
stewardship  reporting.  We  believe  that  most  National  Park  Service 
assets,  and  some  of  its  operational  costs,  qualify  for  such  reporting. 
We  are  working  with  the  Department  and  the  Office  of  Inspector  General 
to  determine  how  the  accounting  treatments  proposed  by  FASAB  should 
apply  to  and  be  reflected  in  the  NPS  financial  statements. 

We  believe  that  we  will  complete  those  portions  of  the  ASIP  work 
necessary  for  us  to  produce  valid  financial  statements  for  FY  1995. 
However,  the  project  will  not  be  completed  in  its  entirety  until 
December  1996  due  to  additional  changes  that  will  be  necessary  in 
accounting  system  functions  and  operations. 

The  news  article  also  addresses  the  accuracy  of  the  maintenance  and 
construction  backlogs.  The  backlog  estimates  are  between  $2  and  $4 
billion. 

22.  Question.  Why  is  there  a  $2  billion  difference  in  the 
estimates? 

Answer.  When  individuals  speak  to  the  magnitude  of  the  NPS 
"backlog, "  it  is  difficult  to  know  exactly  which  backlog,  or  possibly 
combination  of  backlogs,  they  are  referring  to.  The  Service  has  at 
various  times  prepared  estimates  on  the  backlog  of  NPS  total 
Maintenance  needs,  NPS  Repair  and  Rehabilitation  Maintenance  Program 
needs.  Employee  Housing  needs,  the  NPS  Construction  backlog  and  the 
Construction  Servicewide  Priority  List. 

23.  Who  made  the  estimates? 

Answer.  For  most  of  the  various  backlogs  mentioned  above,  the 
source  data  came  from  each  individual  park  area  with  review  and 
adjustment  by  the  park's  regional  office.  An  exception  would  be  the 
Servicewide  Priority  List  for  Construction,  for  which  most  project 
estimates  have  been  prepared  by  the  NPS  design  and  construction 
service  centers.  In  all  cases,  the  cost  estimates  presented  for  any 
given  item  are  revised  as  needed  as  conditions  change. 

Operational  maintenance  backlogs,  which  total  approximately  $135 
million  overall  and  $60  million  in  high  priority  requirements,  are 
identified  by  park  managers.  They  are  incorporated  into  a  Servicewide 
database  of  operational  requirements,  and  analyzed  and  verified  for 
accuracy  at  the  regional  and  headquarters  levels. 

24.  Question.   What  is  the  current  total  estimate? 

Answer.  In  regard  to  construction,  the  actual  total  identified 
NPS  construction  backlog,  which  includes  both  prioritized  and 
unprioritized  construction  projects,  is  approximately  $4.5  billion. 
The  $4.5  billion  backlog  figure  represents  the  total  of  3  listings: 
the  Servicewide  Priority  List  for  Construction  totals  $1,640  billion 
and  contains  all  prioritized  non-road  construction;  the  Federal  Lands 
Highways  Program  (FLHP)  Servicewide  Priority  List  totals  $1,294 
billion  and  represents  most  road,  bridge  and  tunnel  construction 
needs;  and  an  unranked  Regional  Backlog  List  ($1,538  billion)  which 
contains  both  building  and  road  projects  identified  by  park  areas. 
The  Servicewide  priority  ranked  listings  contain  a  total  of  224 
projects  (121  non-FLHP  and  103  FLHP  projects)  and  the  unranked  backlog 
listing  contains  approximately  225  projects. 

25.  Question.   How  were  the  backlog  estimates  developed? 

Answer.  As  previously  stated,  the  source  data  comes  from  each 
individual  park  area  with  the  exception  of  the  construction 
Servicewide  Priority  List,  for  which  most  project  estimates  were 
prepared  by  the  NPS  design  and  construction  service  centers.  In  all 
cases,  the  Washington  Office  provides  general  instructions  concerning 
reporting  formats  and  what  should  and  what  should  not  be  included  in 
any  given  category  of  need.   Since  the  most  detailed  information  is 
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known  about  those  unmet  needs  which  are  scheduled  for  near- term 
funding,  the  quality  of  those  estimates  are  far  better  than  are  the 
estimates  for  work  which  is  unlikely  to  be  addressed  in  the  near 
future . 

26.  Question.  What  are  the  categories  of  backlog?  What  are 
the  dollar  estimates  in  each  category? 

Answer.  Some  overall  work  type  related  statistics  have  been 
collected  on  the  Servicewide  Priority  and  Unranked  Construction 
Backlog  listings: 

NPS  Construction  Backlog  by  Type  of  Work 
($  in  millions) 

Servicewide  Priority  Unprioritized 

Work  Type  Projects  (incl.  roads)        Backlog  Projects 

Buildings  693  459 

Staff  Housing  156  147 

Landscape, Trails  &  Misc.  502  253 

Utilities  278  38 

Roads  1.304  642 

Totals:  2,933  1,539 

27.  Question.  How  much  of  the  FY  1996  request  addresses  these 
backlogs? 

Answer.  $88.4  million  of  the  $94.7  million  FY  1996  Line  Item 
Construction  request  is  directed  to  Servicewide  Priority  Projects.  The 
remaining  projects  represent  unanticipated  special  need  work. 

28.  Question.  GAO  has  expressed  concerns  about  the  accuracy  of 
the  NPS  housing  estimates.  When  individual  parks  were  asked  to 
justify  their  backlog  in  housing  estimates,  parks  could  not.  Do 
similar  deficiencies  exist  in  other  backlog  categories? 

Answer.  The  exercise  to  identify  NPS  employee  housing  needs 
which  the  GAO  studied  was  indeed  flawed.  In  response  to  a 
Congressional  question,  the  subject  exercise  consisted  of  a 
questionnaire  sent  out  to  all  park  areas  which  had  to  be  completed  in 
about  10  days.  It  is  now  apparent  that  different  park  areas 
understood  this  exercise  in  different  ways,  and  responses  included 
some  areas  where  estimates  were  provided  to  completely  replace  all 
housing  regardless  of  current  condition  and  address  proposed  future 
staffing  levels.  Other  park  area  personnel  areas  could  not  remember 
exactly  what  their  estimate  were  based  upon.  We  do  not  believe  that 
such  levels  of  inadequacy  exist  in  other  NPS  backlogs.  Nevertheless, 
as  a  measure  of  the  order  of  magnitude  of  the  NPS  employee  housing 
problem,  the  totals  resulting  from  that  exercise  were  indeed 
indicative  of  the  dimension  of  NPS  housing  needs. 

It  should  also  be  remembered  that  the  acquisition  of  highly  accurate 
cost  estimates  is  an  expensive  proposition  and,  since  uncontrollable 
variables  (such  as  external  market  conditions,  regional  development, 
the  future  direction  of  park  usage,  etc.)  make  estimates  of  work  to  be 
done  more  than  four  or  five  years  into  the  future  necessarily 
problematic,  the  Service  does  not  expend  resources  in  attempting  to 
have  "high  accuracy"  estimates  on  projects  which  have  been  scheduled 
more  than  three  or  four  years  in  the  future. 

29.  Question.  Do  backlog  estimates  contain  various  priority 
categories  or  are  they  all  essential  to  the  effective  operation  of  the 
Park  System?  Please  provide  the  priority  categories  for  the  record 
and  the  associated  funding  requirements. 
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Answer.  There  are  slightly  different  priority  categories  for 
different  NPS  programs.  For  the  NPS  construction  program,  there  are 
five  priority  ranked  categories: 

#1  -  Health  and  Safety  Projects 

#2  -  Resource  Protection  Projects 

#3  -  Facility  Repair/Rehabilitation 

#4  -  Initial  Visitor  Developments,  New  Park  Areas 

#5  -  Expanded  Facilities,  Existing  Park  Areas 

The  current  cost  estimates  associated  with  each  category  are  as 
follows : 

($  in  millions) 

Development  Servicewide  Priority  Unprioritized 

Objectives  Projects  Backlog  Projects 

Health/Safety  770  377 

Resource  Protection  719  231 

Repair/Rehabilitation  912  293 

New  Facilities,  New  Areas  339  129 
New/Expanded  Facilities, 

Existing  Areas  193  509 

Total:  2,933  1,539 

In  response  to  the  second  part  of  this  question,  it  is  difficult  to 
say  whether  all  proposed  work  can  be  considered  "essential"  to 
"effective  operations."  The  problem  is  the  definition  of  the  word 
"essential."  For  example,  repaving  a  roadway  surface  before  it 
deteriorates  any  further  is  not  necessarily  "essential."  However,  if 
it  is  not  done  in  a  timely  fashion,  the  roadway  may  deteriorate  to  an 
unacceptable  condition  over  some  years,  and  then  many  times  the 
original  repaving  costs  will  have  to  be  spent  to  completely 
reconstruct  this  road.  The  majority  of  the  projects  in  the  NPS 
backlog  are  of  this  nature.  The  NPS  would  categorize  most  of  such 
projects  as  real  needs  which  must  be  met  in  the  next  few  years. 
However,  most  of  these  projects  could  be  deferred  for  a  few  years 
without  incurring  irreparable  damage  to  park  resources. 

For  operations,  each  request  is  classified  in  a  band  indicating  its 
general  level  of  urgency.  These  bands  identify  whether  the  recjuest 
has  a  high  or  low  priority  and  whether  it  identifies  a  current  or 
future  need.  In  addition,  the  database  has  a  feature  which  allows  the 
parks  and  Field  Offices  to  assign  specific  priorities  to  each  of  their 
requests  whenever  there  is  the  need  to  competitively  rank  them 
according  to  a  particular  set  of  criteria. 

REORGANI ZATION/ STREAMLINING 

Several  weeks  ago,  the  Committee  approved  the  Department's  NPS 
reorganization  request.  Senator  Byrd  and  I  stated  in  our  letter  to 
Secretary  Babbitt  that  the  approval  of  the  reorganization  request 
should  not  be  construed  as  support  for  additional  funds  in  FY  1996. 
The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $4  million  to  support  the  Park 
Service's  reorganization  efforts.  It  is  anticipated  that  all  agencies 
will  be  affected  by  decreasing  budgets. 

I  would  also  caution  you,  Mr.  Kennedy,  that  the  National  Park  Service 
should  not  be  looked  at  as  an  exception  to  the  Department's  staff 
reductions.  It  is  not  felt  the  NPS  should  be  singled  out  and 
protected  from  downsizing  and  staffing  reductions.  Everyone  will  be 
affected  by  declining  appropriations.  These  funding  reductions  may 
require  modifications  to  your  original  plan.  As  stated  in  my  letter 
to  the  Secretary,  the  Committee  asks  that  you  keep  me  and  my  staff 
updated  on  your  restructuring  efforts. 

30.  Question.  The  restructuring  plan  calls  for  reallocating 
employees  from  the  central  offices  to  field  offices.  How  does  the  NPS 
intend  to  address  accountability  requirements  of  the  field  managers  as 
the  central  offices  are  downsized? 
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Answer.  The  plan  simplifies  and  strengthens  vertical  lines  of 
accountability,  connecting  field  units  and  support  offices  to  one 
another  through  lateral  accountability.  Superintendents  are 
accountable  to  field  directors,  who  are  accountable  to  the  Deputy 
Director.  Superintendents  are  clearly  empowered,  both  as  individuals 
and  as  participants  in  the  management  of  park  clusters  and  through  a 
variety  of  issues  and  responsibilities  formerly  managed  by  regional 
offices.  But  along  with  that  empowerment  to  plan  and  act  comes  a 
clear  isolation  of  superintendents'  accountability  to  the  field 
director  for  appropriate  performance  and  operations. 

31.  Question.  How  does  the  Park  Service  intend  to  implement 
the  reorganization  efforts  without  the  additional  dollars  that  are 
identified  in  the  FY  1996  budget? 

Answer.  The  funding  requested  in  the  FY  1996  budget  was  to 
augment  existing  funding  for  training,  relocation  costs,  and  other 
expenditures  that  will  assist  with  the  timely  and  effective 
implementation  of  the  reorganization.  If  additional  funding  is  not 
appropriated,  we  will  proceed  with  the  restructuring  using  available 
funds.  This  may  slow  the  outplacement  of  central  office  personnel  to 
the  field  and  create  some  temporary  inefficiencies,  but  the 
restructuring  will  continue. 

32.  Question.  How  have  laws  such  as  the  Clean  Water  Act  and 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  affected  the  NPS? 

Answer.  The  NPS  must  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act, 
the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  other  laws  designed  to  protect  the 
environment.  Compliance  with  these  statutes  is  consistent  with  our 
mission  to  preserve  and  protect  resources  for  future  generations.  In 
addition,  these  statutes  often  provide  opportunities  for  parks  to 
influence  actions  outside  their  boundaries  that  could  adversely  affect 
park  resources  and  ecosystems . 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  provides  a  vehicle  for 
the  NPS  to  assure  that  the  activities  it  undertakes  impose  the  least 
environmental  effects  practicable  on  park  resources.  It  also  provides 
a  vehicle  for  the  public  to  be  involved  in  important  decisions 
affecting  parks. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  requires  the  NPS  to  comply  with  all 
substantive  and  procedural  state  and  Federal  requirements  for  the 
abatement  of  water  pollution.  Similarly,  parks  must  comply  with  Clean 
Air  Act  (CAA)  requirements  to  minimize  the  impacts  of  air  pollution, 
as  do  all  private  entities.  Concurrently,  the  CWA  and  CAA  serve  as 
tools  for  protecting  park  wetlands  and  water  and  air  quality  by 
establishing  standards  and  ant i -degradation  requirements.  The 
opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  CWA  and  CAA  permits  and  standards 
also  provides  the  NPS  with  a  means  of  assuring  that  resources  will  not 
be  adversely  impacted  by  activities  outside  park  boundaries. 

The  NPS  is  conducting  chemical,  physical,  and  biological  monitoring  as 
a  condition  of  most  CWA  and  CAA  permits  to  ensure  compliance.  The  NPS 
is  also  required  to  coordinate  with  the  states  and  EPA  to  identify  and 
implement  practices  for  the  control  of  non-point  source  pollution, 
review  new  source  permit  applications,  and  prepare  Pollution 
Prevention  Plans,  etc.  Therefore,  depending  on  park  activities,  laws 
such  as  NEPA,  the  CWA  and  CAA  may  require  park  staff  to  obtain 
permits,  develop  plans,  consult  with  others,  monitor  work,  send 
reports,  and  perform  new  or  additional  work. 

It  is  difficult  to  quantify  the  financial  and  workload  effects  of 
these  laws  although  they  do  indeed  affect  most  parks.  Clearly,  the 
highly  technical  reviews,  monitoring  and  research  brought  about  by 
these  laws  has  created  a  greater  burden  on  the  financial  resources  of 
parks  and  support  offices. 
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OPERATION  OF  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM 

Since  1985,  the  Park  Service's  operating  account  has  increased  from 
$636  million  to  $1,078  million  or  69  percent.   Despite  this  increase, 
the  Park  Service's  ability  to  meet  new  park  requirements, 
visitor  demands,  and  resource  protection  is  declining. 

33.  Question.  How  has  increased  visitation  affected  the  parks? 

Answer.  Increased  visitation  in  some  parks  has  resulted  in  a 
degradation  of  natural  and  cultural  resources.  Backcountry  sites  have 
deteriorated,  trail  systems  have  been  heavily  impacted,  and  vegetation 
in  front  country  campsites  is  being  denuded.  Historic  structures  are 
showing  signs  of  wear  and  deterioration,  road  and  bridge  systems,  not 
designed  for  heavy  use,  are  breaking  up  and  concession  facilities  are 
not  able  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  public.  Increased  visitation  has 
also  impacted  utility  systems  such  as  waste-water  treatment  facilities 
and  solid  waste  disposal. 

34.  Question.  What  is  the  NPS  doing  to  address  this  increased 
visitation? 

Answer.  The  NPS  has  increased  its  public  outreach  program  to 
encourage  visitors  to  consider  lesser-used  parks  in  their  vacation 
planning.  Potential  visitors  are  also  encouraged  to  avoid  the  high 
visitation  season  and  plan  their  trips  for  the  "off"  or  "shoulder" 
seasons.  On-site  interpretive  programs  are  designed  to  encourage 
visitor  stewardship  and  curriculum-based  school  education  programs 
promote  long-term  understanding  of  park  values. 

35.  Question.  How  can  visitors'  expectations  be  reduced  to 
more  closely  match  the  available  resources? 

Answer.  This  can  be  accomplished  in  several  ways,  including: 
increasing  public  awareness  through  the  use  of  mass-media  public 
service  announcements;  providing  training  and  information  to  community 
tourist  and  business  organizations;  providing  current  or  predicted 
conditions  in  pre-visit  informational  mailings;  developing  a  national 
media  campaign  to  encourage  the  use  of  lesser-used  parks  and 
developing  an  "advisory  sign"  system  in  gateway  communities  that  would 
warn  visitors  of  congestion/closures  before  they  enter  the  park. 

Director  Kennedy,  the  Administration  is  on  record  opposing  eliminating 
any  of  the  368  park  units.  On  the  other  hand.  Congress  is  taking  a 
harder  look  at  whether  all  of  the  park  units  are  of  national 
significance. 
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36.  Question.  Please  provide  a  list  of  the  number  of  park 
units  by  category  for  the  record  (i.e.,  National  Park,  Wild  and  Scenic 
River,  Memorials,  etc.). 

International  Historic  Site  -  1  unit 

National  Battlefields  -  11  units 

National  Battlefield  Parks  -  3  units 

National  Battlefield  Site  -  1  unit 

National  Historic  Sites  -  72  units 

National  Historical  Parks  -  37  units 

National  Lakeshores  -  4  units 

National  Memorials  -  25  units 

National  Military  Parks  -  9  units 

National  Monuments  -  73  units 

National  Parks  -  54  units 

National  Parkways  -  4  units 

National  Preserves  -  15  units 

National  Recreation  Areas  -  18  units 

National  Reserves  -  2  units 

National  Rivers  -  6  units 

National  Scenic  Trails  -  3  units 

National  Seashores  -  10  units 

National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  -  9  units 

Parks,  miscellaneous  -  11  units 

TOTAL:   368  units 

37.  Question.  Considering  the  declining  budgets  in  future 
years,  why  has  the  Administration  opposed  elimination  of  park  units 
that  hold  little  national  significance?  Is  it  better  to  further 
hamper  the  NPS's  ability  to  meet  visitor  demands,  to  increase  the 
deterioration  of  park  facilities,  and  to  decrease  your  ability  to 
protect  the  resources  in  our  key  National  Parks? 

Answer.  The  question  suggests  that  there  are  units  of  the 
National  Park  System  that  lack  national  significance.  Since  all  units 
of  the  current  system  were  authorized  by  Congress,  it  has  been  our 
position  that  the  Congressional  action  settled  the  debate  on  the 
matter  of  national  significance. 

Because  all  NPS  units  are  significant,  it  is  our  duty  to  deal  with 
overcrowding,  deterioration  of  infrastructure,  and  inadequate 
protection  of  resources  in  all  areas  as  equitably  as  is  possible, 
based  on  funding  levels  that  are  appropriated. 

38.  Question.  How  have  new  parks  contributed  to  the  operating 
account  problem? 

Answer.  New  parks  and  new  facilities  have  had  some  effect  on 
both  the  operational  budget  requirements  and  the  backlogs  of  the 
Service.  Since  1981,  there  have  been  32  new  parks  authorized.  These 
parks  currently  have  operating  bases  totaling  over  $45  million.  In 
addition,  these  parks  have  identified  almost  $17  million  in 
additional,  unfunded  operational  requirements  according  to  information 
contained  in  the  Operations  Formulation  System,  the  Service's  data 
base  for  unfunded  operational  needs.  Despite  these  numbers,  the 
majority  of  the  Service  budget  continues  to  go  to  parks  established 
prior  to  1981.  "Older"  parks  have  received  over  80  percent  of  the 
operating  increases  in  recent  years  and  the  requirements  for  the 
"older"  parks  represents  well  over  90  percent  of  the  unfunded 
operational  needs  of  the  Service. 

It  can  be  argued  that  new  parks  do  not  disproportionally  impact  the 
operating  budget  of  the  National  Park  System.  Units  that  entered  the 
System  in  the  1960's  constitute  18%  of  the  System  and  consume  16%  of 
the  budget.  Units  that  were  authorized  during  the  seventies  comprise 
20%  of  the  System  and  absorb  20%  of  the  budget.  For  the  units 
entering  in  the  eighties,  which  make  up  10%  of  the  System,  their  share 
of  the  budget  is  6%.   Established  oldline  national  parks,  such  as 
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Yellowstone,  Yosemite,  Grand  Canyon  and  Great  Smoky  Mountains,  still 
retain  a  large  percentage  of  the  Service's  budget. 

39.  Question.  What  can  be  done  to  decrease  the  number  of  parks 
in  the  National  Park  System? 

Answer.  The  Department  does  not  advocate  decreasing  the  numbers 
of  parks.  However,  legislation  currently  before  Congress  (HR  260) 
would  create  a  commission  that  would  receive  a  study  done  by  the 
National  Park  Service.  Deauthorization  would  require  an  Act  of 
Congress . 

40.  Question.  What  can  be  done  to  limit  the  number  of  new 
parks  coming  into  the  system? 

Answer.  Legislation  currently  before  Congress  (H.R.  260) 
contains  a  process  (Title  II  -  New  Area  Establishment)  that  would  make 
entry  more  rigorous.  It  requires  an  annual  program  submittal  to 
Congress  and  a  study  for  each  potential  inclusion.  Although  we  oppose 
H.R.  260,  we  did  testify  in  favor  of  this  section. 

The  NPS  proposes  an  across-the-board  increase  of  2.4  percent  ($17 
million)  to  be  distributed  to  all  park  units  to  cover  the  effects  of 
inflation  on  non-payroll  items  and  to  address  recent  legislated 
changes  in  the  retirement  benefits  for  NPS  law  enforcement  rangers. 

41.  Question.  What  portion  of  this  increase  is  related  to 
retirement  benefit  changes? 

Answer.  The  portion  related  to  retirement  benefits  is  minimal 
and  would  vary  from  park  to  park,  depending  on  the  mix  of  law 
enforcement  rangers  in  the  park  staff.  The  2.4  percent  increase 
rather  more  accurately  reflects  the  total  accumulated  need  of  parks 
for  a  variety  of  items,  merely  to  keep  even  programmatically  with  the 
prior  year.  It  was  intended  to  be  an  average  need  for  all  parks.  At 
some  parks,  the  law  enforcement  benefit  change  can  be  more  relevant 
due  to  a  high  number  of  law  enforcement  rangers.  Not  all  parks 
actually  have  commissioned  rangers;  thus  at  some  parks  this  change 
would  have  no  impact . 

42.  Question.  Is  this  retirement  benefit  a  discretionary  item. 
If  not,  why  is  this  not  considered  an  uncontrollable  cost  change? 

Answer.  Parks  are  reviewing  personnel  records  for  retirement 
benefit  changes  on  an  individual  basis.  Guidance  would  not  allow  us 
to  ask  for  this  increase  as  an  uncontrollable  cost  change. 

43.  Question.  What  is  the  basis  for  the  portion  not  related  to 
retirement  benefits?  Is  it  tied  to  the  annual  consumer  price  index  or 
some  other  measure  of  inflation? 

Answer .  The  2  . 4  percent  represents  an  average .  Included  in  the 
calculations  are  amounts  tied  to  the  gross  domestic  product  index. 
This  increase  provides  funding  for  a  variety  of  items,  such  as 
employee  step  increases,  mandated  background  investigations  for  law 
enforcement  personnel,  as  well  as  for  inflationary  pressures. 

44.  Question.  Other  Department  of  the  Interior  agencies,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for 
example,  absorb  these  annual  operational  cost  increases  within  their 
base  budgets.  What  rationale  can  you  provide  for  funding  these 
increases  for  the  NPS  but  not  for  other  Department  agencies? 

Answer.  The  NPS  has  been  subject  to  criticism  for  receiving 
significant  increases  in  funding,  yet  failing  to  significantly  reduce 
the  identified  operational  backlog  at  parks.  This  is  in  large  part 
due  to  the  fact  that  funding  is  often  appropriated  for  unmet  needs  at 
a  park  while,  at  the  same  time,  the  park  is  forced  to  absorb  pay 
increases,  benefit  changes,  costs  of  inflation,  and  other  needs  of 
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this  ilk.  This  has  the  result  of  slowly  eroding  funding  from  its 
requested  need.  The  large  and  very  visible  operational  requirements 
of  the  National  Park  Service,  coupled  with  the  large  number  of 
employees  (over  23,000  at  peak),  make  these  personnel-related 
absorptions  felt  more  keenly  than  in  other  bureaus. 

EFFECT  OF  NEW  PARKS  AND  FACILITIES 

45.  Question.  How  many  new  parks  have  been  authorized  during 
the  past  10  years? 

Answer.   Thirty-one  new  parks  have  been  authorized  since  1985. 

46.  Question.  Please  provide  a  list  of  these  parks  and  their 
annual  operating  requirements. 

Answer.  The  list  of  parks,  with  their  FY  1995  park  operating 
base  amount,  follows: 

Park  Unit  (date  authorized)         FY  1995  Base  Operations 

Great  Basin  NP  (10/27/86)  $1,471,000 

Jimmy  Carter  NHS  (12/23/87)  $404,000 

El  Malpais  NM  (12/31/87)  $579,000 

Timucuan  Ecol  &  Hist  Preserve  (2/16/88)  $517,000 

San  Francisco  Maritime  NHP  (6/27/88)  $5,019,000 

Charles  Pinckney  NHS  (9/08/88)  $339,000 

Natchez  NHP  (10/07/88)  $912,000 

Bluestone  NSR  (10/26/88)  $61,000 

Gauley  River  NRA  (10/26/88)  $217,000 

Steamtown  NHS  (10/21/86)  $4,323,000 

Poverty  Point  (10/31/88)  $0 

Natl  Park  of  American  Samoa  ((10/31/88)  $192,000 

City  of  Rocks  NRes  (11/18/88)  $211,000 

Haggerman  Fossil  Beds  NM  (11/18/88)  $257,000 

Mississippi  NR&Rec  (11/18/88)  $784,000 

Ulysses  S.  Grant  NHS  (10/02/89)  $502,000 

Petroglyph  NM  (6/27/90)  $756,000 

Weir  Farm  NHS  (10/31/90)  $367,000 

Niobrara  NSR  (5/24/91)  $387,000 
Mary  McLeod  Bethune  Coun  Hse  NHS  (12/11/91)  $305,000 

Salt  River  Bay  NHP  &  Ecol  Pres  (2/24/92)  $0 

Manzanar  NHS  (3/03/92)  $232,000 

Marsh-Billings  NHP  (8/26/92)  $0 

Dayton  Aviation  NHP  (10/16/92)  $228,000 

Little  River  Canyon  NPres  (10/21/92)  $716,000 

Brown  V.  Board  of  Educ  NHS  (10/26/92)  $303,000 

Keweenaw  NHP  (10/27/92)  $212,000 

Great  Egg  Harbor  Scen&Rec  River  (10/27/92)  $0 

Mojave  NPres  (10/31/94)  $312,000 

New  Orleans  Jazz  NHP  (10/31/94)  $0 

Cane  River  Creole  NHP  (11/02/94)  $0 

47.  Question.  What  has  been  the  net  effect  on  your  operating 
budget  of  new  parks  and  facilities  coming  on-line  over  the  past  10 
years? 

Answer.  New  parks  and  new  facilities  have  an  effect  on  the 
operational  budget  requirements  of  the  Service.  Since  1981,  there 
have  been  32  new  parks  authorized.  These  parks  currently  have 
operating  bases  totaling  over  $45  million.  In  addition  the  Operations 
Formulation  System  (OFS) ,  the  NPS  data  base  containing  a  listing  of 
unfunded  operating  requirements,  shows  almost  $17  million  in 
additional  operational  shortfall  amounts.  Still,  in  recent  years, 
well  over  80  percent  of  operating  increases  requested  have  gone  to 
parks  in  place  prior  to  1981,  and  budgets  or  needs  for  "older  parks" 
still  represent  well  over  90  percent  of  the  total  funds  available  for 
parks  or  identified  within  the  OFS. 
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It  is  harder  to  assess  the  result  of  new  facilities  on  the  operational 
shortfall,  but  the  OFS  currently  shows  $48  million  in  unfunded 
requirements  in  park  areas  as  a  result  of  new  responsibilities  which 
have  accrued  due  to  the  expansion  of  both  land  and  facilities. 
Approximately  $25  million  of  the  $48  million  amount  is  identified  as 
high  priority,  current  need.  This  represents  over  10  percent  of  the 
high  priority,  current  need  identified  at  parks.  Clearly,  the 
assumption  of  new  responsibilities,  whether  through  new  construction, 
rehabilitation  of  existing  facilities,  or  transfer  of  lands  and 
structures,  has  resulted  in  increasing  operational  costs  or 
requirements . 

In  light  of  the  efforts  to  control  the  increasing  budget  deficits,  we 
will  not  be  able  to  maintain  the  past  upward  trends  in  funding  and 
FTEs  for  the  existing  National  Parks  and  to  continue  to  add  additional 
Park  units. 

48.  Question.  What  has  the  NPS  done  to  prioritize  the  needs  of 
the  existing  Parks? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  has  developed  a  computer- 
based  program  to  identify  and  prioritize  the  operating  needs 
throughout  the  System.  The  park  increase  requests  included  in  the 
Operations  Formulation  System  (OFS)  are  initiated  by  the  areas 
themselves,  and  are  reviewed  by  the  Field  Offices  and  Washington 
Offices  before  being  consolidated  into  a  single  data  base.  This  data 
base  can  then  be  sorted  according  to  a  number  of  different  categories 
to  respond  to  different  situations. 

Each  request  is  classified  in  a  band  indicating  its  general  level  of 
urgency.  These  bands  identify  whether  the  request  has  a  high  or  low 
priority  and  whether  it  identifies  a  current  or  future  need.  In 
addition,  the  OFS  program  allows  the  parks  and  Field  Offices  to  assign 
specific  priorities  to  each  of  their  requests  whenever  there  is  the 
need  to  rank  them  competitively  according  to  a  particular  set  of 
criteria.  The  Washington  Office  can  then  select  from  these  ranked 
requests  the  highest  servicewide  needs. 

49.  Question.  What  can  be  done  to  discourage  new  park 
additions? 

Answer .  The  National  Park  Service  has  preferred  to  rely  on 
completed  professional  studies  (budgeted  as  "Special  Resource 
Studies")  as  the  basis  for  the  Administration's  position  on  candidate 
units.  Our  records  show  that  completed  studies  screen  out  three- 
fourths  of  the  candidates . 

50.  Question.  Should  we  require  that  new  park  funding  be  taken 
out  of  previously  funded  parks  on  a  state-by-state  basis? 

Answer.  While  this  would  certainly  be  a  disincentive  to  create 
new  units  in  a  given  state,  it  ignores  the  qualitative  consideration 
that  leads  to  a  determination  of  national  significance,  and  the  fact 
that  we  are  operating  a  national  park  system  and  do  not  take  a  park's 
state  into  consideration.  We  believe  that  the  establishment  and 
funding  of  a  National  Park  System  unit  should  be  made  in  accordance 
with  existing  criteria. 

PHASE  II  OF  REINVENTING  GOVERNMENT 

On  March  27,  Secretary  Babbitt  outlined  the  Department  of  the 
Interior's  proposals  for  Phase  II  of  the  reinventing  government  (REGO 
II)  initiative.  Contained  in  that  proposal  was  the  transfer  of  the 
Baltimore /Washington,  George  Washington/Clara  Barton,  and  Suitland 
Parkways  to  Maryland  and  Virginia.  The  Secretary  believes  the  Federal 
government  should  not  maintain  commuter  highways.  The  plan  entailed 
providing  operating  grants  that  would  phase  out  over  five  years  and 
save  the  government  $13  million  and  36  FTEs. 
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51.  Question.  Are  there  other  opportunities  such  as  these  to 
turn  park  units  over  to  other  state  and  local  governments? 

Answer.  In  the  strict  sense  of  relieving  the  System  of  the 
management  of  commuter  highways,  probably  not.  In  the  larger  context 
of  appropriate  partnership  opportunities,  we  continue  to  encourage  our 
planners  and  managers  to  pursue  such  solutions.  For  example,  at 
Gateway  NRA,  the  City  of  New  York  Department  of  Education  is  an 
important  presence.  Other  levels  of  government  continue  to  buy  and 
preserve  land  at  Santa  Monica  Mountains  NRA,  while  the  City  of  Boston 
shares  historic  buildings  and  expenses  in  Boston  NHP. 

HOOSING  INITIATIVE 

The  NPS  working  in  conjunction  with  the  National  Park  Foundation  has 
developed  a  Park  Service  housing  initiative  which  is  included  in  the 
President's  FY  1996  Budget  Request.  The  budget  justification  outlines 
a  $67.2  million  emphasis  in  trailer  removal  and  replacement  with 
standard  housing  at  20  parks  and  construction  of  employee  housing  at 
six  parks.  The  FY  1996  budget  requests  funding  for  the  first  year  of 
the  four  year  initiative. 

With  declining  funding  resources,  the  Subcommittee  will  have  to  make 
difficult  choices. 

52.  Question.  Where  does  the  housing  initiative  fit  into  your 
priorities? 

Answer.  The  housing  initiative  is  a  very  high  priority  of  the 
National  Park  Service.  The  Service  has  made  some  hard  decisions, 
generally  reducing  line-item  construction  projects  to  incorporate  this 
initiative  into  our  FY  1996  request.  If  the  construction  level 
enacted  can  approximate  the  requested  amount,  the  Service  would  hope 
that  a  strong  employee  housing  component  could  be  included. 

53.  Question.  Would  new  legislation  be  necessary  to  proceed 
with  the  FY  1996  housing  initiative?  If  so,  what  legislation  would  be 
needed? 

Answer.  Legislative  authority  is  not  necessary  to  proceed  with 
the  FY  1996  housing  initiative  as  it  is  based  on  work  that  could  be 
accomplished  with  appropriated  funds  under  current  appropriation 
language. 

However,  current  authorities  are  not  sufficient  to  meet  present  needs 
of  providing  safe  and  suitable  housing  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
sound  fiscal  and  management  practices.  The  National  Park  Service  has 
drafted  proposed  legislation  to  expand  current  authorities  that  would 
have  an  impact  on  the  housing  initiative.  The  proposed  legislation 
would  provide  broader  authorities  making  other,  out-of-park,  options 
available  to  the  Service  and  other  land  management  agencies.  Among 
other  things,  it  would  provide  the  possibility  of  entering  into 
agreements  such  as  build-to-lease,  rental  guarantees  and  joint 
developments,  with  private  housing  entities,  on  or  off  public  land. 

54.  Question.   What  is  the  status  of  it? 

Answer.  The  draft  legislation  is  in  the  very  early 
developmental  stages,  undergoing  internal  agency  reviews  and  revision. 

55.  Question.  Does  this  legislation  relieve  any  of  the 
Interior  bill  funding  requirements? 

Answer.  This  legislation  could  postpone  some  critical  funding 
needs  but  will  not  relieve  long-term  funding  requirements  of  the 
housing  initiative.  Broader  authorities,  with  the  flexibility  of  out- 
of-park  options,  will  allow  the  Service  to  accomplish  a  wider  variety 
of  housing  improvement  projects  with  the  funding  provided.   In  the 
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long  run,  this  will  shorten  the  time  it  takes  to  address  the  housing 
needs  backlog. 

56.  Question.  How  will  the  agency  downsizing  efforts  affect 
your  housing  needs? 

Answer.  All  FTE  reductions  are  being  taken  by  the  central  and 
Washington  offices,  not  the  park  areas.  In  general,  any  personnel 
shifted  to  the  park  areas  as  a  result  of  the  reorganization  are  for 
existing  vacancies  or  for  increased  needs  at  parks  where  housing  is 
available  or  not  required.  Therefore,  current  downsizing  efforts  are 
having  little  or  no  impact  on  our  housing  needs. 

57.  Question.  How  would  a  reduction  of  10  percent  or  20 
percent  affect  the  housing  needs? 

Answer.  A  budget  reduction  of  any  size  will  affect  the  time  it 
will  take  the  Service  to  correct  the  housing  needs  problem  and  could 
add  several  years  to  the  effort.  Even  if  such  a  reduction  results  in 
fewer  employees  at  parks,  serious  housing  problems  will  remain  and 
improvements  in  housing  will  be  necessary.  However,  should  such  a 
reduction  ultimately  result  in  a  significant  lessening  of  the  number 
of  seasonal  employees,  the  housing  situation  will  be  affected. 
Seasonal  employees  frequently  are  housed  in  government  quarters, 
particularly  in  remote  areas. 

58.  Question.  Has  the  NPS  explored  possibilities  to  relax  the 
requirements  of  employees  to  live  within  park  boundaries  and  relocate 
employees  in  nearby  communities?   Explain. 

Answer.  The  Service  is  in  the  process  of  reviewing  housing 
policies,  including  required  occupancy.  Alternatives  being  considered 
are  the  use  of  a  required  response  time  or  a  required  presence. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  NPS  has  a  $546  million  backlog  in  employee 
housing  needs.  2,800  units  of  the  4,700  housing  units  (60  percent) 
that  the  NPS  manages  are  considered  substandard. 

59.  Question.  The  initiative  concentrates  on  the  Park 
Service's  659  trailer  units;  600  of  the  trailers  are  considered  in  the 
substandard  category.  How  many  are  within  park  boundaries  and  how 
many  are  outside  of  park  boundaries? 

Answer.  All  of  the  Service's  trailer  units  are  within  park 
boundaries . 

60.  Question.   What  is  meant  by  substandard? 

Answer.  Many  of  the  Service's  trailers  are  20  to  50  years  old 

and  have  been  determined  to  be  either  obsolete  or  too  costly  to 

repair.  All  units  in  less-than-good  condition  are  considered 
substandard. 

61.  Question.  Is  this  the  same  definition  of  substandard  that 
is  used  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  the  Forest  Service? 

Answer.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  guideline  for  Interior  bureaus 
(NPS  &  BLM)  or  the  Forest  Service  which  employs  a  standardized 
definition  of  substandard. 

62.  Question.  How  many  of  the  trailers  are  occupied  by 
temporary  employees? 

Answer.  The  majority  of  trailers  are  occupied  by  temporary  and 
less-than-full-time,  permanent  employees.  However,  when  necessary, 
full-time,  permanent  employees  must  occupy  trailers  at  isolated 
locations  such  as  Big  Bend  National  Park  and  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park . 
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63.  Question.  Do  you  believe  that  all  trailers  should  be 
replaced  by  permanent  structures?  Why? 

Answer.  Trailers  have  proven  to  be  a  costly  investment  from  a 
maintenance  and  operational  steuidpoint.  They  are  also  costly  for  the 
tenants  in  terms  of  utilities  to  heat  or  cool.  It  has  been  determined 
that  rehabilitation  of  existing  trailers  would  not  be  cost  effective 
in  the  long-term  in  comparison  to  replacing  them  with  permanent  units. 

64.  Question.  How  many  seasonal  employees  does  the  NPS  hire 
each  year? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  hired  over  6,000  seasonal 
employees  in  FY  1994. 

65.  Question.  Are  trailers  appropriate  for  seasonal  housing 
and  crew  quarters?   If  not,  why? 

Answer.  The  high  price  of  maintaining  trailers  makes  them  a 
costly  investment  whether  used  on  a  year-round  or  seasonal  basis. 
They  are  also  costly  for  the  tenants,  regardless  of  year-round  or 
seasonal  use.  A  typical  trailer  in  Big  Bend  or  Death  Valley  National 
Park  can  cost  an  employee  hundreds  of  dollars  per  month  to  cool . 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  other  agencies  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Interior  Subcommittee  have  housing  units  which  are  also  considered 
substandard. 

66.  Question.  Why  was  the  National  Park  Service  singled  out 
for  the  employee  housing  initiative? 

Answer.  Due  to  the  Service's  intense  self -evaluation,  resulting 
from  the  Vail  Agenda  and  recent  negative  publicity,  the  backlog  and 
current  unsatisfactory  condition  of  employee  housing  surfaced  as  a 
high  priority  issue  to  be  addressed.  The  Secretary  of  Interior  has 
noted  improvement  of  NPS  housing  as  one  of  his  highest  priorities. 
The  Service  Construction  request  for  FY  1996  was  actually  below  that 
enacted  in  FY  1995.  The  Service,  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary,  made  the  decision  to  forego  line  item  construction  projects 
to  accommodate  an  enhanced  level  for  the  trailer  replacement 
initiative . 

67.  Question.  How  is  the  NPS  situation  different  than  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  or  the 
Forest  Service? 

Answer.  Although  the  Service  has  recently  received  greater 
attention  in  this  area,  all  of  these  agencies  have  similar  housing 
statistics.  They  all  have  a  similar  percentage  of  substandard  housing 
and  trailer  units. 

68.  Question.  Do  you  foresee  a  negative  reaction  by  the  public 
or  Forest  Service  employees  who  are  currently  housed  in  trailers  if 
funding  is  provided  to  the  Park  Service  to  replace  trailers  used  for 
employee  housing  and  similar  funding  is  not  provided  to  the  Forest 
Service? 

Answer.  We  have  no  basis  on  which  to  suppose  that  a  negative 
reaction  may  be  forthcoming.  The  decision  to  propose  the  replacement 
of  trailers  was  a  policy  decision,  made  by  management  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  euid  the  National  Park  Service.  We  believe 
this  decision  to  be  justifiable. 

The  August  1994  GAO  report  on  the  NPS  employee  housing  program 
recommends  that  the  NPS  conduct  a  park-by-park  review  of  housing  needs 
to  determine  whether  its  current  housing  inventory  at  each  location  is 
needed  and  justified. 
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69.  Question.   What  is  the  status  of  this  review? 

Answer.  Housing  needs  assessments  have  been  applied  to  the 
eight  parks  targeted  by  both  the  National  Park  Foundation  and  the 
Service.  Needs  Assessments  have  also  been  done  at  the  36  park  units 
scheduled  for  trailer  replacement  projects  in  either  FY  1995  or  1996. 
Projects  will  not  be  funded  until  a  park  completes  a  needs  assessment. 

GAO  has  reported  that  deterioration  of  Park  Service  assets  ranged  from 
unmowed  grass  and  peeling  paint  to  collapsed  structures  and  closed 
hiking  trails. 

70.  Question.  What  percentage  of  the  backlog  relates  to  health 
and  safety  maintenance  projects  and  to  what  extent  is  this  portion  of 
the  deferred  maintenance  backlog  growing? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  an  annual  operational  shortfall  of 
$100-200  million  representing  such  activities  as  routine  maintenance, 
grass  mowing,  routine  painting,  tree  trimming,  and  litter  and  trash 
pick-up.  Some  of  this  "shortfall"  is  for  activities  that  are  not 
classified  as  high  priority.  Only  about  $60  million  of  the  identified 
maintenance  "shortfall"  has  been  identified  by  park  managers  as  high 
priority.  The  "backlog"  of  routine  maintenance  is  growing,  as  park 
managers  are  forced  to  lengthen  maintenance  cycles  to  accommodate 
absorptions  due  to  unfunded  pay  raises  or  to  cover  annual  inflationary 
increases . 

In  addition,  the  Service  has  a  repair  and  rehabilitation  backlog  of 
approximately  $400  million  with  more  than  one-half  of  that  classified 
as  health  and  safety  related  in  some  manner.  This  does  not  mean  that 
there  are  necessarily  immediate  health  and  safety  risks  associated 
with  these  projects,  only  that  if  not  addressed  over  time,  health  and 
safety  risks  could  grow.  This  backlog  is  growing  slowly,  as  more 
facilities  reach  the  point  of  needing  rehabilitation  than  we  are  able 
to  address  with  our  annual  program  of  $36  million. 

LEGISLATIVE  INITIATIVES 

The  FY  1996  budget  includes  two  legislative  initiatives  designed  to 
stimulate  and  enhance  entrepreneurship  in  the  park  system.  These 
proposals  include  a  park  entrance  fee  proposal  and  expanded  leasing 
authority. 

PARK  ENTRANCE  FEE  PROPOSAL 

The  park  entrance  fee  proposal  would  establish  a  Park  Renewal  Fund 
into  which  100  percent  of  the  park  fee  increases  would  go.  These 
funds  would  be  available  without  further  appropriation  for  park 
infrastructure  improvements.  The  key  provisions  of  the  legislation 
would:  (1)  eliminate  statutory  caps  on  all  admission  fees  and 
prohibitions  on  where  these  fees  can  be  charged  and  (2)  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  set  fee  schedules  and  requirements. 

It  is  anticipated  that  enactment  of  this  legislation  would  generate 
$32  million  in  additional  revenue. 

71.  Question.  What  were  the  assumptions  that  went  into  this 
projection? 

Answer.  The  generation  of  $32  million  in  FY  1996  would  be 
accomplished  by  new  legislation  raising  admission  fees  for  Tier  I 
parks  from  $4  to  $6  per  person,  for  Tier  II  parks  from  $3  to  $4  per 
person  and  for  Tier  III  parks  from  $2  to  $3  per  person.  This  would 
generate  an  additional  $24  million.  The  Golden  Eagle  Passport  would 
be  raised  from  the  current  $25  to  $50  for  the  annual  pass,  accounting 
for  an  additional  $5  million.  Annual  park  specific  passports  would  be 
raised  for  Tier  I  parks  from  $15  to  $40,  for  Tier  II  parks  from  $15  to 
$30  and  Tier  III  parks  from  $10  to  $20.  These  increases  would  result 
in  additional  revenue  of  $1  million.   Adjustments  made  to  the  flat 
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rate  fee  for  commercial  bus  tours  reflecting  the  chcuiges  in  daily 
admission  fees  would  generate  an  additional  $2  million.  These 
increases  total  $32  million.  The  NPS  expects  that  the  entire  cost  of 
fee  collection  could  be  funded  through  this  account  in  FY  1997. 


72.    Question, 
collection  costs? 


What  would  be  the  estimated  FY  1997  fee 


Answer.  In  FY  1995  the  proposed  fee  collection  costs  of  the 
Service  are  estimated  to  be  approximately  $14.7  million.  If  fee 
legislation  passes  and  many  new  park  units  are  brought  on  line  to 
collect  admission  fees,  the  one  time  costs  for  bringing  parks  on  line 
(infrastructure),  and  recurring  costs  (staffing  and  support  costs) 
will  be  higher.  While  it  is  hard  to  predict  these  costs  without 
knowing  the  outcome  of  our  legislative  proposal,  our  projections 
estimate  $17.1  million  as  the  cost  of  fee  collection  in  FY  1997,  based 
on  projected  revenue. 

73.  Question.  Please  provide  for  the  Committee  a  list  of  off- 
budget  programs  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service.  What  is 
the  annual  amount  in  each  program? 

Answer.   The  list  of  off -budget  programs  follows: 

Unappropriated  Funds  Available  to  the  National  Park  Service  * 

FY  1994 
Actual 


Funds  Documented  in  the  Budget : 

Operation  and  Maintenance  of  Quarters 

Educational  Expenses,  Children  of 
Employees,  Yellowstone  NP 

Payment  for  Tax  Losses  on  Land  Acquired 
for  Grand  Teton  NP 

Operation,  Management,  Maintenance  euid 
Demolition  of  Federally  Acquired 
Properties,  Independence  NHP 

Delaware  Water  Gap,  Route  209  Operations 

National  Park  Service  Donations 

Preservation,  Birthplace  of  Abraham  Lincoln 

Fee  Collection  Support 


(in  thousands) 
$10,736 
750 
30 

40 

97 

6,342 

2 

11,353 


Other  Unappropriated  Fund  Sources: 

Living  Farm/Living  History  Demonstration  Sales 

Mess  Operations 

Income  from  Sale  of  Replacement  Equipment 

Wolf  Trap  Farm  Park  Loan  Repayment 

Leasing  of  Historic  Properties 

Damaged  Marine  Resources  Recovered 

Income  from  Special  Use  Permittees 

Income  from  Lowell  Commission 


2,215 
68 

1,148 
300 
593 
212 

3,787 
290 
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Concessions  Special  Accounts: 

(Note  that  these  amounts  are  derived  from  1994  annual  reports 
from  Concessionaires.  All  1994  reports  have  not  yet  been 
received. ) 

Shenandoah  NP  171 

Acadia  NP  133 

Olympic  NP  61 

Badlands  NP  20 

Mount  Rushmore  277 

Wind  Cave  2 

Yellowstone  NP  4,122 

Buffalo  NR  5 

Grand  Canyon  NP  238 

Lake  Mead  NRA  193 

Sequoia  NP  443 

Yosemite  NP  4,263 

National  Capital  Parks  363 

♦   Excludes  reimbursable  programs 

74.  Question.  What  accountability  measures  have  been 
established  to  monitor  the  use  of  these  funds? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  administers  a  number  of 
programs  that  receive  income  other  than  appropriations  from  the 
Congress.  In  all  cases  except  the  Concessions  Special  Accounts  (see 
list) ,  all  income  is  deposited  directly  in  the  Treasury  and  program 
cost  accounts  established  in  the  NPS  accounting  system,  the  Federal 
Financial  System  (FFS)  .  In  turn,  all  obligations  and  expenditures  for 
program  purposes  are  also  recorded  in  FFS  and  are  subject  to  the  usual 
audit  procedures.  As  for  the  Concessions  Special  Accounts,  these  are 
funds  retained  by  Concessionaires  and  deposited  in  banks  of  their 
choice.  They  have  been  established  in  accordance  with  concession 
contracts  and  are  reviewed  by  the  Concessions  Management  Division. 
All  uses  of  these  program  funds  are  concurred  in  and  monitored  by  the 
Concessions  Management  Division. 

75.  Question.  What  consideration  was  given  to  other  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  Department  of  Agriculture  agencies  to  include  them 
in  the  legislative  proposal? 

Answer.  The  legislation  was  developed  to  address  much  needed 
reform  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act,  and  specifically 
written  to  allow  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  flexibility  in 
providing  direction  on  the  collection  of  admission  fees  for  NPS  areas. 
Specifics  of  the  plan  were  discussed  in  a  meeting  with  sister 
Department  bureaus  and  the  US  Forest  Service  early  on  in  the  writing 
of  the  legislation  to  provide  for  input  and  to  incorporate  any 
concerns  these  agencies  might  have.  All  agencies  agreed  that  the 
flexibility  of  allowing  broad  discretion  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  or  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  determine  where  and  when  fees 
might  be  collected  was  a  prudent  and  reasonable  approach  to  the 
collection  of  recreation  fees.  The  aggregate  agencies  also  strongly 
supported  the  provision  for  charging  reasonable  fees  for  commercial 
uses  of  public  lands  such  as  commercial  filming  and  returning  these 
fees  directly  to  the  collecting  area. 

EXPANDED  LEASING  AUTHORITY 

The  expanded  leasing  authority  would  allow  for  long-term  leases  at 
certain  sites  based  upon  leasing  authority  recently  provided  for  the 
Letterman/LAIR  complex  at  the  Presidio.  This  proposal  would  allow  for 
50  percent  of  the  generated  revenue  to  be  retained  by  the  Park  Service 
in  the  Park  Renewal  Fund  for  infrastructure  improvements. 


81 

76.  Question.  Please  describe  the  leasing  arrangement  at  the 
Letterman/LAIR  complex. 

Answer.  The  NPS  has  a  commitment  for  a  long  term  master  lease 
for  a  portion  of  the  Letterman/LAIR  complex.  The  initial  arrangement 
is  for  70,000  square  feet  with  an  option  to  lease  an  additional  30,000 
square  feet.  The  NPS  is  also  entering  an  Interagency  Agreement  with 
the  US  Department  of  Agriculture  for  use  of  30,000  square  feet  of  the 
Letterman  Research  facility.  Discussions  are  underway  involving  the 
lease  of  additional  Letterman  complex  space. 

77.  Question.   What  is  the  authorization  for  this  arrangement? 

Answer.  The  leasing  arrangement  is  authorized  luider  Public  Law 
103-175  (December,  1993)  which  provides  NPS  interim  leasing  authority 
for  the  Letterman  Complex  for  scientific,  research  or  educational 
purposes.  Under  this  law,  the  NPS  is  authorized  to  retain  100%  of 
lease  revenues  for  the  next  five  years.  Revenues  are  to  be  used  for 
repairs  and  improvements  of  Presidio  structures. 

78.  Question.  How  much  revenue  is  expected  to  be  generated 
from  the  complex? 

Answer.  Full  rehaibilitation  and  redevelopment  of  the  1.2 
million  square  foot  Letterman  Complex  will  take  15  years.  Following 
its  full  rehabilitation,  and  assuming  enough  market  demand  exists  to 
fully  lease  the  space,  the  maximum  revenue  potential  is  estimated  to 
be  about  $7  million  net  annually. 

79.  Question.  Are  the  revenues  generated  by  this  legislation 
included  in  the  $32  million  revenue  projection  that  was  mentioned 
earlier? 

Answer.  No,  they  are  not  included.  The  $32  million  amount 
includes  only  anticipated  additional  revenue  generated  from  recreation 
use  fees,  such  as  entrance  fees  to  parks. 

80.  Question.   If  not,  what  are  the  expected  annual  revenues? 

Answer.  Projected  target  revenue  is  $85  million  over  a  five 
year  period. 

81.  Question.  What  is  the  current  status  of  this  legislative 
proposal? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  has  prepared  a  bill  regarding 
this  proposal .  That  bill  has  been  reviewed  and  approved  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
On  May  8,  1995,  a  letter  was  sent  to  both  the  Speaker  of  the  House  and 
the  President  of  the  Senate  transmitting  the  proposal  to  Congress  and 
requesting  that  the  bill  be  introduced  and  referred  to  the  appropriate 
Committees  in  the  House  and  Senate  for  consideration  and  enactment. 
As  of  June  22,  1995,  the  National  Park  Service  had  no  record  of  this 
proposal  having  been  introduced  by  either  the  House  or  the  Senate. 

The  proposal  has  two  parts,  both  expanding  the  National  Park  Service's 
leasing  authority.  The  first  would  provide  for  the  expanded  leasing 
authority  discussed  above  and  would  permit  the  leasing  of  unneeded 
park  facilities  for  non-park  uses.  The  second  part  would  expand  the 
leasing  authority  for  park  purposes  servicewide  to  address  employee 
housing  problems  and  visitor  service  needs.  Part  two  would  permit  the 
National  Park  Service  to  lease  facilities  outside  park  boundaries  for 
housing  or  visitor  facilities  or  inside  park  boundaries  for  the 
development  and  management  of  such  facilities. 

VIOLENT  CRIME  REDUCTION  PROGRAM 

The  Administration  has  requested  $15.2  million  to  establish  a  Violent 
Crime  Reduction  Program  for  the  Park  Service,  which  would  remain 


82 

available  until  expended.  $5  million  would  be  used  to  prevent  crime 
in  National  Park  units;  $7.5  million  would  be  used  for  state  grants  to 
prevent  crimes  in  public  parks;  and  $2.7  million  would  be  used  for  the 
Urban  Park  and  Recreation  program. 

82.  Question.  Since  these  funds  would  be  available  until 
expended,  does  this  mean  this  is  a  one-time  request? 

Answer.  Depending  on  budgetary  allowances  and  priorities,  funds 
may  be  requested  in  future  years.  For  example,  up  to  $10  million  is 
authorized  for  security  in  National  Parks;  the  FY  1996  request 
contains  $5  million.  Up  to  $15  million  is  authorized  for  state  grants 
for  security  in  parks;  $7.5  million  is  requested  in  FY  1996. 

83.  Question.  What  is  the  expected  life  of  the  Violent  Crime 
Reduction  Program? 

Answer.  Given  provisions  contained  within  the  law  which 
established  the  program,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  program  would  be 
completed  by  the  year  2000. 

84.  Question.  Of  the  $5  million  for  National  Park  units,  $2 
million  would  be  used  to  improve,  construct,  and  expand  existing 
prisoner  detention  facilities.  How  have  these  activities  for  prisoner 
detention  facilities  been  funded  in  the  past? 

Answer.  The  existing  detention  facilities  at  Yellowstone,  Grand 
Canyon,  and  Yosemite  National  Parks  are  respectively  85  years  old,  60 
years  old,  and  23  years  old.  Only  the  facility  at  Yosemite  National 
Park  has  undergone  any  improvements  in  the  last  half -century .  There, 
in  1972,  a  modest  new  facility  was  fabricated  to  replace  the  old 
"Yosemite  Jail"  that  had  been  built  around  1890.  Later,  in  1983,  two 
separate  "female  cells"  were  added  to  the  facility  (bringing  total 
capacity  up  to  22  prisoners)  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $60,000. 
Additionally,  in  1995  the  Yosemite  Jail  underwent  a  $300,000  OSHA 
compliance  project,  funded  from  regional  repair  and  rehabilitation 
funds  to  provide  a  stop-gap  remedy  to  fire-safety  deficiencies 
(installation  of  fire  walls,  alarms,  and  sprinkler  system)  that  would 
otherwise  have  resulted  in  outright  closure  of  the  facility. 

Neither  the  Yellowstone  or  Grand  Canyon  facilities  have  been  funded 
for  improvements,  expansion,  or  replacement  since  they  were  first 
constructed  in  1911  and  1935,  respectively. 

85.  Question.  Where  are  they  on  the  Park  Service's  priority 
list? 

Answer.  These  projects  do  not  appear  on  the  Servicewide 
priority  list. 

$1  million  of  the  $5  million  for  National  Park  units  would  be  targeted 
to  purchase  66  dedicated  law  enforcement  vehicles . 

86.  Question.  Would  any  of  these  vehicles  be  replacement 
vehicles  to  the  current  fleet  or  would  they  be  additions  to  the 
current  fleet? 

Answer.  Vehicles  acquired  through  this  special  funding  will  be 
used  to  replace  current  fleet  vehicles.  Particular  emphasis  will  be 
placed  on  replacing  existing  vehicles  that  do  not  meet  law  enforcement 
safety  standards  and  are  not  "police  packaged",  but  are  nevertheless 
being  used  by  field  law  enforcement  personnel. 

Emphasis  will  also  be  placed  on  providing  parks  that  must  use  on- call 
personnel,  in  lieu  of  24-hour  staffing,  with  new,  dedicated  law 
enforcement  vehicles.  Newly  acquired  vehicles  will  also  replace  some 
older  law  enforcement-standard  vehicles  that  have  become  unsafe, 
unserviceable,  or  unreliable. 
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87.  Question.  How  many  of  these  vehicles  would  be  assigned  to 
the  Park  Police? 

Answer.  Contingent  upon  receipt  of  full  Crime  Bill  funding, 
between  ten  and  fifteen  vehicles  would  be  assigned  to  the  Park  Police. 
The  Police  Association  representing  rank  and  file  members  of  the  Park 
Police  has  identified  replacement  vehicles  as  a  high  priority  in  order 
for  their  force  to  maintain  a  state  of  readiness.  Accordingly,  the 
bulk  of  funds  targeted  for  sites  patrolled  by  the  Park  Police  will  be 
committed  to  updating  their  fleet. 

88.  Question.  What  portion  of  this  proposal  would  be  for  use 
by  the  Park  Police? 

Answer.  $250,000  is  targeted  for  park  sites  in  New  York  City, 
Golden  Gate  NRA,  and  the  Washington,  D.C.  area.  In  addition  to 
updating  their  fleet,  funds  will  be  used  to  acquire  and  install  remote 
video  surveillance  systems  and  for  the  purchase  of  hand-held  night- 
vision  equipment. 

$10.2  million  of  the  violent  crime  initiative  is  made  up  of  state 
($7.5  million)  and  urban  ($2.7  million)  grants. 

89.  Question.  What  do  you  see  as  the  Park  Service's  role  in 
the  State  and  Urban  violent  crime  program? 

Answer.  The  Park  Service's  role  is  to  administer  and  monitor 
the  grant  programs,  which  can  be  utilized  to  make  gains  in  violent 
crime  prevention  at  the  local  level.  Some  Urban  Park  and  Recreation 
Recovery  Innovation  grants  in  1992  and  1994  that  were  awarded 
specifically  to  "Youth-At-Risk"  crime  prevention  projects  proved  very 
successful.  This,  we  believe,  was  one  reason  that  recreation  grants 
were  included  in  the  1994  Crime  Bill.  Most  Youth-at-Risk  projects 
included  both  opportunities  to  learn  work  skills  and  mentoring  by 
respected  community  leaders  and  sports  figures  as  part  of  a  recreation 
program.   Some  examples  are: 

Bexar  County,  Texas,  launched  its  Green  Brigade  program  to  give  some 
100  teens  -  mostly  14  to  17  year  old  juvenile  offenders  -  a  chance  to 
create  a  new  community  garden  in  a  San  Antonio  neighborhood  park .  In 
addition  to  learning  job  skills  and  self -discipline,  participants  were 
encouraged  to  do  some  mentoring  of  their  own  -  guiding  120  elementary 
school  kids  from  spring  planting  to  fall  harvest  in  their  own 
children's  garden.  Newspapers  and  other  local  media  praised  Green 
Brigade's  success  in  inculcating  feelings  of  pride  and  personal 
responsibility  in  young  people  who  might  otherwise  have  gone  into 
gangs  or  prison. 

Hialeah,  Florida  ram  an  Early  Intervention  summer  program  which  helped 
150  teens  and  preteens  avoid  drugs  and  crime  through  a 
volunteers- in-parks  program  that  had  participants  working  as 
recreation  assistants  in  specific  parks,  coaching  and  refereeing 

sports . 

Tacoma's  Natural  High  program  taught  special  outdoor  skills  training 
and  challenging  wilderness  activities  to  inner  city  kids  with  high 
risk  of  future  involvements  in  crime  or  drugs.  The  program  proved 
successful  in  giving  alienated  14  year  olds  their  first  experiences  of 
personal  accomplishment  euid  shared  work  goals.  This  Outward 
Bound- type  program  ram  for  its  first  two  years  under  Urban  Park  and 
Recreation  Recovery,  but  is  now  incorporated  into  the  Tacoma  Park 
District's  regular  euinual  schedule. 

Oceanside,  California  had  success  with  a  special  Street  Hockey  League 
program  that  mixed  low  income  residents  of  the  city  with  child 
dependents  from  the  nearby  Camp  Pendleton  Marine  base.  The  idea 
originated  with  a  local  citizen's  group  in  response  to  the 
gang-related  shooting  death  of  a  15-year-old  girl,  and  involved  use  of 
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troubled  teens  as  recreation  leaders  for  younger  children  in  a 
competitive  hockey  program. 

Grants  funded  from  this  program  could  ultimately  range  from  major 
renovation  of  needed  recreation  facilities  in  city  neighborhoods  to 
educational/recreational  programs  for  school  age  children  to  special 
activity  grants  for  older  youth. 

The  $7.5  million  for  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  (L&WCF)  grants 
would  be  used  for  a  new  type  of  L&WCF  grant,  based  on  the  greatest 
need,  for  security  related  capital  investment  in  parks  -  ranging  from 
improvements  in  lighting  and  design  to  installation  of  emergency 
telephone  lines  or  other  anti-crime  initiatives. 

90.  Question.   Why  is  the  program  important  to  NPS? 

Answer.  From  the  1962  report  of  the  Outdoor  Recreation 
Resources  Review  Commission  to  the  findings  of  a  special  NPS 
Recreation  Grants  Advisory  Committee  in  1994,  citizens,  park 
"experts,"  governors,  mayors,  and  other  elected  officials  have  agreed 
on  the  value  of  Federal  grants  to  "seed"  much  greater  investments  by 
state  and  local  governments.  Using  some  recreation  grants  as  crime 
prevention  investments  provides  an  opportunity  to  confirm  our 
long-standing  commitment  to  recreation  partnerships  with  state  and 
local  governments  while  supporting  community  priorities  aimed  at 
protecting  their  citizens  from  anti-social  behavior. 

91.  Question.  What  would  be  the  matching  requirement  for  each 
of  these  grant  programs? 

Answer.  The  L&WCF  program's  matching  requirement  is  50  percent 
state  and  50  percent  Federal.  The  UPARR  matching  requirement  is  30 
percent  local  and  70  percent  Federal. 

CONSTRUCTION 

In  past  years,  there  has  been  considerable  concern  regarding  the  NPS 
process  of  establishing  Service-wide  construction  priorities. 

92.  Question.  What  process  was  used  to  establish  the  FY  1996 
Service-wide  construction  priorities? 

Answer.  Given  that  three  to  four  years  of  planning  are  usually 
required  before  a  proposed  construction  project  has  progressed  to  the 
point  where  the  design  is  sufficiently  advanced  to  ensure  a  timely 
project  award  and  an  accurate  cost  estimate,  NPS  Servicewide 
priorities  for  construction  necessarily  represent  a  multi-year 
planning/design/construction  cycle.  Therefore,  the  majority  of  the 
projects  which  appear  in  the  Service's  FY  1996  Budget  Request  were 
identified  and  ranked  on  the  Servicewide  priority  listing  in  December, 
1993. 

The  specific  projects  chosen  for  inclusion  in  the  President's  FY  1996 
Budget  Request  represent  those  highest  priority  projects  for  which 
planning  and  design  has  advanced  to  the  point  that  accurate  cost 
estimates  are  available  and  timely  project  award  in  the  budget  year  is 
likely.  Additional  variables  which  motivate  the  inclusion  of  one 
project  which  is  "ready  to  go"  over  another  project  include  the  size 
of  the  construction  allowance  for  the  budget  year,  whether  or  not  the 
given  project  represents  phased  work,  and  an  evaluation  of  the 
criticality  of  the  project.  Final  decisions  on  the  proposed  program 
are  made  by  the  Director  in  consultation  with  the  Associate  Director 
for  Professional  Services. 

93.  Question.  Is  the  priority-setting  process  being  revised? 
If  so,  how? 

Answer.  Yes,  pursuant  to  language  contained  in  the  Conference 
Report   accompanying   the   Department   of   Interior's   FY   1994 
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Appropriations  Bill,  a  study  has  been  conducted  by  an  inter- 
Departmental  task  force  of  the  NPS,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  construction  programs.  The  results  of  this 
study  have  provided  many  general  recommendations  in  regard  to 
strengthening  project  selection  and  program  effectiveness  which  the 
National  Park  Service  hopes  to  implement  as  we  formulate  specific 
revisions  to  our  priority  setting  and  project  monitoring  process. 

Several  working  groups  are  now  finalizing  specific  recommended  changes 
to  NPS  policies  and  procedures  related  to  construction.  Although 
final  action  plans  are  not  yet  complete,  the  new  procedures  will 
include  rigorous  project  evaluation,  including  cost-benefit  analysis, 
and  strict  ongoing  monitoring  to  ensure  that  any  proposed  expansion  of 
project  scope  or  cost  estimate  increases  are  reviewed  and  approved  in 
advance  of  authorization  by  competent  independent  evaluators . 

94.  Question.  The  Service-wide  construction  priority  list 
consists  of  121  high  priority  non-road  projects  which  total  $1.6 
billion.   Please  supply  the  Committee  with  this  priority  list. 

Answer.  The  most  recent  Servicewide  Construction  Priority  List 
is  provided  on  the  following  page. 

Febfumy7.  1995 
SERVICaMDE  PRIORITIES  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  -  REGULAR  PROGRAM 


osjEcnvES 

■  HEALTH  *N0  SAf  ETY 

■  RESOURCE  PRESERVATION 

■  REP*IR«EMABIl.lTA7IO«  OF  EXISTING  f  ACUITIES 

■  NEW  FACILITIES  IN  A  NEW/CEVELOPING  PARK 

•  ADDITIONAL  FACILITIES  IN  AN  OLOER/ESTABIISHEO  PARK 


tHOdHTYPE 

B  ■  eUlLOINaS  VISITOR  USE.  PARK  SUPPORT.  ETC 

H  •  HOUSING  PERMANENT.  SEASONAL 

L  •  LANDSCAPE  WORK.  EROSION  PROTECTION.  SITE  RESTORATKJN.  ETC 

R  ■  ROAOS(FLHP  1  HON-fLtV)   BRIOCES   TUNNELS 

U  •  UTILITIES  ELECTRIC.  GAS  WATEfVSEWAOE  TREATMENT.  ETC 


ACQ 

m>RK 

SWP 

PARK 

MO 

KtO        Pn     PAOUOE  TTTLC 

EsnuurE 

TYPE 

1 

SEOLX3IA  1  KINGS  CANYON 

200 

WCR 

REMOVE  FACILHIES  AND  RESTORE  GIANT  FOREST 

54.000  000 

21 

2 

CRATER  LAKE 

220 

PNR 

CONSTRUCT  MAZAMA  DORMITORY 

11000  000 

5N 

3 

EVERGLADES 

191 

SER 

REPLACE  20»  OBSOLETE  WATER  I  SEWER  SYSTEMS 

18200  000 

1U 

4 

INDEPENDENCE 

412 

MAR 

UTILITY  IMPROVEMENT  AND  REHABILITATION 

70  000  000 

1U 

5 

SOUTHWEST  REGION 

MO 

svm 

REHAB  FACILITIES  FOR  HANTAVIRUS  PREVENTION 

4  000  000 

1H 

6 

ALASKA  REGION 

a 

AKR 

PROVIDE  VISITOR.  OPERATKmS.  AND  AOMIN  FAC 

sasaa  000 

4B 

7 

HARPERS  FERRY  CENTER 

l«7 

HFC 

REPLACE  SHIPLEY  SCHOOUCONVERT  GRANOWEW 

12000  000 

2B 

B 

NCP  CENTRAL 

TS» 

NCR 

RESTORE  LINCOLN  AMD  JEFFERSON  MEMORIALS 

17500  000 

2B 

a 

DENALI 

lOORC 

AKR 

REHAB  ENTRY  AREA  UTILITIES  RILEY  CREEK 

5100  000 

1U 

10 

YOSEMITE 

504 

WER 

1         RESTORE  VALLEY  BY  REMOVINOREDESIGN  FAC 

114  M7  000 

21 

11 

GATEWAY 

1M 

NAR 

REHAB  UTILITIES  FLOYD  BENNETT  FIELD  FT   TILDEN 

15  000  000 

1U 

12 

EVERGLADES 

193 

SER 

MODIFY  WATER  DELIVERY  SYSTEM 

90  000  000 

2L 

IJ 

GREAT  SMOKY  MOUNTAINS 

12* 

SER 

CONSTRUCT  OCONOLUFTEE  VISITOR  CENTER 

11  200  000 

56 

14 

ACADIA 

232 

NAR 

UPGRADE  RESIROOMS  WATER   SEWER  POVWR 

10  750  000 

1U 

1$ 

MESA  VERDE 

239 

RMR 

STABILIZE  AND  RESTORE  PREHISTORIC  STRUCTURES 

10.000  000 

28 

« 

SOUTHWEST  REGK>N 

279 

SWR 

EXPANOnMPROVE  SEWAGE  TREATMENT  FACILITIES 

2900  000 

1U 

17 

NCP  CENTRAL 

449 

NCR 

STABILIZE  AND  PRESERVE  WASHINGTON  MONUMENT 

I1S4«000 

2B 

It 

SHENANDOAH 

«4« 

MAR 

REPLACE  TRAILERSA;0NSTRUCT  EMERGENCY  FAC 

2».751.000 

1H 

19 

MOUNT  RAINIER 

Mr 

PNR 

REPLACE  PARADISE  SKI  DORM 

9050  000 

1H 

» 

GRAND  CANYON 

lie 

WER 

MODIFY  WATER  TREATMENT  PLANT/REPLACE  LINES 

42.575.000 

1U 

J1 

JEFFERSON  NEH 

141 

MWR 

REPLACE  ARCH  HANDICAPPED  ACCESS  RAMPS 

1.950  000 

IB 

22 

GRAND  CANYON 

141 

WER 

CONSTHUCT  REPLACEMENT  HOUSING 

14.200.000 

1H 

2J 

GETTYSBURG 

iia 

MAR 

CONNECT  WATER«EW«R  SYSTEMS  TO  MUN  AlfTM 

2550  000 

1U 

24 

CARLSBAD  CAVERNS 

19a 

SWR 

REHABIirTATE/REPlACE  ELEVATOR  SHAFT  STEEL 

2500  000 

IB 

2S 

WIND  CAVE 

14a 

RMR 

REPLACE  ELEVATORS  FOR  VISITOR  SAFETY 

1.179.000 

IB 

2< 

HARPERS  FERRY  CENTER 

172 

HFC 

ACCESSIBILITY  MOOIFlCATIONf  TO  IDC  BUILDING 

950  000 

IB 

27 

LAKE  MEAD 

002 

WCR 

BRING  WASTEWATER  SYSTEM  INTO  COMPLIANCE 

7.205.000 

1U 

28 

FORT  MCHENRY 

27a 

MAR 

PRESERVE  STAR  FORT  t  RELATED  STRUCTURES 

2.500  000 

2B 

2« 

GLACIER 

las 

RMR 

UPGRADE  UNSAFE  WATER  AND  SEWER  SYSTEM 

7.000  000 

1U 

>0 

GLACIER  BAY 

looec 

AKR 

CONSTRUCT  MAINTENANCE  FAOREHAB  UTILITY  SYS 

10.504  000 

1U 

}l 

FLORISSANT  FOSSIL  BEOS 

103 

RMR 

CONSTRUCT  INITIAL  PARK  FACILITIES 

8922  000 

48 

J2 

YOSEMITE 

Mi 

WER 

UPGRADE  FAILING  SEWAGE  AND  WATER  SYSTEMS 

a.ssoooo 

1U 

>3 

NCP-CEMTRAL 

711 

NCR 

REPAIR  MONUMENT  CORES  AND  SEAWALLS 

es.sooooo 

1L 

34 

APOSTLE  ISLANDS 

aia 

>jwn 

PROTECT  LIGHT  STATKJN  FROM  SHORE  EROSION 

2.»»5  0OO 

2L 

3i 

COLONIAL 

249 

MAR 

PROTECT  JAMESTOWN  ISLAND  FORM  EROSION 

15.000.000 

2L 

M 

GATEWAY 

147 

NAR 

COMPLETE  REHABILITATK5N  OF  JACOB  RIIS  PARK 

15.594  000 

IS 

37 

SALEM  MARITIME 

19a 

NAR 

COMPLETE  VISITOR  FACILITIESUESTORE  STRUCTURES 

7.000  000 

48 

3S 

YELLOWSTONE 

air 

RMR 

REPAIR^EPLACE  DETERIORATED  HOUSING 

60  000.000 

3H 

39 

ISLE  ROYALE 

laa 

MVW 

REPLACE  ELEVATED  WATER  TANK 

3519000 

lU 

40 

NCP-EAST 

ai2 

NCR 

REHABILITATE  US  PARK  POLICE  FACILITIES 

5.SOO.0OO 

38 

41 

BANDELIER 

214 

SWR 

RELOCATE  FACILITIES  FROM  FRUOLES  CANYON 

8.000.000 

28 

42 

OLYMPIC 

404 

PNR 

ELV»«  DAM  REMOVALfl»ESTORATroN 

3S0O0  0O0 

21 

43 

DINOSAUR 

2ia 

RMR 

RECONSTRUCT/REHAB  3  FAILING  STRUCTL^ES 

10000.000 

3B 

44 

CASTILLO  DE  SAN  MARCOS 

Iia 

SER 

STABILIZE  AND  PAINT  FORT 

5.000.000 

2B 

4S 

PRINCE  WILLIAM  FOREST  PARK 

239 

NCR 

REPLACE  CAMPGROUND  WATER  LINES 

«209  000 

1U 

4S 

DELAWARE  WATER  GAP 

204 

MAR 

REPAIR/REPLACE  VISITOR  USE  FACILITIES  NJ 

20  100  000 

3B 

47 

PICTURED  ROCKS 

laa 

MWR 

CONSTRICT  MAINTENANCE/ADMIN  COMPLEX 

2800.000 

SB 

4a 

SITKA 

lOOPG 

AKR 

REHAB  VC«Q  FACILITY  AND  2  HISTORIC  BUILOINGS 

4.3S5.000 

38 

49 

SHILOH 

134 

SER 

STABILIZE  RIVERBANK 

3442.000 

2L 

M 

GEORGE  WASHINGTON  M  PKWir 

171 

NCR 

REHABIUTATE  GLEN  ECHO  FACILITIES 

3.U2  000 

38 

SI 

EDISON 

170 

NAR 

DEVELOP  EDISON  CENTER  REHAB  LAB  COMPLEX 

28.000  000 

IB 

52 

JOHN  DAY  FOSSIL  BEDS 

105 

PNR 

CONSTRUCT  VISITOR/RESEARCH  CENTER 

12000  000 

SB 

S3 

MOUNT  RAINIER 

399 

PNR 

REHABILITATE  JACKSON  VISITOR  CENTER 

3.654.000 

38 

S4 

CUYAHOGA  VALLEY 

2<0 

VMR 

CONTINUE  CLEANUP  OF  KREXI  DUMP  SITE 

4.S00.000 

1L 

SS 

ASSATEAOUE  ISLAND 

201 

MAR 

REHABILITATE  MAINLAND  VISITOR  CENTER  COMPLEX 

18.502.000 

36 

sa 

KATMAI 

100LC 

AKR 

CONSTRUCT  LAKE  CAMP  FACILITIES 

917.000 

4L 

S7 

LAKE  MEAD 

asi 

WER 

MITIGATE  STRUCTURAL  FLOODING  PROBLEMS 

24.e2a.ooa 

1L 

sa 

MESA  VERDE 

221 

RMR 

COMPLETE  WATERLINE  REPLACEMENT 

8.000.000 

3U 

s« 

ANDERSONVIUf 

100 

SER 

CONSTRLKT  MUSEUMflNFOMATION  CENTER 

a.400.000 

4B 

86 


Fatmaiyr.  1995 


SERVICEWIOE  PRIORITIES  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  ■  REGULAR  PROGRAM 


OBjtcnvrs 

1  ■  HEALTH  AND  SAFETY 

I  •  RESOURCE  PRESERVATKJW 

}  ■  REPAIR/REHABfirTATION  OF  EXISTIMC  FACILITIES 

4  •  NEW  FACIIITIES  IN  A  NEW/DEVEIOPINO  PARK 

s  ■  AoorriONAL  FACumES  in  an  oiocr/establisheo  park 


WORK  TYPE 

B  ■  BUIUXHGS:  VISITOR  USE.  PARK  SUPPORT.  ETC 

H  •  HOUSING;  PERUANENT.  SEASONAL 

L  •  LANDSCAPE  WORK.  EROSK3N  PROTECTION.  SITE  RESTORATION.  ETC 

R  •  ROAOSfFLHP  1  NON-FIHP).  BRIDGES.  TUNNELS 

U  •  UTlLmES:  ELECTRK:.  gas.  WATER«EWAGE  TREATMENT.  ETC 


PAKK 

LAKE  MEAD 

JEAN  LAFITTE 

PRESIDENrS  PARK 

KLONDIKE  GOLD  RUSH 

DRV  TORTUGAS 

SOUTHWEST  REGION 

GREAT  SAND  DUNES 

GATEWAY 

FORT  SMITH 

DENALI 

HARPERS  FERRY 

AGATE  FOSSIL  BEDS 

ZION 

CRATER  LAKE 

DELAWARE  WATER  GAP 

HOME  Of  FDR 

ANTIETAM 

YOS6MITE 

KATMAI 

YELLOWSTONE 

NCPCENTRAL 

CAPE  COD 

ULYSSES  S  GRANT 

DENALI 

STATUE  OF  LIBERTY 

MINUTE  MAN 

GRAND  CANYON 

CHACO  CULTURE 

GLACIER  BAY 

MOUNT  RAINIER 

CAPE  COD 

HAMPTON 

MAMMOTH  CAVE 

NCPCENTRAL 

CANYON  Oe  CHEUY 

CAPE  HATTERAS 

MONOCACY 

SOUTHWEST  REGION 

PERRYS  VICTORY  AND  IPM 

ALAKSA  PARKS  (MULTIPLEI 

SAINT  GAUOENS 

GETTYSBURG 

HOT  SPRINGS 

BIG  BEND 

HARRY  S  TRUMAN 

DINOSAUR 

VANDERBILT  MANSION 

SHENANDOAH 

MAGGIE  L  WALKER 

INDIANA  DUNES 

GLACIER 

SAN  ANTONIO  MISSIONS 

ACADIA 

RICHMOND 

GRAND  CANYON 

NCPEAST 

EISENHOWER 

STATUE  OF  LIBERTY 

GOLDEN  GATE 

VOYAGUERS 

CHESAPEAKE  S  OHIO  CANAL 

JOHN  0  ROCKEFELLER  M  PKWY 


001  WER  a  REHABILITATE  FILTRATION  PLANTS 

1«  SWB  !  COMPLETE  STRUCTURAL  REPAIRS  TO  VISITOR  CENTER 

7»»  NCR  7  REPLACE  ELECTRICAL  SYSTEMWHITE  HOUSE 

114H  AKR  «  RESTORE  STRUCTURES/COMPLETE  MAINTENANCE  FAC 

103  SER  10  REHABILITATE  PORTIONS  OF  FORT  JEFFERSON 

157  SVW  «  REHAB  HISTORIC  OLD  SANTA  FE  TRAIL  BUILDING 

103  RMR  S  EXPAND  VISITOR  CENTER  THRU  PARTNERSHIP 

149  NAR  7  COMPLETE  GREAT  KILLS  PARK  REHABILITATION 
102  SWR  7  PRESERVE/RESTORE  HISTORIC  BUILDINGS 

2M  AKR  •  RESTORE  GRAVEL  ROAD  SURFACE.  77  0  MILES 

3J3A  NCR  10  CONSTRUCT  MUSEUM  I  ARCHED  STORAGE  FACILITY 

19«  MWR  5  CONSTRUCT  INTERPRETIVE  EXHIBITS«:ULT  CENTER 

23«  RMR  g  CONSTRUCT  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 

274  PNR  e  CONTRUCT  ACTIVITY  CENTER/PARKING/ROADS 

111  MAR  t  STABILIZE  HISTORIC  STRUCTURES  AT  40  SITES 

137  NAR  7  RESTORE/REHABILITATE  FDR  HOME  AND  SITE 

315  NCR  11  STABILIZE/RESTORE  HISTORIC  BATTLE  STRUCTURES 

473  WER  »  REHABILITATE  FAILING  ELECTRICAL  SYSTEM 

lOOeC  AKR  10  RELOCATE  BROOKS  CAMP  FAC/REPAIR  VTS  ROAD 

ai3  RMR  10  REHAB  CAMPGROUND  AND  MARINA.  FISHING  BRIDGE 

7W  NCR  12  PROVIDE  HANDICAPPED  ACCESS  FORDS  THEATRE 

22«  NAR  a  REHABILITATE  EIGHT  BEACH  FACILITIES 

100  MVW  •  PRESERVE/RESTORE  GRANT  HOME  AND  SITE 

100TO  AKR  12  CONSTRUCT  TOKLAT  REST  STOP  FACILITIES 

m  NAR  a  CORRECT  HEALTH  AND  SAFETY  DEFK:IENCIES 

070  NAR  10  PROVIDE  SAFE  ACCESSflNTERPRET  BATTLE  ROAD 

31»  WER  11  REPLACE  NORTH  RIM  PIPELINE  »  TREATMENT  SYSTEM 

204  SWR  12  CONSTRUCT  HOUSING  CAMPGROUND.  W/S  SYSTEM 

130  AKR  13  CONSTRUCT  PARK  EMPLOYEE  MOUSING 

31!  PNR  a  REPLACE  SUNRISE  LODGE 

225  NAR  11  REHAB  DORMITORY  AND  SEASONAL  HOUSING  UNITS 

20«  MAR  11  RESTORE  DETERIORATED  HISTORIC  STRUCTURES 

ia5  SER  13  CONSTRUCT  NEW  ADMINISTRATION  BUILDING 

430  NCR  17  IMPROVE  WASHINGTON  MONUMENT  ACCESS 

13S  SWR  11  IMPROVE  VISITOR  CENTER.  MAINTENANCE.  HOUSING 

aOI  SER  15  REPAIRWEPLACE  EMPLOYEE  PARK  HOUSING 

337  NCR  20  RESTORE  STRUCTURE  FOR  PRESERVATION  TRAINING 

270  SWR  •  CONSTRUCT  EMPLOYEE  HOUSING.  1 1  PARKS 

104  MWR  7  CONSTRUCT  VISITOR  CENTER 

135  AKR  IB  REHAB  HISTORIC/BUILD  NEW  BACKCOUNTRY  CABINS 

121  NAR  12  CONSTRUCT  MAINTENANCE  AND  EXHIBIT  BUILDING 

29«  MAR  12  REHAB  CYCLORAMA  CENTER.  REMOVE  ASBESTOS 

145  SVW  18  REMAB'RESTORE  BATHHOUSE  ROW  STRUCTURES 

274  SWR  8  REHABILITATE  CAMPGROUND  CHISOS  BASIN 

200  MVW  8  REHAB  TRUMAN  AND  NOLAND  HISTORIC  HOUSES 

204  RMR  13  CONSTRUCT  MUSEUM  COLLECTIONmESEARCH  BLD 

13»  NAR  13  PRESERVE  VANDERBILT  MANSION 

455  MAR  14  REHABILITATE  WATER^EWER/FIRE  SYSTEMS 

118  MAR  15  RESTORE  HISTORIC  STRUCTURES 

510  MWR  «  REMOVE  ASBESTOS  FROM  250  STRUCTURES 

357  RMR  15  REHAB  SUBSTANDARD  BACKCOUNTRY  CHALETS 

150  SWR  13  COMPLETE  SAN  JOSE  VISITOR  CENTERfCOMPOUND 
320  NAR  15  REHAB  HISTORIC  STRUCTURES 

170  MAR  18  STABILIZE  DREWERYS  BLUFF  4  EARTHWORKS 

190  WER  14  LANDFia  CLOSURE 

108  NCR  13  RESTORE  FORT  WASHINGTON 

130  MAR  17  STABILIZEfl<EPAIR  FARM  STRUCTURES 
183  NAR  18  STABILIZE  23  ELLIS  ISLAND  BUILDINGS 
282  WER  18  REHAB/REPAIR  FORT  MASON  PIER 
159  MWR  10  CONSTRUCT  VISITOR  FACILITIES 

100  NCR  15  RESTORE  HISTORIC  MONOCACY  AQUEDUCT 

131  RMR  11  DEVELOPMENT  OF  FLAGG  RANCH  FACILITIES 

TOTtL.  SERVICEWIOE  PRIOPmES: 


OBJ/ 

vmw 

esmiATi 

m>t 

8.157.000 

1U 

2100.000 

3B 

7.541.000 

2U 

838  000 

28 

12  000.000 

2L 

2  100.000 

2B 

2227  000 

58 

10552.000 

4B 

4.900  000 

28 

10805  000 

1R 

38.700  000 

58 

1  298  000 
18  000  000 

!B 
!B 

80  000.000 

26 

18800  000 

28 

20,700,000 

2B 

3228  000 

28 

82  000  000 

1U 

19,721000 

28 

30,000,000 

3L 

8550.000 

28 

7574000 

18 

5.195.000 

28 

2.777,000 

4B 

2400.000 

1L 

9.177  000 

1L 

9.825000 

lU 

9.200.000 

!B 

2.000.000 

4H 

4.500.000 

IB 

9875.000 

1H 

8.000.000 

28 

8  101.000 

!8 

8.075.000 

3L 

5.000,000 
7,000.000 

!a 

3H 

4.183.000 

28 

a.800  000 

4H 

11  380  000 

SB 

3301000 

28 

7385000 

5B 

3.585  OOO 

IB 

14000.000 

2B 

2000  000 

3L 

1  0O9  000 

2B 

1  310000 

58 

8840  000 

28 

14000  000 

lU 

2  500.000 

26 

5800.000 

IB 

1,811,000 

38 

4000  000 

2B 

7.10!  000 

2B 

12000  000 

2L 

5.240  090 

IL 

4.117.000 

28 

aoooooo 

28 

10  000  000 

28 

20  980.000 

2B 

3885.000 

!8 

32  750  000 

2L 

13804  000 

!B 

f,a77,«t,0M 

WRANGELL-ST  ELIAS  NP  t  PR 
LAKE  CLARK  NP  &  PR 
NORTHWEST  ALASKA  AREA 
KENAI  FJORDS  NP 
NORTHWEST  ALASKA  AREAS 
YUKON-CHARLEY  RIVERS  NPR 
KENAI  FJORDS  NP 
BERING  LAND  BRIDGE  NPR 


ALASKA  REGION  DEVELOPMENT  PACKAGES  THAT  COMPRISE  SWP  6 

100GL  AKR  4  CONST  VISITOR  CENTER/HQ  FACILITY 

100PA  AKR  7  CONSTRUCT  HOUSING  S  SUPPORT  FACILS 

100KZ  AKR  9  CONSTRUCT  VISITOR  CTR«Q»MAINT  FACILS 

10OSW  AKR  11  CONSTRUCT  VISITOR  CTRIHO  FACILITY 

130  AKR  14  CONSTRUCT  EMPLOYEE  HOUSING  KOT2E8UE 

lOOCC  AKR  1!  REHAB  HIST  BLDGS  «  CONSTRUCT  NEW  FACILS 

lOOEG  AKR  17  IMPROVE  ACCESS  AND  VISITOR  FACILITIES 

100NO  AKR  18  CONSTRUCT  MI;LT1AGNECY  VISITOR  CENTER 


18223.000 
8.939  000 

lOilOOOO 
7,754,000 
4890,000 
3  181.000 
2,705,000 
5584.000 


TOTAL.  SWP  8 


58,588,000 
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95.  Question.  Are  these  121  projects  re-evaluated  each  year  as 
projects  are  funded  and  as  conditions  change? 

Answer.  Because  the  Service  can  expect  only  a  small  percentage 
of  the  total  priority  backlog  to  be  funded  each  fiscal  year,  the 
annual  review  of  projects  is  limited  to  only  those  projects  that  have 
planning  underway  or  substantially  completed.  However,  revisions  are 
made  to  outyear  projects  on  an  "as-needed"  basis  as  conditions  change 
over  time.  This  includes  significant  reassessment  of  project  scopes 
and  dropping  proposed  projects  which  are  no  longer  necessary. 


96 


Question.   If  so,  how  is  this  accomplished? 


Answer.  For  near-term  projects,  field  offices  and  service 
centers  constantly  review  Servicewide  priority  construction  projects 
that  have  planning  and  design  underway  to  update  construction 
estimates.  Several  times  each  fiscal  year,  the  Associate  Director  for 
Planning  and  Development  also  conducts  detailed  reviews  of  all  ongoing 
and  near-term  construction  projects. 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  funding  for  21  projects  in  18  park 
areas . 

97.  Question.  Which  of  these  projects  are  continuing  and  which 
of  these  projects  will  move  off  of  the  priority  list  if  funded? 

Answer.  The  President's  FY  1996  Construction  Program  Request 
for  the  National  Park  Service  consists  of  20  line  item  projects.  Of 
these  20,  16  are  Servicewide  priorities.  Of  the  16  construction 
program  priorities,  six  will  be  completed  and  ten  will  require 
continuation  of  additional  phases  before  they  are  completed.  If 
funded  for  FY  1996,  the  six  completed  projects  will  be  deleted  from 
the  Servicewide  Priority  list.   These  projects  are: 


Crater  Lake  NP 


Denali  NPiP 


Package  220 


Package  100 


Priority  2 


Priority  9 


Mount  Rainier  NP   Package  347      Priority  19 
Gettysburg  NMP     Package  318      Priority  23 

Jean  Lafitte  NP&P   Package  146      Priority  61 


Construct  Mazama 
Dormitory  (this 
portion  of  total 
package  only) 

Rehabil i tate 
Riley  Creek 
Utilities 

Replace  Paradise 
Employee  Dorm 

Connect   Water 
Lines    to 
Municipal 
System 

Structural 
Repairs  to 
Building  #4 


Klondike  Gold      Package  114      Priority  63       Complete 

Restoration  of 
Skagway  Rush  NHP 
Historic 
District 

The  FY  1995  Rescissions  bill  may  rescind  approximately  $20  million  in 
National  Park  Service  construction. 
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98.  Question.  Does  this  change  the  construction  priorities  for 
FY  1996?   If  so,  how? 

Answer.  The  projects  proposed  for  rescission  for  FY  1995  will 
have  no  effect  upon  those  projects  requested  in  the  President's  FY 
1996  Construction' Program.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  if  funding 
for  housing  replacement  in  Alaska  parks  is  withdrawn,  a  new  request 
for  this  work  will  be  included  in  a  future  year  budget. 

There  is  $30.2  million  included  in  the  budget  request  for  employee 
housing. 

99.  Question.  Are  all  of  these  projects  included  in  the  NPS's 
Housing  Initiative? 

Answer.  Yes.  All  of  the  projects  requested  in  both  the  Line 
Item  Construction  Program  and  the  Housing  Replacement  Program  have 
been  identified  as  being  among  the  current  highest  priority  housing 
projects  within  the  National  Park  System. 

100.  Question.  How  much  funding  has  been  provided  for  the 
NPS's  employee  housing  projects  for  each  of  the  past  ten  years? 

Answer.  The  following  funds  were  appropriated  under  the  Line 
Item  Construction  and  Housing  Repair  Programs  for  housing  construction 
and  rehabilitation  projects  during  the  past  ten  fiscal  years: 


Program 


Line  Item  Construction         Housing Repair 


FY  1986  $      543,000  $           0 

FY  1987  3,610,000  0 

FY  1988  0  0 

FY  1989  0  10,000,000 

FY  1990  0  7, 907, 000 

FY  1991  6,223,000  7,958,000 

FY  1992  6,536,000  7,899,000 

FY  1993  13,213,000  10,909,000 

FY  1994  19,475,000  12,000,000 

FY  1995  11.715.000  11.943.000 

Totals:  $   61,315,000  $  68,616,000 

101.  Question.  Were  any  construction  projects  passed  over 
which  were  higher  on  the  construction  priority  list  than  the  employee 
housing  projects? 

Answer.  A  number  of  higher  ranking  non-housing  construction 
projects  have  had  little  planning  completed  to  date  and  therefore  were 
not  ready  for  inclusion  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request.  In  their 
place,  other  lower  ranking  housing  projects  that  had  planning 
completed  or  nearly  completed  and  were  included,  such  as  Grand  Canyon 
Package  143,  Servicewide  priority  22,  (which  had  funded  construction 
already  in  progress) ,  and  Mount  Rainier  Package  347,  Servicewide 
priority  19.  The  decision  to  request  funding  for  these  housing 
projects  was  in  keeping  with  the  Secretary's  commitment  to  improve 
National  Park  Service  employee  housing. 

102.  Question.  If  so,  what  were  they,  what  were  their  priority 
rankings,  and  how  much  would  be  needed  in  FY  1996  for  each  project? 

Answer,  with  only  one  exception,  no  construction  projects  that 
were  contract-ready  with  all  planning  completed  were  passed  over  in 
favor  of  lower  ranking  housing  projects.  The  one  exception  is 
Servicewide  priority  13,  Package  129,  Construct  Oconoluftee  Visitor 
Center,  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park,  North  Carolina.  Funding 
for  the  first  phase  of  this  project,  $5  million,  was  included  in  the 
Service's  FY  1994  budget  request,  but  was  rejected  by  both 
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appropriations  Committees.  The  Service  concluded  that  it  was  not 
feasible  to  request  funding  for  this  project  at  this  time. 

$1.1  million  is  requested  for  replacement  of  the  White  House 
electrical  system.  Appropriations  for  White  House  utility  systems  are 
the  responsibility  of  the  Treasury/Postal  Service  Appropriations 
Subcommittee . 

103.  Question.  What  is  the  justification  for  requesting  funds 
for  this  project  in  the  Interior  bill? 

Answer.  The  Executive  Residence,  composed  of  the  White  House 
and  Grounds,  were  added  to  the  National  Park  System  by  P.L.  87-286. 
The  transformers,  switching  gear,  lines  and  control  panels  to  be 
replaced  by  the  proposed  project  are  all  within  the  Executive 
Residence  compound  and  will  serve  the  Executive  Residence  exclusively. 

FEDERAL  LANDS  HIGHWAYS  PROGRAM 

Under  the  recent  reauthorization  of  the  Federal  Lands  Highways  Program 
(FLHP) ,  the  National  Park  Service  is  to  receive  $84  million  for  needed 
road  and  bridge  projects  in  FY  1996.  The  budget  justification  lists 
22  proposed  projects  in  alphabetical  order  to  be  undertaken  with  FLHP 
funds  during  FY  1996. 

104.  Question.  For  the  record,  please  provide  the  same  list  in 
priority  order. 

Answer.  The  FY  1996  FLHP  project  listing  in  priority  order 
would  read  as  follows: 

Pri  #       Park-Packaqe#  Project  Title  ^ 

*  Delaware  Water  Gap  #328    Bushkill  Bridge  Slide  Repr     800,000 

♦  Theo  Roosevelt  NP  #250    Road  Slide  Stabilization       200,000 

1  Gateway  NRA  #185  Rehabilitate  Roads  1,252,000 

2  Grand  Canyon  NP  #110  Resurface  South  Rim  Roads  5,600,000 

3  Blue  Ridge  Parkway  #503  Resurface  Roads  (Port)  5,000,000 

4  Yellowstone  NP  #254  Reconst  Grand  Loop  (Port)  7,000,000 

5  Geo  Wash  M  Prkwy  #461  Rehab  Turkey  Run  Bridge  2,500,000 

6  Vicksburg  NMP  #131  Resurface  Roads  4,300,000 

7  Big  Bend  NP  #223  Reconst  Park  Roads  4,400,000 

8  Lake  Mead  NRA  #242  Rehab  Lakeshore  Road  5,200,000 

9  H  Hoover  NHS  #162  Rehabilitate  Roads  800,000 

10  Badlands  NP  #120  Rehab  Main  Road  3,500,000 

11  Grand  Teton  NP  #328  Rehab  Main  Road  2,000,000 

12  Aztec  Ruins  NM  #108  Rehab  Parking  Areas  100,000 
**  Western  Rgn-wide  Rehab  Park  Roads  450,000 
**  Rocky  Mtn  Rgn-wide  Rehab  Park  Roads  810,000 
**  Pacific  N-West  Rgn-wide  Rehab  Park  Roads  1,400,000 
**  Southwest  Rgn-wide  Rehab  Park  Roads  150,000 
♦*  Southeast  Rgn-wide  Rehab  Park  Roads  500,000 
**  Midwest  Rgn-wide  Rehab  Park  Roads  250,000 
**  No  Atlantic  Rgn-wide  Rehab  Park  Roads  100,000 

Ellis  Island  NM  Const  Pedestrian  Bridge     10,000,000 

*  -   Emergency  Projects 

**  -  Annual  Allocations  of  Region-wide  Road  Repair  Funding 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  INITIATIVE 

The  Administration's  proposal  for  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem 
Initiative  for  FY  1996  totals  $63.9  million  -  an  increase  of  $16.8 
million  above  the  FY  1995  level.  The  National  Park  Service  is  the 
major  Interior  Department  player  in  this  FY  1996  effort,  with  a  total 
of  $41.7  million  requested  (page  B-5  of  the  Departmental  Highlights) . 

The  components  of  the  NPS  request  include  $21.4  million  for 
operations,  $7.5  million  for  construction  to  continue  the  water 
delivery  system,  $4.8  million  for  a  land  acquisition  grant  to  the 
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South  Florida  Water  Management  District,  and  $8.0  million  for  land 
acquisition. 

105.  Question.  How  much  has  been  appropriated  to  date  for  the 
water  delivery  system? 

Answer.  Through  FY  1995,  $27.2  million  has  been  appropriated 
under  the  NPS  Construction  Appropriation  and  $43.9  million  has  been 
appropriated  under  the  Service's  Land  Acquisition  Appropriation  for 
the  South  Florida  water  delivery  system.  However,  since  FY  1994,  $8.8 
million  from  the  construction  account  has  been  transferred  to  land 
acquisition  pursuant  to  P.L.  103-211  and  P.L.  103-219.  There  has  also 
been  $5.1  in  park  operational  increases  appropriated  that  are 
associated  with  correction  of  the  water  delivery  problems. 

106.  Question.  What  has  been  accomplished  with  the  water 
delivery  system  money  appropriated  to  date? 

Answer.  Funding  appropriated  thus  far  has  been  used  for  the 
acquisition  and  removal  of  levees  that  have  been  identified  as 
contributing  to  the  water  starvation  problem,  planning  and  design  for 
the  restoration  of  the  Kissimmee  River,  construction  of  new  water 
control  structures,  research  and  study  of  the  hydrological  restoration 
of  the  central  Everglades  area,  land  acquisition  and  restoration  of 
the  east  Everglades  area,  construction  of  storm  water  treatment 
centers  south  of  Lake  Okeechobee,  and  the  continued  development  of 
plans  and  recommendations  of  the  South  Florida  Water  Management 
District  in  cooperation  with  the  State  of  Florida,  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  local 
governments . 

107.  Question.  What  is  the  estimated  future  cost  requirements 
of  the  water  delivery  system? 

Answer.  In  regard  to  National  Park  Service  appropriations,  it 
is  estimated  that  future  year  construction  costs  will  total 
approximately  $96.0  million.  Future  year  land  acquisition  costs  are 
estimated  to  total  $64  million.  Both  these  figures  include  amounts 
requested  in  the  President's  FY  1996  budget  request. 

108.  Question.  How  much  of  these  future  requirements  would  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  Interior  appropriations  bill? 

Answer.  The  entire  $96.0  million  construction  and  $64  million 
land  acquisition  future  year  requirement  refers  to  National  Park 
Service  financed  work  appropriated  through  the  Interior  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriation  bill  as  specified  in  Section  104  of  the 
Everglades  National  Park  Protection  and  Expansion  Act  of  1989.  This 
requirement  does  not  represent  the  entire  cost  of  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem  restoration  effort,  which  is  expected  to  total  more  than 
half  a  billion  dollars.  The  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  State  of 
Florida  and  private  interests  will  be  responsible  for  these  non-park 
related  costs. 

109.  Question.  What  is  the  justification  for  requesting  an 
additional  $3.7  million  for  operation  activities? 

Answer.  The  proposed  increase  of  $3,705,000  in  operational 
funding  for  the  South  Florida  NPS  units  falls  into  three  categories: 
1)  South  Florida  ecosystem  management  (+$3,000,000),  2)  a  2.4  percent 
across-the-board  increase  for  each  park  (+$401,000),  and  3) 
uncontrollable  increases  (+$304,000). 

South  Florida  Ecosystem  Management  (+$3,000,000):  This  ecosystem 
contains  some  of  the  most  significant  and  severely  threatened  natural 
resources  in  the  United  States.  Within  this  system  lie  the  Kissimmee 
River,  Lake  Okeechobee,  Big  Cypress  Swamp,  the  Everglades,  Biscayne 
Bay,  Florida  Bay,  the  Florida  Keys  (including  the  Dry  Tortugas)  and 
the  Florida  Coral  Reef  Tract.   All  are  linked  in  a  hydrological 
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function  that  is  critical  to  the  water  supply  and  economic  health  of 
over  5  million  residents.  The  region's  future  depends  on  its  long- 
term  ability  to  sustain  these  natural  resources  and  accommodate  the 
growing  urban  presence . 

Loss  of  surface  and  ground-water  flows,  alteration  of  timing  and 
changes  in  the  distribution  of  water  flows  has  culminated  in  the 
collapse  of  large  elements  of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem,  which 
includes  four  significant  NPS  units:  Everglades  National  Park, 
Biscayne  National  Park,  Dry  Tortugas  National  Park  and  the  Big  Cypress 
National  Preserve.  A  brief  description  of  the  proposed  increases  for 
each  of  the  four  parks  follows. 

Big  Cypress  National  Preserve  (+$906,000  and  4  FTE) :  This  increase 
would  allow  for  the  protection  and  inventory  of  newly  acquired  lands, 
restoration  of  historic  water  flows,  control  and  eradication  of 
aggressive  exotic  vegetation,  continued  efforts  toward  the  restoration 
of  the  Florida  panther,  and  the  development  of  an  assessment /manage- 
ment plan  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  off-road  vehicle  and  other 
recreational  uses. 

Biscayne  National  Park  (+$729,  000  and  3  FTE) :  This  increase  would 
fund  improved  protection,  monitoring  and  interpretation  of  the  Park's 
coral  reefs,  and  the  development  and  application  of  restoration 
techniques  for  the  degraded  coral  communities. 

Dry  Tortugas  National  Park  (  +  $300,000  and  3  FTE)  :  This  increase  would 
allow  for  the  implementation  of  a  monitoring  and  protection  program 
for  pristine  coral  reefs,  sea  turtle  nesting  beaches,  and  the  largest 
sooty  and  noddy  tern  nesting  colony  in  North  America.  The  initial 
effort  would  be  the  beginning  development  of  baseline  data  upon  which 
to  assess  and  respond  to  the  growing  impacts  on  fisheries  and  other 
park  resources  from  human  development  in  South  Florida. 

Everglades  National  Park  (+$1,065,000  and  4  FTE):  This  increase 
would  allow  the  park  to  continue  to  implement  long  term  monitoring, 
expand  exotic  species  control  and  eradication,  and  support  cooperative 
ecosystem  restoration  projects  that  respond  to  the  threats  to  the 
water  regime  in  South  Florida.  In  addition,  characterization  of  the 
decline  of  the  Florida  Bay  would  be  undertaken  at  the  park. 

2.4  percent  Across -the -Board  Increase  ($401,000):  The  NPS  budget 
proposes  a  2.4  percent  across-the-board  increase  to  all  parks  for 
unmet  operating  needs.  These  funds  will  be  used  to  cover  the  rising 
costs  of  goods  and  services  attributable  to  inflation,  and  provide  for 
required  payments  into  the  law  enforcement  retirement  system.  They 
will  also  be  used  to  meet  statutory  and  compliance  requirements, 
resources  and  visitor  protection  demands,  needs  associated  with 
maintenance  and  upkeep  of  facilities,  and  for  meeting  state  and 
Federal  environmental  health  and  safety  mandates. 

Uncontrollable  Changes  ($304,000):  These  funds  are  needed  to  cover 
costs  which  must  be  paid  by  the  NPS  including  one  additional  pay  day 
in  FY  1996,  additional  costs  in  1996  of  the  January  1995  and  January 
1996  pay  raises,  and  per  capita  charges  mandated  by  P.L.  103-226,  "The 
Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994." 

PARK  MANAGEMENT/RESOURCE  STEWARDSHIP 

A  $3.2  million  increase  is  requested  for  inventory  and  monitoring  to 
determine  the  presence,  extent,  and  conditions  of  resources  (page  49) . 

110.  Question.  What  is  the  current  level  of  funding  for 
inventory  and  monitoring? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  Inventory  and  Monitoring 
Program  budget  for  fiscal  1995  is  $4,135  million.  Of  that  total, 
$3,085  million  is  managed  by  the  Washington  Office  to  conduct  basic 
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resource  inventories  throughout  the  Service  and  $1,050  million  resides 
in  park  bases  to  support  operational  prototype  monitoring  programs. 

111.  Question.  How  much  funding  is  provided  by  the  National 
Biological  Service  (NBS)  and  other  Federal  agencies  for  related 
inventory  and  monitoring  efforts. 

Answer.  The  initial  FY  1995  NBS  budget  included  $1.9  million  to 
support  the  mapping  of  vegetation  communities  throughout  the  National 
Park  Service.  Of  this,  approximately  $185,000  funds  inventory 
protocol  development,  and  $960,000  funds  research  and  design  efforts 
for  new  prototype  monitoring  programs.  No  other  significant  funding 
is  provided,  although  some  limited  cost-sharing  with  other  federal 
agencies  for  inventories  (e.g.  base  cartographic  data  sets)  has 
occurred  in  a  few  parks . 

112.  Question.  If  the  NBS  is  not  funded  in  FY  1996,  what 
inventory  and  monitoring  efforts  would  you  feel  compelled  to  fund 
within  the  NPS  budget? 

Answer.  Much  of  the  $960,000  NBS  spends  for  design  of  prototype 
monitoring  programs  goes  directly  to  the  prototype  parks  involved  and 
funds  ongoing  monitoring  activities,  especially  at  Denali  and  Great 
Smoky  Mountains  National  Parks.  The  Park  Service  would  continue  to 
fund  these  activities.  In  addition,  the  vegetation  mapping  funded  by 
NBS  is  among  the  highest  inventory  priorities  for  all  parks.  The  Park 
Service  would  also  continue  to  support  this  program.  However,  with 
its  current  $3  million  budget  and  the  necessity  of  spending 
approximately  $700,000  for  ongoing  prototype  monitoring  programs,  the 
Park  Service  would  be  left  with  only  about  $2  million  annually  to  meet 
an  outstanding  inventory  need  of  over  $140  million.  These  inventories 
are  for  specifically  identified  needs  in  12  specific  data  sets  for 
approximately  250  parks.  Without  the  current  NBS  funding,  basic 
inventories  would  be  curtailed  by  60  percent,  affecting  a  large  number 
of  parks . 

113.  Question.  What  other  research  or  resource  related 
activities  currently  being  performed  by  the  NBS  would  you  propose  to 
continue  if  the  NBS  were  not  funded? 

Answer.  When  NBS  was  formed,  all  of  the  Park  Service's 
biologically-related  research  capabilities  and  funding  were 
transferred- -$20  million  in  base  funding  and  several  million  in 
increase  requests.  The  parks  have  documented  unfunded  research  needs 
of  $387  million.  The  Park  Service  will  still  need  to  respond  to  these 
needs  and  would  therefore  attempt  to  support  the  park-based  and 
Cooperative  Park  Studies  Unit  (CPSU) -based  scientists,  in  addition  to 
continuing  minimal  inventory  and  monitoring  activities. 

114.  Question.  What  activities  currently  planned  in  the  NPS 
budget  would  be  foregone  to  complete  these? 

Answer.  To  fund  the  park-oriented  research  programs  at  the 
FY  1993  level  from  currently  programmed  natural  resource  funds  would 
require  approximately  a  20%  cut  in  the  current  level  of  natural 
resource  stewardship  activities.  Most  resource  management  funding  is 
part  of  park  operations  and  is  very  salary  intensive.  It  would  be 
difficult  to  retain  all  of  the  NBS  park-oriented  scientists  and  all  of 
the  park  resource  personnel  within  current  funding.  Therefore,  to 
support  all  or  most  of  the  former  NPS  scientists  doing  park  research, 
it  would  likely  be  necessary  to  eliminate  a  significant  number  of 
current  personnel  and  leave  the  remaining  personnel  short  of 
operational  funds  to  implement  priority  resource  management  actions. 
Lower  priority  resource  management  actions  would  be  foregone. 
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NOXIOUS  WEEDS 

Many  Federal  land  management  agencies,  including  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  the  Forest  Service  are  having  significant  problems 
controlling  noxious  weeds  and  other  exotic  vegetation. 

115.  Question.  Is  the  Park  Service  experiencing  similar 
problems? 

Answer.  More  than  7  million  acres  of  Park  Service  land  is 
infested  with  exotic  weeds.  This  represents  about  17  percent  of  Park 
Service  lands  outside  of  Alaska.  The  infested  acreage  increases  every 
year.  Because  they  are  infested  with  exotic  species  that  pose  a 
threat  to  native  species,  1.4  million  acres  are  judged  to  be  in  need 
of  immediate  treatment. 

116.  Question.  If  so,  how  much  is  budgeted  in  1995  and  1996 
for  noxious  weed  control? 

Answer.  Although  there  is  no  specific  budget  for  this  activity, 
based  on  park  planning  documents,  we  anticipate  that  $1.8  million  will 
be  spent  on  controlling  exotic  plants  in  FY  1995  and  another  $1.6 
million  in  FY  1996. 

117.  Question.  Is  this  level  sufficient  to  address  the 
problem? 

Answer.  No,  this  level  is  not  sufficient  to  address  the  problem 
completely.  This  level  of  funding  will  address  about  8  percent  of  the 
identified  problem.  Given  competing  priorities  and  limited  funding, 
this  is  a  necessary  management  decision. 

AIR  QUALITY  MONITORING 

An  increase  of  $2.7  million  is  proposed  for  air  quality  monitoring  to 
allow  continuous  monitoring  with  increased  parameter  coverage  at  36 
sites,  including  replacement  of  aging,  unreliable  equipment.  In 
addition,  quality  assurance  programs  would  be  reinstated  or  initiated 
at  selected  sites. 

118.  Question.  What  is  the  base  level  of  funding  for  the  air 
quality  monitoring  program? 

Answer.  Base  funding  in  FY  1995  for  the  gaseous  pollutant 
monitoring  program  is  $1.4  million.  Of  this,  $130,000  supports  wet 
deposition  sampling  in  22  parks  and  $278,000  supports  site  operation 
costs  in  33  parks.  The  visibility  monitoring  program's  base  funding 
for  FY  1995  is  also  $1.4  million  with  $110,000  going  directly  to  parks 
for  operating  costs. 

Air  quality,  as  it  is  affected  by  fine  particles,  gaseous  pollutants 
(ozone  and  sulfur  dioxide) ,  visibility,  and  precipitation  chemistry, 
is  impacted  primarily  by  off -site  development  and  pollutants. 

119.  Question.  How  is  NPS  monitoring  utilized  in  relation  to 
off-site  development  or  permitting? 

Answer.  Because  analyses  of  off -site  development  or  permitting 
activities  are  dependent  on  air  quality  modeling  and  concentrate 
largely  on  incremental  changes  to  air  quality,  it  is  important  to 
establish  baseline  conditions  in  parks,  through  monitoring,  that 
reflect  the  cumulative  impact  of  all  sources  affecting  park  resources. 
This  allows  NPS  to  assess  the  consequences  of  additional  off-site 
development  near  parks  and  to  recommend  appropriate  measures  to 
permitting  authorities  that  mitigate  potential  adverse  effects  on  park 
resources . 

Approximately  99  percent  of  all  pollution  sources  affecting  park 
resources  are  not  covered  by  new  source  review  regulations  (see  Air 
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Pollution:  Protecting  Parks  and  Wilderness  From  Nearby  Pollution 
Sources,  GAO  Report  GAO/RCED-90-10,  February  1990)  .  Consequently,  NPS 
shares  monitoring  data  with  state.  Federal  and  international 
regulatory  agencies,  and  industrial  and  scientific  communities  to 
evaluate  and  propose  appropriate  regional  and  transborder  (i.e.,  US- 
Mexico  and  US-Canada)  control  strategies.  For  example,  NPS  data  is 
being  utilized  in  the  work  of  the  Grand  Canyon  Visibility  Transport 
Commission,  the  Southern  Oxidant  Study,  the  Southern  Appalachian 
Mountains  Initiative,  and  the  Northeast  Ozone  Transport  Commission  to 
propose  and  evaluate  various  control  strategies. 

120.  Question.  What  specific  benefits,  in  terms  of  visitor 
enjoyment  or  other  factors,  have  resulted  from  the  NPS  air  quality 
monitoring  efforts? 

Answer.  Surveys  have  found  that  visitors  enjoy,  appreciate,  and 
expect  a  clean,  pristine  environment  in  our  parks.  Through  the 
utilization  of  air  quality  monitoring  data  in  interpretive  exhibits  in 
numerous  parks,  visitors  are  informed  of  air  quality  levels  measured, 
the  origin  of  clean  and  dirty  air,  and  ways  that  the  public  can  help 
in  preserving  and  enhancing  the  air  resource  in  our  parks.  Visitors 
seem  to  appreciate  that  air  quality  monitoring  is  being  performed  and 
that,  because  of  this  monitoring,  actions  are  being  taken  to  mitigate 
or  eliminate  any  identified  harm  to  the  resources.  At  parks  where 
ozone  levels  are  near  or  above  federal  health  standards,  visitors  are 
alerted  to  air  quality  conditions  that  could  be  detrimental  to  those 
with  existing  respiratory  or  cardiac  conditions.  These  visitors 
benefit  directly  from  NPS  monitoring. 

Another  direct  benefit  of  NPS  monitoring  is  resource  related.  Having 
accurate  and  reliable  information  on  air  quality  levels  in  parks  and 
identifying  the  risk  to  rsesources  associated  with  different  pollutants 
has  allowed  park  resource  managers  to  make  informed  decisions  and 
recommendations  about  air  resource  management  and  the  protection  of 
park  resources.  NPS  air  quality  data  also  provides  NPS  resource 
managers,  Federal  and  state  regulators,  and  the  regulated  community, 
a  measure  of  the  effectiveness  of  control  strategies  and  information 
on  air  quality  trends. 

121.  Question.  Is  the  air  quality  affecting  park  units 
generally  improving,  declining,  or  remaining  static? 

Answer.  In  general,  air  (juality  levels  across  the  National  Park 
System  have  remained  static  over  the  last  ten  years.  Some  pollutants, 
like  wet  deposition  sulfate,  have  shown  a  general  decreasing  trend  at 
most  parks  where  sufficient  data  have  been  collected.  For  other 
pollutants,  like  sulfate  aerosol  which  affects  visibility,  results 
have  been  mixed.  Most  parks,  however,  have  shown  no  statistically 
significant  trend.  A  possible  explanation  for  this  is  that  emission 
reductions  that  have  occurred  in  the  U.S.  (e.g.,  southern  Arizona  and 
the  four  corners  area)  have  been  largely  negated  by  increased 
emissions  south  of  our  border.  On  average,  ozone  levels  in  parks 
track  closely  to  the  general  downward  trend  in  urban  areas  nationally. 
However,  there  are  several  parks  (notably,  Sequoia/Kings  Canyon, 
Acadia,  Shenandoah,  and  Great  Smoky  Mountains)  that  are  faced  with 
chronic  ozone  problems  that  occasionally  exceed  the  federal  health- 
based  standard  for  ozone. 

122.  Question.  Are  you  duplicating  efforts  by  these  or  other 
agencies  in  the  air  quality  monitoring  arena? 

Answer.  There  is  no  duplication  of  efforts  by  the  NPS  or  other 
agencies  in  the  air  quality  monitoring  arena.  The  EPA  and  most  state 
agencies  have  traditionally  had  an  urban,  health-related  focus  to 
their  monitoring  programs.  NPS  programs  not  only  complement  other 
programs  but  often  serve  as  the  only  source  of  air  quality  information 
in  non-urban  areas.  EPA  and  state  agencies  do  not  have  the 
infrastructure  to  conduct  or  support  NPS  monitoring  efforts. 
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Largely  as  a  result  of  NPS  efforts,  partnerships  have  been  created 
between  Federal  and  state  agencies  to  pool  resources  and  create 
national  air  pollution  monitoring  networks.  For  example,  the  NPS, 
EPA,  Forest  Service,  BLM,  and  FWS  are  jointly  operating  the  IMPROVE 
visibility  monitoring  network  in  Federal  Class  I  areas.  Data  from  NPS 
sites  is  routinely  entered  into  national  database  systems  and 
networks,  such  as  EPA's  AIRS  national  database,  for  use  by  other 
public  and  private  entities.  NPS  programs  make  a  significant 
contribution  (individually  or  cooperatively)  to  other  federal  and  non- 
federal monitoring  programs  nationwide. 

123.  Question.  Is  any  air  quality  data  being  gathered  by  NBS 
utilized  by  the  Park  Service. 

Answer.  Yes.  The  Park  Service  utilizes  acid  deposition  data 
collected  by  NBS  to  complement  watershed  research  and  national  air 
quality  research  programs.  As  part  of  permit  reviewing  and  other 
activities,  the  Park  Service  routinely  obtains  and  uses  data  from  all 
sources  (e.g..  Federal,  state,  industry,  university,  etc.),  including 
NBS. 

WILDERNESS  PROTECTION 

An  increase  of  $500,000  and  3  FTE  is  proposed  to  address  wilderness 
related  problems,  including  interagency  coordination  needs  and  the 
impacts  of  low-flying,  commercial  aircraft. 

124.  Question.  The  majority  of  the  workload  described  is  labor 
intensive,  yet  only  3  FTE  are  proposed.  What  operational  activities 
are  also  proposed  to  be  accomplished  with  the  requested  increase  in 
funding? 

Answer.  The  justification  describes  typical  operational 
activities  that  will  be  accomplished  using  the  increased  funding. 
These  tasks  will  be  accomplished  by  (1)  using  work  groups  of  field 
personnel  to  complete  projects  identified  as  priority  needs  by 
backcountry  and  wilderness  rangers  and  park  superintendents,  (2) 
contracting  through  the  Interagency  Aldo  Leopold  Wilderness  Research 
Institute  where  this  involves  resource  management  or  wilderness 
management  research  that  cannot  be  addressed  internally  or  where  the 
concern  crosses  a  number  of  jurisdictions,  or  (3)  contracting  through 
Arthur  Carhart  Wilderness  Training  Center  where  information/education/ 
instructional  materials  developed  cuts  across  agencies.  Examples  of 
the  type  of  work  to  be  accomplished  utilizing  field  personnel  include: 
development  of  guidelines  that  will  provide  direction  on  how  to 
revegetate  or  restore  overused  (whether  by  stock  or  people)  wilderness 
areas;  standardization  of  permitting  procedures  and  regulations  across 
agencies  to  reduce  impacts  on  user  groups;  guidance  on  how  to  deal 
with  the  impacts  of  recreational  activities  in  backcountry  and 
wilderness  areas  (e.g.  climbing  and  bolting);  policy,  procedures,  and 
development  of  methods  for  dealing  with  an  escalating  human  waste 
problem  in  backcountry  and  wilderness;  and  guidance  on  applying  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  to  wilderness  and  backcountry 
situations . 

The  personnel  proposed  by  this  increase  also  will  provide  training, 
guidance  and  technical  expertise  in  the  development  of  Servicewide 
wilderness  management  policy  and  guidelines.  Additionally,  they  will 
work  to  develop  partnerships  with  external  organizations  such  as 
outdoor  leadership  schools,  the  outfitter  and  guide  community,  product 
manufacturers  and  user  groups  to  develop  and  distribute  educational 
materials  on  user  ethics,  and  low  impact  videos  for  presentation  at 
mountain  parks  and  other  backcountry  areas. 

12  5.  Question.  Do  you  anticipate  restrictions  on  the  low- 
flying  commercial  aircraft  over  park  units?   Of  what  nature? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  is  working  with  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  to  explore  solutions  to  overflight 
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problems  related  to  commercial  sightseeing  aircraft.  The  NPS 
identified  the  unregulated  commercial  exploitation  of  national  parks 
by  commercial  sightseeing  aircraft  as  a  significant  problem  in  its 
1994  Report  to  Congress  on  this  issue.  Restrictions  narrowly  targeted 
to  address  the  issue  of  commercial  exploitation  and  impact  are  just 
one  of  several  po'ssible  outcomes  that  may  result  from  NPS-FAA 
cooperation;  it  is  not  possible  to  anticipate  the  nature  of  any 
possible  restrictions  at  this  early  stage  of  interagency  efforts  to 
find  solutions. 

PROFESS lONALIZATZON  OF  RBSOnRCES  STEWARDSHIP  INITIATIVE 

Nearly  $2  million  dollars  and  40  FTE  are  proposed  to  expand  natural 
resource  expertise  including  wildlife  and  fisheries  biologists, 
physical  scientists,  cultural  resources  specialist,  and  others. 

126.  Question.  With  the  likelihood  of  reduced  funding  in 
FY  1996,  do  you  anticipate  being  able  to  fill  any  of  these  new 
positions  to  meet  your  identified  skill  shortages? 

Answer.  We  will  fill  these  new  positions  only  to  the  extent 
that  funding  is  appropriated  for  them  in  FY  1996 . 

127.  Question.  If  you  are  unable  to  fill  these  types  of 
positions,  what  will  be  the  impact  to  park  management  and  service  to 
the  public? 

Answer.  Resources  may  be  lost  to  present  and  future  generations 
because  appropriate  and  informed  management  decisions  may  not  be  made. 
Known  resources  may  not  be  properly  preserved  and  protected. 
Resources  not  yet  identified  and  evaluated  may  be  lost  due  to 
development  and  management  decisions  formulated  without  knowledge  of 
potentially  affected  resources. 

128.  Question.  If  personnel  reductions  are  required  due  to 
budget  restrictions  which  job  series/categories  are  most  likely  to  be 
reduced? 

Answer.  Since  reductions  will  be  achieved  through  buy-outs, 
retirements,  and  attrition,  it  is  not  possible  to  predict  which  job 
series  are  likely  to  be  reduced.  In  the  long  run,  resource  management 
positions  will  be  given  a  high  priority  for  retention  and  hiring 
actions . 

129.  Question.  Do  you  foresee  some  job  series  being  expanded 
even  if  budgets  decline? 

Answer.  No,  we  do  not  foresee  any  specific  job  series  being 
expanded  if  budgets  decline.  In  general,  position  management  will 
become  more  crucial  and  the  essentiality  of  each  position  will  need  to 
be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

INTERPRETATION  AND  EDUCATION 

130.  Question.  How  much  funding  is  budgeted  for  these  and 
other  recreational  demonstration  activities  in  FY  1995  and  1996? 

Answer.  No  specific  amount  is  programmed  for  these  activities 
at  parks.  Allocation  of  operational  funds  is  delegated  to  the  park 
manager  and  is  based  on  individual  park  needs.  In  FY  1994,  $235,000  in 
personal  services  was  used  Servicewide,  for  these  activities.  This 
allowed  contact  with  585,000  visitors  at  a  cost  of  $.54  per  visitor 
hour.  It  is  estimated  that  approximately  the  same  amount  will  be  used 
in  FY  1995  and  FY  1996. 

131.  Question.  Given  the  tight  funding  situation,  it  would 
seem  that  these  recreational  skills  could  be  provided  by  commercial 
interests  or  learned  by  the  visiting  public  themselves.  Why  does  the 
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NPS  feel  compelled  to  provide  these  services,  given  the  magnitude  of 
the  maintenance  and  operational  needs  of  the  Park  Service? 

Answer.  Cultural  and  recreational  demonstrations  are  provided 
by  the  NPS  only  when  those  activities  address  management  objectives. 
For  example,  a  fishing  demonstration  might  be  provided  to  inner-city 
youth  at  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area  in  New  York  City  as  a  part 
of  a  total  environmental  education  program.  Another  example  might  be 
a  canoeing  demonstration  for  visitors  at  Grand  Teton  National  Park 
that  emphasized  safety  and  regulation  compliance.  Rock  climbing 
skills  demonstrations  present  both  safety  concerns  and  the  care  of 
park  natural  resources  through  correct  climbing  techniques.  At 
National  Recreation  Areas,  safe  recreation  is  a  major  management 
concern.  Accidents  and  injuries  among  visitors  who  are  engaging  in 
new  or  unfamiliar  activities  would  likely  rise  dramatically  if  the  NPS 
did  not  provide  at  least  some  basic  orientation  instruction.  Many 
visitors  enter  parks  woefully  unprepared  for  the  environments  and/or 
the  activities  they  wish  to  experience.  Unless  we  restrict  parks  and 
related  recreational  activities  only  to  those  who  can  prove  competency 
in  the  activities  they  wish  to  pursue,  the  NPS  has  a  responsibility  to 
provide  information  on  safe  recreational  practices  for  those 
experiencing  environments  or  recreational  activities  for  the  first 
time.  In  addition,  cultural  demonstrations  are  an  intricate  part  of 
the  parks 's  interpretive  program  and  are  directly  related  to  park 
themes  and  objectives. 

One  of  the  NPS  goals  in  1995  is  to  expand  the  number  and  frequency  of 
cultural  and  recreational  demonstrations.  These  include 
demonstrations  on  such  activities  as  fishing,  backpacking  and  snow 
shoeing . 

132.  Question.  How  much  is  budgeted  for  cultural 
demonstrations  in  FY  1995  and  1996? 

Answer.  No  specific  amount  is  budgeted  for  this  activity. 
Cultural  demonstrations  are  considered  one  of  many  ways  to  present  the 
park  story  through  the  park  education  program  and  funding  is  included 
in  the  park  ONPS  budget  to  be  used  at  the  discretion  of  the  park 
manager.  In  FY  1994  3.3  million  visitors  were  offered  cultural  living 
history  type  programs  servicewide  with  personal  services  associated 
with  those  programs  costing  $1.4  million.  This  resulted  in  a  $.78 
cost  per  visitor  hour.  These  costs  are  associated  with  the  salaries 
of  permanent  and  temporary  employees  and  are  only  a  part  of  their 
daily  visitor  services  responsibility.  In  many  cases,  cultural 
demonstrations  are  presented  by  park  volunteers  or  cooperating 
association  employees. 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

There  has  been  recent  concern  by  the  public  as  well  as  members  of 
Congress  regarding  the  use  of  firearms  by  federal  land  management 
agencies.  Some  contend  that  they  represent  an  undue  threat  to  the 
general  public  and  may  not  be  needed  by  some  agencies  who  currently 
utilize  armed  law  enforcement  officers  in  performing  their  management 
responsibilities . 

133.  Question.  How  many  park  rangers  or  law  enforcement 
officers,  exclusive  of  the  United  States  Park  Police,  are  currently 
authorized  to  carry  firearms? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  currently  maintains  a  force 
of  approximately  2,350  commissioned  rangers  who  are  authorized  to 
carry  firearms,  make  arrests,  and  conduct  criminal  investigations.  Of 
this  figure,  approximately  1,500  are  permanent  law  enforcement 
officers,  and  800-900  are  seasonal  rangers  (employed  only  during  peak 
visitation  periods)  who  have  successfully  completed  a  certified  law 
enforcement  academy  and  other  required  training  and  background  checks. 
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134.  Question.  Are  they  limited  to  certain  parks  units  or 
activities? 

Answer.  Commissioned  rangers  are  assigned  generally  throughout 
the  National  Park  System.  Law  enforcement  is  the  primary  duty  of  all 
commissioned  rangers,  and  they  provide  the  full  spectrum  of  policing, 
investigative,  and  other  emergency  public  safety  services  in  the  parks 
and  NPS  communities  to  which  they  are  assigned. 

135.  Question.   Will  this  level  be  expanded  in  1996? 

Answer.  No.  In  fact,  we  fully  anticipate  that  the  overall 
number  of  commissioned  employees  will  continue  to  decline,  as  it  has 
in  recent  years.  This  trend  is  exemplified  in  areas  such  as  Yosemite 
Valley,  where  there  are  now  an  average  of  only  five  or  six 
commissioned  rangers  assigned  to  each  shift,  as  compared  to 
approximately  22  rangers  per  shift  back  in  1974,  even  though  over  that 
same  period,  Yosemite  National  Park  has  experienced  a  near  doubling  of 
visitation,  from  2.7  million  per  year  to  the  current  4.1  million  per 
year. 

The  forecast  for  continued  reduction  in  the  number  of  commissioned 
rangers  is  due  in  large  part  to  funding  shortages  caused  by  increasing 
responsibilities  in  both  resource  management  and  visitor  services,  but 
is  also  effected  by  an  ongoing  process  of  revoking  law  enforcement 
authority  from  personnel  who  do  not  utilize  their  authorities  on  a 
full-time  basis  and  to  professional  standards.  Our  objective  is  to 
maximize  law  enforcement  program  efficiency  by  ensuring  that  scarce 
financial  resources  are  not  expended  to  train  and  equip  personnel  who 
do  not  use  delegated  law  enforcement  authorities  on  a  full-time  basis. 
This  process  has  already  resulted  in  the  revocation  of  approximately 
300  commissions.  When  this  process  is  completed,  given  current 
limited  overall  staffing  levels,  we  anticipate  the  ranger  force  will 
employ  no  more  than  2,000  full-time  sworn  personnel  (including 
seasonals)  to  protect  the  nearly  300  million  people  who  visit  or  work 
in  the  national  parks  every  year. 

136.  Question.  What  training  activities  and  guidance  is 
provided  to  law  enforcement  officers  to  ensure  that  firearms  are  used 
properly? 

Answer.  All  officers  delegated  law  enforcement  authority, 
including  the  authority  to  carry  firearms  are,  at  a  minimum,  required 
to  complete  a  full -performance  basic  police  academy  class  successfully 
at  the  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Training  Center  (FLETC) ,  or  state 
equivalent,  upon  assumption  of  duties.  This  initial  training  and 
certification  process  includes  a  standard  federal  law  enforcement 
curriculum  in  the  safe  and  legal  use  of  firearms.  This  firearms 
training  curriculum  is  presently  being  expanded  from  50  hours  up  to  68 
hours,  making  it  one- -if  not  the  longest  and  most  intensive  basic 
firearms  training  programs--of  any  uniformed  federal  agency,  including 
the  U.S.  Customs  Service,  Secret  Service,  Immigration  Service,  and 
the  U.S.  Capitol  Police. 

Basic  academy  training  is  followed  by  compulsory  refresher  training 
and  firearms  qualifications  at  least  twice  every  year  thereafter. 
Specific  (FLETC)  standards  for  proficiency  with  firearms,  as  well  as 
curriculum  in  the  legal  and  moral  implications  of  the  use  of  force  are 
stipulated.  Notably,  U.S.  Park  Rangers  have  a  long-standing  record  of 
attaining  firearms  proficiency  scores  (both  academic  and  "practical") 
that  are  among  the  highest  of  any  federal  agency  at  FLETC.  Also,  more 
U.S.  Park  Rangers  at  FLETC  graduate  "with  honors,"  reflecting 
cumulative  excellence  in  firearms,  physical,  and  academic  scores,  than 
do  personnel  from  any  other  agency. 

One  of  the  1995  Park  Service  goals  is  to  reduce  the  incidence  of  crime 
in  park  units. 
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137.  Question.   Do  you  feel  this  is  an  achievable  goal? 

Answer.  Yes.  However,  this  objective  will  require  the 
continued  support  of  the  Congress.  The  funds  requested  from  the  Crime 
Bill  Appropriations  will  directly  assist  in  achieving  this  goal  by 
improving  the  efficiency  of  our  staff  through  improvement  and 
expansion  of  detention  facilities  at  remote  but  heavily  visited  park 
areas;  replacement  of  worn  out  and  unreliable  law  enforcement  patrol 
vehicles;  and  the  application  of  new  technologies  to  support  and 
reduce  the  workload  of  our  limited  workforce.  Improvements  to 
detention  facilities  will  help  to  reduce  lengthy  and  wasteful  prisoner 
transport  time  (presently  as  much  as  six  hours  per  prisoner  at  some 
high- intensity  sites) ,  and  will  free  rangers  to  take  into  custody  more 
of  those  violent  offenders  who  pose  a  threat  to  the  community,  rather 
than  compromising  officer  and  public  safety  by  prematurely  releasing 
offenders  for  lack  of  jail  space,  or  to  avoid  prohibitive  prisoner 
transport  times  and  distances  that  take  rangers  from  their  "beat"  for 
extended  periods.  Utilization  of  advanced  electronic  security  and 
safety  technologies  will  provide  law  enforcement  and  other  public 
safety  personnel  with  the  means  to  more  effectively  observe  and 
monitor  activity  in  heavily  used  public  use  areas  with  only  limited 
staffing. 

138.  Question.  If  overall  funding  levels  are  reduced,  how  will 
this  affect  achievement  of  this  goal? 

Answer.  A  reduction  in  funding  levels  for  our  law  enforcement 
rangers  will  delay  achievement  of  this  goal,  as  well  as  result  in 
reduced  levels  of  service  and  public  safety.  Most  NPS  sites  are 
located  in  fairly  remote  locations,  and  U.S.  Park  Rangers  are  the 
primary  --  if  not  the  sole  --  providers  of  law  enforcementand  other 
related  emergency  services  for  these  communities.  Further  reductions 
in  ranger-based  law  enforcement  programs  could  produce  a  lack  of 
critical  services  for  the  national  and  international  visiting  public 
as  well  as  park  residents. 

13  9.  Question.  What  is  the  current  trend  of  crime  in  park 
units? 

Answer.  The  rates  of  crime  in  the  National  Park  System 
generally  mirror  the  overall  crime  rate  experienced  in  communities 
throughout  the  United  States.  The  per  capita  incidence  of  crime  over 
the  past  few  years  is  stable  or  slightly  reduced.  However,  the  crime 
we  are  experiencing  is  characterized  by  increased  levels  of  violence 
and  resistance  to  law  enforcement,  as  well  as  a  more  random  and  brutal 
pattern  of  victimization.  We  are  also  finding  increasing  numbers  of 
juveniles  and  young  adults,  including  gang  members,  involved  in 
serious  crimes. 

CONCESSIONS  MANAGEMENT 

Approximately  $7  million  and  170  FTE  is  proposed  for  concession 
management  in  FY  1996.  Of  this  amount  nearly  40%  would  be  utilized  at 
the  regional  and  headquarters  levels. 

14  0.  Question.  Why  is  such  a  large  percentage  of  funds  held  at 
the  regional  and  headquarters  level?  Based  on  the  budget 
justification,  the  bulk  of  the  workload  is  accomplished  at  the  field 
level.   Please  explain. 

Answer.  Certain  financial  and  contracting  responsibilities  have 
been  centralized  in  the  Washington  and  Regional  Offices  which,  as  of 
the  beginning  of  FY  1995,  involved  some  56  FTEs .  As  a  result  of  a 
major,  on-going  review  of  the  Service's  concession  program,  coupled 
with  the  newly  announced  reorganization,  several  of  these 
responsibilities  are  being  delegated  from  the  Washington  Office  to 
system  support  offices  and  a  concessions  program  technical  center,  and 
others  are  being  delegated  to  field  areas.  At  the  same  time,  the 
concession  review  is  considering  how  field  areas  can  continue  to 
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accomplish  their  concession  management  responsibilities  more 
efficiently  and  still  assure  that  the  public  is  being  well  served. 

141.  Question.  Will  the  newly  approved  reorganization  direct 
a  greater  percentage  of  these  funds  to  field  units? 

Answer.  The  reorganization  is  projecting  an  eventual  reduction 
of  Washington  concession  office  FTEs  from  22  to  8,  and  a  reduction  in 
the  Regional  Offices  from  34  to  approximately  26  FTEs,  which  would  be 
located  in  system  support  offices.  Also  to  be  established  is  a 
concession  program  center  in  Denver  which  will  eventually  have  20  FTEs 
available  to  provide  technical  support  for  parks  and  system  support 
offices.  This  is  the  most  efficient  way  to  provide  this  type  of 
assistance.  The  concession  staffing  plan  calls  for  an  increase  of 
park  and  circuit  rider  positions  from  72  to  98  FTEs. 

In  summary,  it  is  projected  that  central  office  positions  would  be 
reduced  from  56  FTEs  to  34  FTEs,  technical  center  support  increased 
from  8  FTEs  to  20  FTEs,  and  field  unit  positions  increased  from  72 
FTEs  to  98  FTEs. 

You  indicate  that  concession  contracts  are  issued  for  the  shortest 
term  possible,  except  in  cases  where  large  investments  are  required. 

142.  Question.  Given  the  workload  involved  in 
reviewing/processing  concession  contracts,  what  is  the  Park  Service 
rationale  for  minimizing  the  contract  period? 

Answer.  Experience  has  shown  that  it  is  difficult  to  anticipate 
long-term  needs  for  visitor  services  in  the  parks.  While  shorter 
contract  periods  may,  in  some  instances,  increase  the  contracting 
workload,  they  will  result  in  a  more  frequent  review  of  the  type  of 
services  being  provided  and  the  needs  for  new  investment .  In  the 
past,  it  has  often  been  necessary  to  repeatedly  amend  or  supersede 
existing  long-term  contracts  because  circumstances  and  needs  have 
changed  substantially  during  the  contract  period.  It  is  also  expected 
that  the  return  to  the  government  will  more  accurately  reflect  the 
probable  value  of  the  privileges  granted  under  shorter  term  contracts, 
particularly  in  view  of  the  increased  competition  we  are  experiencing 
in  contract  renewals. 

143.  Question.  Wouldn't  a  longer  contract  period  be  more  cost 
effective? 

Answer.  We  do  not  believe  that  longer  contract  periods  are  more 
cost  effective.  As  indicated  in  our  previous  response,  we  feel  that 
any  added  costs  involved  in  more  frequent  contract  renewals  will  be 
offset  by  increased  efficiencies  and  the  benefits  of  competition. 

144.  Question.  When  will  the  majority  of  the  528  contracts 
which  have  the  potential  to  expire  by  the  end  of  FY  1995,  and  which 
must  be  renewed  or  extended  by  January  1,  1996  be  up  for  renewal 
again? 

Answer.  Because  so  many  contracts  and  permits  will  be  renewed 
over  the  next  2  years,  we  have  recommended  that  field  areas  consider 
contract  terms  that  will  stagger  the  contracting  workload  in  future 
years.  Accordingly,  contracts  requiring  little  or  no  investment  will 
be  issued  for  4  -  6-year  terms.  Permits,  which  also  require  little  or 
no  investment,  are  currently  limited  by  policy  to  terms  of  5  years  or 
less.  Contracts  requiring  substantial  investments  will  be  issued  for 
9  -  11-year  terms.  Contracts  containing  extremely  large  investment 
requirements  may  be  issued  for  terms  of  up  to  15  years.  Since  many  of 
the  expired  or  expiring  authorizations  are  small  operations  requiring 
little  or  no  investment,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  majority  of 
contracts  and  permits  issued  will  fall  within  the  4  -  6 -year  range. 
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LAND  ACQUISITION 

The  budget  resolutions  passed  by  the  House  and  Senate  Budget 
Committees  both  include  provisions  that  impose  a  moratorium  on 
purchasing  additional  Federal  lands  as  a  means  to  reduce  Federal 
spending.  Others  have  suggested  that  the  Federal  government  should 
divest  itself  of  most  of  the  land  that  it  currently  owns. 

145.  Question.  What  would  be  the  impact  on  the  operations  of 
the  National  Park  Service  if  no  funding  is  provided  in  FY  1996  for 
land  acquisition? 

Answer.  The  purchase  of  privately  owned  lands  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  National  Park  System  is  often  the  only  means  by 
which  the  National  Park  Service  can  fulfill  its  mission  to  protect  and 
preserve  the  natural,  historic,  and  cultural  resources  within  the 
System.  All  such  privately  owned  lands  are  potentially  subject  to  use 
and  development.  In  some  cases,  proposed  development  of  these  private 
interests  is  compatible  with  the  park's  purposes  and  objectives.  More 
often,  proposed  developments  may  adversely  affect  the  preservation  of 
resources,  or  otherwise  conflict  with  park  purposes  and  operations. 
Examples  of  potentially  incompatible  uses  of  private  interests  include 
commercial  or  subdivision  development,  large-scale  agricultural 
development,  and  mineral  exploration  or  production. 

Of  the  4.1  million  privately  owned  acres  within  the  System,  the 
Service  has  identified  323,105  acres  for  which  acquisition  is 
necessary  to  provide  resource  protection  and  visitor  use.  The  FY  1996 
budget  request  for  land  acquisition  reflects  the  Service's  highest 
acquisition  priorities:  lands  for  which  expeditious  acquisition  is 
required  and  for  which  sufficient  acquisition  funds  are  not  available. 
Without  acquisition  funding  for  FY  1996,  the  Service  will  be  unable  to 
protect  those  lands  from  development,  timbering,  or  mining.  The 
.Service  would  likewise  not  be  able  to  respond  to  landowners  needing  to 
sell  property  which  they  are  no  longer  physically  or  financially  able 
to  maintain. 

If  the  Service's  FY  1996  budget  does  not  include  funding  for  land 
acquisition,  a  number  of  significant  resources  and  park  operations 
will  be  threatened.  The  joint  effort  of  the  National  Park  Service, 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  State  of  Florida  to  acquire  lands  needed  to 
restore  the  natural  water  flow  to  the  South  Florida/Everglades 
ecosystem  will  cease.  The  elimination  of  funding  would  halt  the 
acquisition  program  of  key  links  in  the  Appalachian  National  Scenic 
Trail,  only  three  years  from  its  anticipated  completion.  At 
Gettysburg  National  Military  Park,  historic  battlefield  land  could  be 
lost  to  commercial  and  residential  development.  The  funds  requested 
for  Saguaro  National  Park  are  needed  to  complete  the  acquisition  of 
the  Rocking  K  Ranch,  a  phased  acquisition  that  began  in  1993  when  the 
1,94 5 -acre  ranch  was  subdivided  and  poised  for  development.  A 
moratorium  on  land  acquisition  appropriations  is  essentially  a 
moratorium  on  the  protection  of  the  nationally  significant  resources 
of  the  National  Park  System. 

146.  Question.  What  would  be  the  cost  associated  with  the 
National  Park  Service  turning  over  property  to  the  States  or  other 
organizations? 

Answer.  If  Federal  land  is  conveyed  to  the  States,  the 
following  Federal  costs  would  likely  be  incurred: 

I.  Costs  generated  by  legal  requirements  for  surveys,  environmental 
impact  statements,  and  other  necessary  studies.  Current  laws  require 
that  the  Service,  when  conveying  Federal  real  property,  must  ensure 
that  the  conveyance  adheres  to  pertinent  restrictions  and  requirements 
of  law,  as  follows: 
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a.  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973.  as  amended:  Agency  must  take 
into  account  the  effect  of  a  proposed  action  on  critical  habitat  for 
endangered  species . 

b .  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966.  as  amended :  Agency 
must  take  into  account  the  effect  of  a  proposed  action  on  any  site, 
structure  or  object  included  in  the  National  Register.  Cultural 
resources,  including  archeological  sites/materials  and  historic 
structures/sites/artifacts  are  protected  by  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act. 

c .  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969.  as  amended :  Agency 
must  prepare  detailed  statement  on  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
proposed  action. 

d.  Executive  Order  11988  of  May  27.  1977.  Floodplain  Management: 
If  site  of  proposed  action  is  located  in  a  floodplain,  the  agency  must 
take  steps  to  prevent  adverse  effects  on  floodplain. 

e.  Executive  Order  11990  of  May  24.  1977.  Protection  of  Wetlands: 
If  site  of  proposed  action  is  located  in  a  wetland,  the  agency  must 
take  steps  to  ensure  protection  of  the  wetland. 

f .  Secretarial  Order  3127  of  December  15.  1988,  regarding 
Hazardous  Substances  Determinations:  Prior  to  the  action,  a  survey 
must  be  conducted  to  determine  presence  of  hazardous  substances.  If 
such  substances  are  present,  the  conveyance  cannot  proceed  until 
mitigation. 

These  restrictions  generate  costs  not  only  for  relevant  studies  and 
reports,  but  also  for  required  mitigation,  particularly  as  regards 
archeological  resources  and  hazardous  substances .  In  regards  to 
conveying  parks  to  the  States,  the  actual  costs  incurred  will  vary 
according  to  the  size  and  location  of  the  park  and  the  improvements 
contained  therein. 

II.  Severance  costs  arising  from  consequent  reductions  in  force  of 
Federal  employees  at  each  affected  park. 

III.  Costs  related  to  litigation  that  could  arise  upon  disposal  of  the 
Federal  interest  in  park  lands .  Former  owners  of  land  taken  for  park 
purposes  through  the  Federal  use  of  eminent  domain  may  seek  return  of 
their  property.  Current  contractual  and  concessioner  agreements  may 
require  settlement. 

147.  Question.  How  would  those  costs  compare  with  the  current 
operating  costs  of  those  properties? 

Answer.  A  one-time  expenditure  necessary  to  convey  Federal 
property  would  be  less  than  the  expenditures  needed  to  protect  and 
maintain  that  property  in  perpetuity.  The  total  effect  upon  the  costs 
to  the  public  would  depend  upon  the  final  disposition  of  the  property. 

148.  Question.  Do  the  States  or  these  other  organizations  h^ve 
the  resources  to  maintain  public  uses  that  are  currently  available  on 
National  Park  Service  properties? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  has  not  evaluated  the 
resources,  capability  or  willingness  of  the  States  to  acquire  or 
maintain  lands  presently  within  the  National  Park  System. 

If  funding  is  provided  for  land  acquisition,  it  is  likely  to  be  at  a 
level  significantly  lower  than  recent  years,  with  reductions  of  10  to 
20  percent  or  greater  likely  to  occur. 

149.  Question.  What  approach  would  you  recommend  to  the 
Committee  to  accommodate  such  reductions? 
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Answer.  If  the  total  appropriation  for  acquisition  is  to  be 
sharply  reduced  (by  20  percent  or  more) ,  the  Service,  above  all  else, 
must  retain  the  ability  to  respond  quickly  to  emergency  acquisitions 
wherever  they  occur  throughout  the  System.  Currently,  except  for  lump 
sum  appropriations  for  the  acquisition  of  (1)  inholdings  and  exchanges 
and  (2)  emergencies,  hardships,  deficiencies,  and  relocation,  the 
annual  budget  consists  of  line-item  appropriations  restricting  the  use 
of  those  funds  to  acquisition  at  specific  units  of  the  System. 
Therefore,  we  would  recommend  that,  rather  than  reducing  each  line- 
item  appropriation  by  20  percent  or  more,  one  lump  sum  should  be 
appropriated  for  acquisition  Systemwide .  Such  an  appropriation  would 
provide  the  Service  with  the  flexibility  necessary  to  protect  those 
lands  most  critical  to  the  integrity  of  the  System. 

Both  the  House  and  the  Senate  passed  versions  of  the  rescission  bill 
which  included  rescissions  of  funding  provided  previously  for  land 
acquisition  projects. 

150.  Question.  To  what  extent  has  passage  of  the  rescission 
bill  affected  the  availability  of  property  proposed  for  acquisition? 

Answer.  We  have  no  evidence  that  properties  proposed  for 
acquisition  are  any  more  or  less  available  than  they  were  before 
passage  of  the  rescission  bills.  Certainly,  if  funds  are  rescinded, 
the  Service's  ability  to  complete  high-priority  acquisitions  will  be 
curtailed.  The  Service's  acquisition  priorities  are  primarily  based, 
however,  not  on  whether  a  property  is  available  but  rather  on  whether 
acquisition  is  necessary  to  protect  park  resources  and  provide  for 
visitor  use. 

151.  Question.  Has  there  been  any  greater  willingness  on  the 
part  of  property  owners  to  reach  an  agreement  with  the  National  Park 
Service? 

TVnswer.  In  recent  years,  acquisition  funds  have  not  been 
adequate  to  accommodate  all  the  willing  sellers  that  have  come  forward 
throughout  the  National  Park  System.  We  have  no  evidence  that  the 
proposed  decrease  in  acquisition  funding  has  affected  the  willingness 
of  those  landowners  to  sell  their  property. 

152.  Question.  Do  you  anticipate  any  impact  on  the  time  it 
takes  to  obligate  funds  in  FY  1996  as  a  result  of  the  FY  1995 
rescission  bill? 

Answer.  If  the  rescission  bill  is  enacted,  there  would  be  fewer 
funds  available  for  acquisition  in  FY  1996.  That  does  not  mean, 
however,  that  the  rate  of  obligation  would  consequently  be  affected. 
The  rate  of  obligation  is  primarily  dependent  on  staff  level  and  the 
landowner's  willingness  to  sell  for  the  appraised  value. 

153.  Question.  What  is  the  overall  level  of  unobligated 
balances  that  are  estimated  to  remain  available  as  of  September  30, 
1995? 

Answer.   We  estimate  that  approximately  $20,000,000  will  carry 
over  into  FY  1996. 

154.  Question.  Please  update  the  table  found  on  page  303  of 
the  budget  justifications  to  reflect  the  impacts  of  the  rescission 
bill. 

Answer.  The  requested  table  is  shown  on  the  following  pages. 
According  to  the  table  on  page  303  of  the  budget  justifications,  the 
FY  1996  request  for  land  acquisition  administration  is  $7,600,000, 
which  represents  a  decrease  of  approximately  $1.2  million  below  the 
FY  1995  level.  The  full-time  equivalents  associated  with  land 
acquisition  administration  is  157,  a  reduction  of  11  from  the  FY  1995 
level . 
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NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

Analysis  of  Budgetary  Resources  by  Activity  (Dollars  in  thousands) 

Revised  to  Show  Arrraunts  If  Rescission  Bill  (H.R.  1 158)  Were  Enacted 

Land  Acquisition  and  State  Assistance  (14-5035-0-2-303) 


1994 
Actual 

1995 
Enacted 

1996 
Estimate 

Incr./Decr. 
from  1995 

1 .    Land  Acquisition 

Available  for  obligation: 
Appropriation 

58.950 

1.274 

0 

-1.300 

5,000 

80,517 

9.639 

51.038 

0 

-13.634 

0 

0 

80,339 

0 

47,096 
0 
0 
0 

0 

29,991 

0 

-3,942 
0 

13,634 
0 

0 

-50,348 

0 

Replenishment  Supplemental  FY  1994 

Rescission  Bill  (H.R.  1 158)  if  enacted 

Transfer  of  BA  to  ONPS  for  emergencies 

Transfer  of  Unobligated  Balances  from 
Construction  for  Everglades  NP 

Unobligated  balance,  start  of  year 

Recovery  of  prior  year  obligations 

Total  available  for  obligation 

154.080 
-73.741 

117.743 
-87.752 

77.087 
-59,343 

-40,656 
-28,409 

Less:  obligations 

Unobligated  balance,  end  of  year 

80,339 

29.991 

17,744 

-12.247 

2.    Land  Acquisition  Administration 

Available  for  obligation: 
Appropriation 

8,247 
414 

8,783 
0 

7,600 
0 

-1.183 
0 

Unobligated  balance,  start  of  year 

Total  available  for  obligation 

8,661 
-8.661 

8,783 
-8.783 

7,600 
-7,600 

-1,183 
-1,183 

Less:  obligations 

Unobligated  balance,  end  of  year: 

F7E. 

0 
172 

0 
168 

0 
157 

0 
-11 

3.    State  Grants 

Available  for  obligation: 
Appropriation 

24.750 

-9 

8.940 

1.768 

24.703 

-415 

10.205 

0 

25,000 
0 
0 
0 

297 

415 

-10,205 

0 

Transfer  to  State  Grant  Administration 

Unobligated  tialance,  start  of  year 

Recovery  of  prior  year  ot>ligations 

Total  available  for  obligation 

35.449 
-25.244 

34,493 
-34,493 

25.000 
-25,000 

-9,493 
-9.493 

Less:  obligations 

Unobligated  tialance.  end  of  year 

10.205 

0 

0 

0 
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Analysis  of  Budgetary  Resources  by  Activity  (Dollars  in  thousands) 

Revised  to  Show  Amounts  If  Rescission  Bill  (H.R.  1 158)  Were  Enacted  (Continued) 

Land  Acquisition  and  State  Assistance  (14-5035-0-2-303) 


1994 
Actual 

1995 
Enacted 

1996 
Estimate 

lncr./Decr. 
from  1995 

4.    State  Grant  Administration 

Available  for  obligation: 

Appropriation 

3,303 

9 

290 

3.244 
415 
174 

3.000 
0 
0 

-244 
-415 
-174 

Transfer  from  State  Grants  contingency  fund 

Unobligated  balance,  start  of  year 

Total  available  for  obligation 

3,602 
-3,428 

3.633 
-3.833 

3.000 
-3.000 

-833 
-833 

Less:  obligations 

Unobligated  balance,  end  of  year 

174 
62 

0 
57 

0 
54 

0 
-3 

F7E. 

Account  Total 

Available  for  obligation; 

Appropriation 

95,250 

1,274 

0 

-1.300 

5,000 
90.161 
1 1 ,407 

87.768 

0 

-13.634 

0 

0 

90.718 

0 

82.696 
0 
0 
0 

0 

29,991 

0 

-5.072 
0 

13.634 
0 

0 

-60.727 

0 

Replenishment  supplemental  FY  1994 

Rescission  Bill  (H.R.  1158)  if  enacted 

Transfer  of  BA  to  ONPS  for  emergencies 

Transfer  of  Unobligated  Balarx:es  from 

Construction  for  Everglades  NP 

Unobligated  balance,  start  of  year 

Recovery  of  prior  year  obligations 

Total  available  for  obligation 

201 ,792 
-111.074 

164.852 
-134.861 

112.687 
-94.943 

-52.165 
-39,918 

Less:  obligations 

Unobligated  balance,  end  of  year 

90,718 
234 

29.991 
225 

17.744 
211 

-12,247 
-14 

hib 
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155.  Question.  Specifically,  where  are  the  FTE  reductions 
being  taken? 

Answer.  The  FTE  reductions  will  take  place  in  the  Washington 
Office,  the  System  Support  Offices,  and  in  project  offices  at  Big 
Thicket  National  Preserve  and  Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recreation 
Area.  At  the  two  project  offices  affected,  the  acquisition  workload 
has  diminished  and  the  responsibility  for  remaining  acquisition  needs 
will  be  transferred  to  the  appropriate  System  Support  Office. 

156.  Question.  How  are  these  reductions  being  realized?  Are 
the  positions  vacant  or  expected  to  be  vacant  during  FY  1996? 

Answer.   The  positions  are  presently  vacant. 

157.  Question.  Will  any  of  the  reductions  be  achieved  through 
reductions  -  in- force? 

Answer.  We  do  not  expect  that  the  11-FTE  reduction  will  require 
a  reduction- in- force. 

158.  Question.  To  what  extent  will  personnel  for  land 
acquisition  management  be  shifted  to  accommodate  changing  workloads 
for  acquisition  of  land  at  various  parks? 

Answer.  The  Restructuring  Plan  for  the  National  Park  Service, 
recently  approved  by  Congress,  provides  that  personnel  and  resources 
of  the  land  protection  program  will  be  allocated  throughout  the  System 
as  workload  dictates.  The  land  protection  program  has  always  been  in 
a  state  of  evolution,  fluctuating  in  size  and  scope  as  acquisition 
needs  required.  In  the  history  of  the  Service's  land  protection 
program,  60  field  offices  have  been  opened  but  only  three  remain,  and 
three  regional  offices  have  been  closed  although  one  was  later 
reopened.  In  1988  the  Land  Resources  Offices  of  the  Mid-Atlantic  and 
North  Atlantic  regions  were  consolidated.  These  actions  reflect  the 
Service's  determination  to  allocate  personnel  and  resources  to  those 
areas  where  acquisition  needs  are  greatest. 

In  FY  1995,  $2,695,000  was  appropriated  for  acquisition  of  tracts 
where  there  are  emergencies  or  hardships,  and  for  relocation  claims 
and  deficiency  judgments  on  tracts  previously  filed  in  court.  An 
additional  $2,695,000  was  appropriated  for  acquiring  inholdings  in  the 
older  units  of  the  National  Park  Service  and  costs  related  to  the 
acquisition  of  lands  by  exchange  at  areas  where  acquisition  funds  are 
either  unavailable  or  insufficient. 

159.  Question.  How  is  this  funding  being  used  in  FY  1995? 
Please  provide  a  description  of  the  project  for  which  funds  are  being 
used,  the  purpose  of  the  acquisition,  the  number  of  acres  acquired  and 
the  associated  costs.  For  inholdings,  please  provide  also  the  number 
of  remaining  inholdings  to  be  acquired  at  that  unit  of  the  park 
system.  In  the  case  of  exchanges,  please  provide  the  costs  associated 
with  each  exchange . 

Answer.    The   following  tables   illustrate   the  status  of  the 
FY  1995  appropriations  for  Emerqencv\Hardship\Deficiencv\Re location 
(Table  I)  and  for  Inholdings  and  Exchanges  (Table  II) . 
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Table  I. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
LAND  ACQUISITION 
FY  1995  APPROPRIATION  FOR  EMERGENCY/HARDSHIP/DEFICIENCY/RELOCATION 

ALLOTMENTS  TO  DATE 


Unit 


Allotment   Acres 


Remarks 


EMERGENCY : 

Bighorn  Canyon  NRA 
Appraisal /Title 


$5,500 


Total  Allotments:  2,375,385 
Total  FY  1995  Appropriation:  2,695,000 
FY  1995  Appropriation  Balance:    319,615 


N/A 


City  of  Rocks  NRes 

149, 

,565 

572 

Upper  Delaware  S&RRvr 

295, 

,000 

4 

HARDSHIP: 

Gate  of  the  Arctic  NP 

41, 

,000 

80 

Harpers  Ferry  NHP 

6, 

,000 

N/A 

Appraisal /Title 

Noatak  NP 

5, 

,000 

N/A 

Appraisal /Title 

Sleeping  Bear  Dunes  NL 

65, 

,000 

13 

Voyagers  NP 

156, 

,000 

94 

DEFICIENCY: 

Voyagers  NP             1 

,600, 

,000 

332 

RELOCATION: 

Apostle  Islands  NS 

920 

N/A 

Hot  Springs  NP 

1, 

,400 

N/A 

Kenai  Fjords  NP 

50, 

,000 

N/A 

Table  11. 


NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

FY  1995  APPROPRIATION  FOR  INHOLDINGS  AND  EXCHANGES 

ALLOTMENTS  TO  DATE 


Unit 

Allotment 

Acres 

INHOLDINGS : 

Blue  Ridge  Pkwy 

$10, 

,000 

N/A 

Blue  Ridge  Pkwy 

3, 

,  500 

N/A 

Blue  Ridge  Pkwy 

7, 

,650 

N/A 

Dinosaur  NM 

10, 

,000 

N/A 

Fred-Spots  NMP 

5, 

,000 

N/A 

Great  Sand  Dunes 

NM 

5, 

,000 

N/A 

Hot  Springs  NP 

98, 

,175 

0.57 

Hot  Springs  NP 

48, 

,160 

0.30 

Hot  Springs  NP 

775 

N/A 

Olympic  NP 

65, 

,200 

0.88 

Rocky  Mountain  NP 

500, 

,000 

N/A 

T.  Roosevelt  NP 

2, 

,765 

N/A 

EXCHANGES : 

NCP  -  Hazen  Park 

25, 

,000 

N/A 

Manzanar  NHS 

32, 

,000 

N/A 

Total  Allotments: 

813, 

,225 

FY95  Appropriation: 

2, 

,695, 

,000 

Balance : 

1, 

,881, 

,775 

Remarks 


Appraisal /Title 
Appraisal /Title 
Appraisal /Title 
Appraisal /Title 
Appraisal /Title 
Appraisal /Title 


Moving  expenses 

Reservoir 
Appraisal /Title 

Appraisal /Title 
Appraisal /Title 


Inholding 

Tracts 

Remaining 

352 


66 

60 

3 

64 


305 

56 

5 


160.  Question.  How  much  of  the  funding  has  been  used  to  date? 


Answer.   Total  allotments  to  date,  as  noted  in  Tables  I  and  II 
above,  are  as  follows: 

Emergency,  Hardship,  Deficiency,  and  Relocation:   $2,375,385 
Inholdings  and  Exchanges:  813,225 
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161.  Question.  How  much  is  expected  to  remain  unobligated  as 
of  September  30,  1995? 

Answer.  It  is  expected  that  all  of  the  funds  remaining  for 
Emergency,  Hardship,  etc.  and  for  Inholding/Exchanges  will  be 
obligated  by  September  30,  1995. 

The  FY  1996  request  for  land  acquisition  for  the  National  Park  Service 
is  $47,096,000,  which  will  be  used  to  acquire  an  estimated  22,952 
acres.  The  National  Park  Service's  highest  priority  FY  1996 
acquisition  is  for  the  Everglades  National  Park.  The  budget  request 
includes  $5,000,000  to  acquire  9,000  acres.  According  to  page  311  of 
the  budget  justifications,  approximately  30,735  acres  remain  to  be 
acquired  at  an  average  cost  of  $1,204  per  acre  for  a  total  estimated 
cost  of  about  $37  million. 

162.  Question.  Given  the  budget  constraints  faced  by  Congress 
and  positions  taken  by  the  House  and  Senate  Budget  Committees 
regarding  a  moratorium  on  acquiring  new  lands,  has  the  National  Park 
Service  explored  options  for  protecting  the  remaining  tracts  within 
the  Everglades  National  Park  that  would  be  less  costly,  but  still 
protect  the  resources? 

Answer.  To  comply  with  Congressional  intent  to  assure  the 
enhancement  and  restoration  of  the  ecosystem  through  the  restoration 
of  natural  hydrologic  conditions,  it  is  necessary  to  acquire  fee 
interest  in  all  privately  owned  tracts  within  the  park  addition.  Any 
lesser  interest  would  not  permit  the  required  restoration  of  water 
flow,  since  it  will  be  necessary  to  flood  the  land  now  in  private 
ownership.  That  need  is  reflected  in  the  Land  Protection  Plan  for  the 
park.  Because  acquisition  by  donation  or  exchange  is  not  likely, 
acquisition  by  purchase  will  be  the  primary  means  of  protecting  the 
tracts. 

163.  Question.  If  so,  what  are  these  options  and  the 
associated  costs? 

Answer.  As  noted  above,  there  are  no  adequate,  long-term 
options  to  acquisition  of  fee  interest  in  the  privately  owned  land 
that  will  be  flooded  as  part  of  the  water  flow  restoration. 

164.  Question.  How  much  land  acquired  to  date  for  the 
Everglades  National  Park  has  been  funded  by  the  State  of  Florida? 

Answer.  Approximately  34  percent  has  been  funded  by  the  State 
of  Florida. 

165.  Question.  Of  the  land  remaining  to  be  purchased,  how  much 
is  expected  to  be  funded  by  the  State  of  Florida? 

Answer.  None.  The  State  of  Florida  has  fulfilled  its 
commitment. 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $3  million  to  acquire 
approximately  6,000  acres  for  the  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve. 

166.  Question.  How  much  land  remains  to  be  acquired  for  the 
Preserve  and  what  is  the  estimated  cost  of  that  acquisition? 

Answer.  After  FY  1995,  18,484  acres  will  remain  to  be  acquired 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,300,000. 

167.  Question.  When  is  the  Phoenix  Indian  School -Collier 
Exchange  expected  to  be  consummated? 

Answer.  On  December  11,  1991,  Baron  Collier  Company  (BCC) 
accepted  the  offer  of  the  United  States  to  proceed  with  the  exchange, 
subject  to  the  conditions  that  the  parties  agree  on  and  execute  a 
mutually  acceptable  Indian  Trust  Fund  Payment  Agreement.   On  December 
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18,  1992,  the  parties  executed  an  Exchange  Agreement  wherein  the 
parties  agree  that  the  closing  of  the  Lauid  Excheuige  shall  take  place 
on  December  18,  1996.  while  agreement  provides  that  the  closing  date 
may  be  accelerated  by  mutual  consent  of  the  parties,  no  such 
acceleration  has  occurred. 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $4  million  to  acquire 
approximately  250  acres  within  Voyageurs  National  Park.  According  to 
the  budget  justifications  (page  321) ,  the  threat  to  the  park  is  the 
result  of  increasing  pressure  to  develop  privately- owned  land  in  the 
park,  which  "threatens  the  integrity  of  the  park  as  a  habitat, 
increases  the  likelihood  of  hunting  and  poaching,  and  complicates  the 
use  of  fire  to  maintain  the  condition  of  the  park." 

168.  Question.  What  is  the  policy  concerning  "the  use  of  fire 
to  maintain  the  condition  of  the  park?" 

Answer.  As  stated  in  Voyageurs  National  Park's  Wildland  Fire 
Management  Plan  1989,  the  goals  for  wildland  fire  management  are:  1) 
to  allow  fire  to  achieve  its  natural  role,-  2)  use  fire  to  accomplish 
desired  resource  management  objectives;  3)  protect  life,  property,  and 
resources  from  unwanted  fire;  and  4)  avoid  unacceptable  effects  of 
fire  and  fire  suppression. 

These  goals  are  being  met  through  the  use  of  prescribed  natural  fire 
and  management -ignited  prescribed  fire.  The  prescribed  natural  fire 
program  allows  some  lightning -caused  fires  to  bum  unimpeded  by  humans 
as  long  as  the  fire  meets  a  certain  set  of  criteria  or  a  prescription. 
A  lightning -caused  fire  would  be  extinguished  if  it  were  projected  to 
burn  outside  the  park  boundary,  cause  extensive  smoke  problems  for 
local  communities,  or  threaten  private  lands/structures  inside  the 
park.  Scattered  private  inholdings  within  the  park  complicate  the  use 
of  prescribed  natural  fire  auid  increase  risks. 

In  the  management- ignited  prescribed  fire  program,  park  managers 
actually  set  fires  in  predesignated  locations  in  the  park  under 
specified  weather  euid  fuel  moisture  conditions  to  meet  specific 
management  objectives.  The  cost  of  these  prescribed  fires  can 
increase  dramatically  when  private  lands  are  adjacent  to  prescribed 
burn  units . 

16  9.  Question.  To  what  extent  is  fire  currently  used  to 
maintain  the  condition  of  the  park? 

Answer.  Since  1988,  two  prescribed  natural  fires  have  burned  in 
the  park  for  a  total  of  77  acres.  Since  1989,  approximately  1,500 
acres  have  been  treated  using  management  ignited  prescribed  fire. 
Although  these  acreages  are  small  in  conparison  with  western  parks, 
Voyageurs'  program  is  a  leader  in  the  use  of  prescribed  fire  in  the 
Lake  States.  As  our  techniques  for  applying • fire  to  the  landscape 
continue  to  evolve  and  improve,  the  goal  of  treating  1,000  acres  per 
year  with  prescribed  fire  will  be  realized  in  the  near  future. 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $3  million  to  acquire 
approximately  215  acres  for  the  Santa  Monica  Mountains  National 
Recreation  Area.  According  to  the  budget  justifications  (page  323) , 
the  funds  requested  for  FY  1996  %»ould  be  used  to  complete  the  "missing 
links"  in  the  Bac)cbone  Trail  euid  to  connect  Federal  and  state-owned 
components  of  the  recreation  area. 

170.  Question.  With  the  funding  requested  in  FY  1996,  will  all 
of  the  "missing  links"  in  the  Backbone  Trail  be  acquired? 

Answer.  The  funds  included  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request  will 
not  permit  the  acquisition  of  all  the  "missing  links"  in  the  Backbone 

Trail . 
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171.  Question.   If  not,  what  remains  to  be  acquired? 

Answer.  After  FY  1995,  completion  of  the  Backbone  Trail  would 
require  the  acquisition  of  15  tracts  (447  acres)  with  an  estimated 
value  of  $4.3  million.  If,  for  FY  1996,  the  requested  $3  million  were 
appropriated,  subsequent  appropriations  totalling  $1.3  million  would 
be  needed  to  complete  Backbone  Trail  acquisition. 

According  to  the  budget  justifications,  approximately  29,176  acres 
remain  to  be  acquired  at  an  estimated  cost  of  approximately  $78 
million. 

172.  Question.  Given  budget  constraints,  has  the  National  Park 
Service  considered  options  other  than  fee  acquisition  for  protecting 
the  lands  that  remain  to  be  acquired?  If  so,  what  are  they  and  what 
are  the  associated  costs? 

Answer.  The  Land  Protection  Plan  identifies  portions  of  Santa 
Monica  Mountains  NRA  where  the  acquisition  of  a  less-than-fee  interest 
would  be  sufficient  to  protect  resources  and  provide  scenic  corridors. 
The  plan  anticipates  that  scenic,  conservation,  and  agricultural 
easements  will  be  acquired  in  addition  to  trail  rights-of  way. 
Easement  acquisition  is  proposed  where  some  private  uses  of  land  can 
continue  while  still  retaining  the  rural  characteristics  and  ambiance 
of  the  mountains  or  while  providing  public  access  over  specific  parts 
of  the  property  for  a  trail .  The  details  and  requirements  of  each 
easement  will  be  incorporated  into  an  easement  agreement  and  a  value 
of  the  easement  will  then  be  determined. 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $425,000  to  acquire  two  acres  for 
the  War  in  the  Pacific  National  Historical  Park.  According  to  the 
budget  justifications  (page  327) ,  the  National  Park  Service  hopes  to 
complete  the  acquisition  of  two  high-priority  tracts  before  the 
commencement  of  war  memorial  activities  planned  for  FY  1996. 

173.  Question.  What  are  the  war  memorial  activities  planned 
for  FY  1996  and  when  are  they  expected  to  take  place? 

Answer.  Dedication  of  names  for  the  Asan  Bay  Memorial  is 
scheduled  to  take  place  on  Veteran's  Day,  November  11,  1995.  This 
dedication  is  the  final  closure  for  representing  the  50th  anniversary 
of  World  War  II.  The  event  will  be  part  of  an  around-the-world 
commemoration  that  will  begin  in  the  Mariana  Islands  (Guam,  Saipan  and 
Tinian)  and  continue  through  Japan,  China,  Europe,  North  America  and 
ending  in  Hawaii.  Continuing  observances  of  the  significant  dates  on 
Guam  will  be  held  on  July  4th  and  July  21,  1996  (52nd  commemorations)  . 

174.  Question.  Why  is  it  desirable  to  have  the  land 
acquisition  complete  prior  to  the  war  memorial  activities? 

Answer.  The  urgency  is  based  more  on  the  possible  degradation 
of  the  tracts  than  the  significance  of  the  memorial  activities.  Delay 
in  their  acquisition  will  result  in  the  development  of 
residential/commercial  structures.  The  particular  tracts  in  question 
are  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Asan  Bay  Overlook  and  Memorial  and 
represent  the  site  of  the  proposed  new  visitor  center  for  the  park. 

175.  Question.  How  many  total  acres  are  expected  to  be  part  of 
the  National  Park  System  units  established  by  the  California  Desert 
Protection  Act? 

Answer.  Because  boundary  maps  for  Mojave  National  Preserve  and 
the  additions  to  Death  Valley  and  Joshua  Tree  National  Parks  have  not 
been  finalized,  the  exact  acreages  involved  are  not  yet  known.  The 
best  available  estimates  of  the  acres  added  are  as  follows: 

Death  Valley  NP  1,500,000  acres 
Joshua  Tree  NP  330,000  acres 
Mojave  NPres       1,500,000  acres 
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176.  Question.  Of  the  total  acres  expected  to  be  part  of  the 
National  Park  System  units  established  by  the  California  Desert 
Protection  Act,  how  many  are  currently  owned  by  the  National  Park 
Service  and  how  many  remain  to  be  acquired? 

Answer.  An  extensive  courthouse  research  is  needed  before 
ownerships  can  be  determined  in  all  three  areas.  This  research  will 
be  started  as  soon  as  boundary  maps  are  finalized  and  approved,  if 
funding  permits . 

177.  Question.  For  the  Icuid  remaining  to  be  acquired,  how  much 
of  the  land  will  be  acquired  by  fee  acquisition  and  how  much  is 
expected  to  be  protected  by  some  other  mesuis? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  not  yet  determined  for  which  lands  fee 
acquisition  is  required.  After  mapping  and  ownership  research  is 
completed,  Land  Protection  Plans  will  be  revised  or  prepared  as 
required.  The  plans  will  identify  the  minimum  interests  in  lands  to 
be  acquired  in  order  to  protect  park  resources  and  provide  for  visitor 
use. 

MMMTBNAMCB 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $367  million  and  5,735  FTE  for 
maintenance,  approximately  30%  of  the  total  NPS  operations  account. 
In  FY  1993,  the  year  for  which  the  most  complete  information  is 
available,  NPS  managers  reported  that  only  50%  of  work  required  for 
prescribed  upkeep  of  parks  was  accomplished. 

178.  Question.  Given  this  appalling  statistic,  what  are  the 
Park  Service  plans  for  completing  current  maintenance  needs  and 
reducing  the  mainteneuice  backlog? 

Answer.  Reducing  the  maintenance  backlog  completely  would 
require  a  special  funding  initiative  similar  to  the  1982  "Park 
Restoration  and  Improvement  Program"  (PRIP) .  Otherwise,  due  to  the 
size  and  scope  of  the  backlog  and  current  maintenance  program  funding 
levels,  the  NPS  cannot  get  ahead  of  the  infrastructure  deterioration 
curve.  The  NPS  may  be  doing  well  in  maintaining  some  park  areas  as  a 
result  of  increased  funding  for  those  parks,  but  on  a  national  level 
we  have  a  tremendous  annual  maintenance  shortfall  in  performing  the 
day  to  day  routine  maintenance  activities.  This  shortfall  has  forced 
most  Park  System  areas  to  manage  their  maintenance  programs  on  a 
crisis  basis  rather  than  as  a  planned  program  of  preventive 
maintenance.  The  long  term  results  of  crisis  management  brought  about 
PRIP  to  accomplish  the  backlog  of  work  required  to  protect  park 
facilities . 

The  shortcoming  of  PRIP  was  that  inadequate  base  funding  was  provided 
subsequently  for  the  required  levels  of  ongoing  maintenance  to  keep 
the  facilities  in  good  operating  condition  once  major  repairs  had  been 
accomplished.  The  routine  maintenance  program  funding  shortfall  must 
be  addressed  as  well  as  attention  given  to  the  backlog  funding  needs. 
The  Secretary's  recent  housing  initiative  program  is  a  start  in 
addressing  the  NPS  housing  stock  maintenance  backlog. 

179.  Question.  Do  you  feel  this  is  an  accurate  reflection  of 
actual  maintenance  needs  amd  accomplishments,  or  does  it  reflect 
errors  or  inconsistencies  in  the  Maintenance  Management  System  (MMS) ? 

Answer.  The  FY  1993  "Park  Cost  Summary  Reports"  from  the 
Maintenance  Management  Program  (MMP) ,  which  are  the  basis  of  the 
question,  are  an  accurate  reflection  of  routine,  day  to  day 
maintenance  needs  and  accoti^lishments.  They  are  not  an  accurate 
reflection  of  cyclic,  repair/rehabilitation,  and  new  construction 
needs.  Our  Maintenance  Meuiagement  Program  was  designed  to  plan, 
organize,  direct,  and  control  the  routine  day  to  day  maintenance 
activities  in  a  park. 
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Our  concern  is  that  the  summary  report  represents  about  75  percent  of 
all  park  area  maintenance  programs  because  not  all  park  areas  are 
using  the  MMP.  However,  the  results  seem  to  indicate  about  the  same 
needs  identified  in  the  "Life  After  PRIP"  report  prepared  ten  years 
ago  by  an  NPS  task  group.  The  report  responded  to  a  request  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  define  a  comprehensive  park  maintenance 
and  construction  initiative  to  meet  the  long  term  needs  of  the 
National  Park  System  as  a  follow  up  to  PRIP.  As  a  result  of  the 
report  and  audit  recommendations  from  the  GAO  concerning  NPS 
maintenance  operations,  the  NPS  developed  and  implemented  a 
maintenance  management  program.  The  program  assists  park  managers  to 
identify  maintenance  program  needs  and  accomplishments.  The  results 
are  illustrated  in  the  FY  1993  Park  Cost  Summary  Report. 

180.  Question.  Would  you  please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the 
maintenance  accomplishments  for  the  nine  work  categories  included  in 
the  MMS . 

Answer.  The  physical  plant  of  the  Park  System  contains 
approximately  15,000  buildings,  8,000  miles  of  roadways,  1,500 
bridges,  5,000  employee  housing  units  and  1,500  water  and  sewer 
systems.  The  facilities  are  of  all  ages  and  vary  in  complexity  from 
simple  one-room  cabins  to  intricate  high  tech  utility  systems. 

Infrastructure  maintenance  consists  of  three  primary  categories  -- 
operational,  cyclic,  and  nonrecurring  rehabilitation  or  repair. 
Operational  maintenance  covers  the  routine,  daily  needs  of  basic  park 
upkeep.  The  scope  and  frequency  of  the  work  performed  are  determined 
by  local  park  management  needs  and  professional  maintenance  personnel 
at  both  the  park  and  regional  level  who  are  guided  by  state  and  local 
regulations,  national  building  codes,  and  Federal  standards.  Typical 
work  performed  includes:  maintaining  and  repairing  park  buildings; 
grading,  patching  and  clearing  roads;  removing  snow;  maintaining 
trees,  trails  and  grounds;  providing  janitorial  and  custodial 
services;  operating  and  maintaining  large  water  and  sewer  systems; 
maintaining  and  repairing  park-operated  utility  systems,  heavy 
equipment  and  vehicles.  Most  of  the  work  is  performed  by  park 
personnel  or  through  locally  administered  contracts. 

Cyclic  maintenance  projects  range  from  being  performed  once  every  two 
years  to  once  every  ten  years.  Programs  for  cyclic  maintenance  are 
based  on  functional  inventories  and  accumulated  project  lists 
developed  on  a  specific  park-by-park  basis.  The  type  of  resource  or 
facility,  its  importance  to  park  management  and  visitor  accommodation, 
its  age,  and  other  factors  determine  the  frequency  that  cyclic 
maintenance  occurs.  Typical  projects  included  road  resealing, 
repainting  and  re-roofing  buildings,  trail  brushing,  and  sign 
repair/replacement.  The  Park  Service  estimates  that  the  shortfall  of 
cyclic  maintenance  work  totals  about  $100  million. 

Repair  and  rehabilitation  projects  that  are  nonrecurring  in  nature  are 
generated  from  formal  inspections  conducted  by  qualified  personnel. 
Examples  include  campground  and  trail  rehabilitation,  water  and  sewer 
line  replacement,  and  rewiring  of  buildings.  The  Park  Service 
estimates  that  the  shortfall  of  repair  and  rehabilitation  needs 
currently  identified  by  regional  offices  total  about  $400  million. 
The  scope  and  frequency  of  the  maintenance  work  is  managed  by  each 
park  facility  manager  using  the  servicewide  Maintenance  Management 
Program.  The  program  is  a  computerized,  rational,  systematic 
maintenance  work  management  process  for  all  park  areas.  Maintenance 
is  a  major  function  and  must  be  managed  in  an  efficient  and  cost- 
effective  manner  through  planning,  organizing,  directing  and 
controlling  work  in  major  work  categories  that  are  typically  performed 
in  all  national  parks.  Maintenance  Management  applies  the  concept  of 
managing  the  major,  significant  work  activities  which  represent  80  to 
90  percent  of  all  work  performed  in  terms  of  labor  effort  or  budget. 
The  remaining  10  to  20  percent  of  the  work  is  not  described  in  detail 
but  is  included  in  several  general  work  activities. 
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Servicewide  sunnnary  work  accon^lishment  information  is  obtained  from 
all  the  park  areas  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  when  a  park  performs 
a  year-end  program  closeout.  Year-end  summary  reports  are  printed  and 
the  data  set  is  archived.  A  new  work  program  is  established  to  plan 
and  manage  maintenance  work  for  the  new  fiscal  year.  The  park  summary 
information  is  merged  with  servicewide  park  data  to  produce  a 
servicewide  "Park  Cost  Sximmary  Report".  The  report  provides 
information  about  the  funding  amounts  expended  in  nine  major  work 
categories  and  the  estimated  dollar  amount  of  deferred  maintenance  for 
that  particular  year  servicewide. 

The  summary  report  does  not  include  overall  accomplishment  measurement 
units  such  as,  miles  of  roads,  acres  of  grounds,  numbers  of  buildings. 
Major  work  categories,  such  as  roadwork,  are  broken  down  into  many 
sub-work  activities  with  acconplishinents  reported  in  a  variety  of 
measurement  units.  The  measurement  units  used  to  show  work 
accomplishment  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the  sub-work  activity 
performed.  Examples  would  be  "tons  of  pre-mix"  used  for  pot  hole 
patching,  "number  of  signs"  repaired/replaced,  "tons  of  material"  for 
stabilizing  unpaved  surfaces,  "gallons  of  sealant"  for  sealing  cracks, 
and  finally,  for  those  small  park  operations  where  work  can  be 
performed  in  the  general  work  activity,  the  accomplishment  measurement 
unit  is  "person  hours".  Therefore,  to  capture  accurate  accomplishment 
measurement  units  to  be  used  as  performance  indicators  for  major  work 
categories,  such  as  overall  roadwork,  there  would  be  numerous  work 
accomplishments  or  performance  indicators  measured  in  more  than  just 
miles  of  road. 

True  performance  indicators  cannot  be  expressed  in  one  overall 
measurement  unit  or  one  performance  indicator  such  as  miles  of  road 
maintenance  work.  For  example,  if  we  show  that  the  NPS  performed 
maintenance  on  4,000  miles  of  roads  it  looks  like  nothing  was  done  on 
the  remaining  4,000  miles  of  our  total  8,000  road  mile  inventory.  In 
reality,  we  have  to  keep  the  8,000  miles  of  roads  open  and  some  form 
of  maintenance  is  performed  even  if  it  is  picking  up  litter  or  minor 
pot  hole  patching.  A  true  performauice  indicator  would  show  that  the 
NPS  cleaned  5,000  drainage  structures,  applied  1,000  gallons  of  crack 
sealant,  painted  5,000  miles  of  traffic  control  lines,  repaired  3,000 
linear  feet  of  guardrail,  maintained  1,000  traffic  control  devices, 
repaired  1,000  signs,  picked  up  300  tons  of  litter,  mowed  2,000  acres 
of  roadside,  and  graded  1,000  miles  of  road  shoulders.  All  of  these 
activities  were  performed  against  our  servicewide  inventory  of  8,000 
miles  of  roads.  Similar  exan^les  could  be  carried  forth  in  the  other 
major  work  categories. 

It  would  be  an  astronomical  task  to  roll  together  the  measurement 
units  for  each  individual  task  performed  at  each  park  area.  In  lieu 
of  that  we  ask  for  svunnary  data  in  the  nine  major  work  categories  to 
show  the  amount  of  work  required,  actually  performed  and  identify  the 
short  fall  in  each  category. 

In  FY  1993,  availaible  data  indicate  that  base  operating  funds  spent  on 
the  nine  major  work  categories  Servicewide  were  as  follows:  roads  -- 
$30  million;  trails  and  walks  --  $13.3  million;  grounds  --  $40.9 
million;  buildings  --  $77.7  million;  utilities  --  $27.5  million; 
marine  and  waterway  --  $5.4  million;  special  features  --  $5.0  million; 
support  and  miscellaneous  --  $32.1  million;  administrative  --  $69.3 
million. 

When  you  compare  these  actual  accomplishment  figures  to  what  has  been 
determined  to  be  a  required  level  of  maintenamce  for  each  of  the  major 
work  categories  the  following  shortfalls  can  be  identified;  roads  -- 
$  81.6  million;  trails  and  walks  --  $17  million;  grounds  --  $47.2 
million;  buildings  --  $93  million;  utilities  --  $38  million;  marine 
and  waterway  --  $5.7  million;  special  features  --  $5.8  million; 
support  and  miscellaneous  --  $18.6  million;  administrative  --  $10.4 
million.  The  Park  Service  estimates  the  routine,  operational 
maintenance  shortfall  to  be  approximately  $300  million. 
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Both  the  actual  accomplishments  and  the  shortfalls  reflect  day-to-day, 
routine,  operational  maintenance.  They  do  not  include  actual  and 
shortfalls  in  other  maintenance  program  areas  such  as  cyclic 
maintenance  and  repair  rehabilitation  work,  or  new  construction. 
The  increase  in  work  loads  and  resulting  higher  costs  for  day-to-day, 
routine  maintenance  is  due  in  part  to  new  construction  of  facilities 
without  sufficient  corresponding  base  operating  funds  to  properly 
maintain  them.  State  and  local  governments  figure  the  annual 
operating  cost  to  maintain  a  new  facility  to  be  between  5%  and  8%  of 
the  constructions  cost.  In  FY  1992,  the  NPS  line  item  construction 
program  was  appropriated  at  $271  million.  Using  our  formula, 
approximately  $21  million  should  have  been  added  to  the  operational 
maintenance  budget. 

181.  Question.  How  much  is  expended  annually  for  operation  of 
the  MMS? 

Answer.  The  dollar  amount  will  vary  from  park  to  park  depending 
upon  the  size  and  complexity  of  the  park  maintenance  operation.  Our 
best  estimate  for  a  large  park  is  that  if  you  add  up  the  time  spent  by 
those  involved  in  working  with  the  program  it  would  probably  equate  to 
a  full  person-year  of  effort.  This  level  of  effort  would  decrease 
relative  to  the  complexity  of  the  maintenance  program.  Another  factor 
is  the  level  of  micro  management  --  the  more  a  park  micro  manages 
their  work,  the  more  time  and  effort  they  will  put  into  using  the 
program. 

182.  Question.  where  does  maintenance  fit  into  the  overall 
Park  Service  priorities? 

Answer.  Maintenance  is  a  high  priority  of  the  NPS,  and  funding 
support  is  as  much  as  the  budget  will  allow.  Our  field  managers  are 
doing  the  best  they  can  in  maintaining  the  park  infrastructure 
utilizing  available  funding. 

An  element  of  the  operational  maintenance  program  focuses  on  the 
efficient  use  of  compressed  natural  gas  vehicles.  Forty  such  vehicles 
were  purchased  in  1993  and  1994 . 

183.  Question.  Was  funding  assistance  received  from  other 
agencies  or  Departments?   If  so,  how  much  and  from  whom? 

Answer.  To  date,  $12,000  has  been  spent  by  the  NPS  on 
retrofitting  of  the  existing  fleet  to  compressed  natural  gas  (CNG) 
vehicles.  These  funds  were  provided  by  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE) 
Alternative  Fuels  Program.  There  was  no  contract  in  place  for 
retrofitting  in  1993  or  1994. 

A  large  manufacturer  of  new  dedicated  CNG  vehicles  recently  recalled 
their  line  of  pickup  trucks,  and  due  to  this  CNG  vehicles  were  not 
available.  The  Park  Service  has  turned  more  to  retrofitting  and 
leasing  of  GSA  alternative  fueled  vehicles.  The  Service  is  working 
closely  with  Departmental  and  DOE  officials  to  obtain  funding  and  form 
partnerships  for  all  types  of  alternative  fuels.  The  NPS  is  doing 
this  in  order  to  clean  the  environment,  save  on  fuel  costs  and  raise 
public  awareness  of  alternative  fuel  usage. 

184.  Question.  Are  there  plans  to  purchase  more  in  1995  and 
1996? 

Answer.  Information  is  being  collected  as  to  the  availability 
of  CNG  powered  vehicles  from  new  manufacturers  for  acquisition  in 
1996.  The  Service  is  planning,  through  DOE  funding,  to  retrofit  10  to 
15  more  vehicles  in  1995.  A  key  concern  is  the  necessary 
infrastructure  to  support  use  of  CNG  vehicles.  without  a  solid 
infrastructure,  it  will  not  be  cost  effective  to  pursue  this  type  of 
technology  any  further.  We  are  collecting  information  and  will 
analyze  the  situation  to  determine  whether  it  is  a  program  that  is 
worthwhile  to  continue. 
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185.  Question.  How  much  is  budgeted  for  these  alternate  fueled 
vehicles  in  1996? 

Answer.  NPS  has  no  funds  specifically  budgeted  for  this 
purpose .  Any  additional  funds  that  might  become  necessary  for 
expanding  this  program  viould  have  to  be  provided  by  DOE  or 
partnerships. 

186.  Question.  How  have  these  vehicles  performed  in  comparison 
to  petroleum  fueled  vehicles? 

Answer .  Performance  of  these  vehicles  is  equal  to  or  better 
than  conventional  fueled  vehicles.  Their  drawback,  however,  is  the 
limited  mileage  range  a  dedicated  vehicle  has  between  fill-ups. 

187.  Question.  How  do  operation  ouid  maintenance  costs  of  these 
vehicles  compare  to  your  traditional  gas  powered  fleet? 

Answer.  The  majority  of  the  NPS  fleet  is  leased  from  the 
General  Services  Administration,  who  maintains  all  records  of  their 
vehicles  and  services  them.  NPS  does  own  some  vehicles  and  their 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  are  slightly  higher  than  for 
traditional  gas  powered  vehicles.  However,  given  that  the  NPS  has 
limited  experience,  this  comparison  of  vehicle  operation  and 
maintenance  costs  could  be  misleading. 

WASHINGTON  MONOIIENT  WAITING  LINES 

A  suggestion  on  a  way  to  eliminate  the  wait  at  the  Washington  Monument 
has  come  to  my  attention.  The  possibility  of  providing  a  service 
similar  to  the  Holocaust  Museum,  which  allows  a  scheduling  for 
Monument  visitors. 

188.  Question.  How  many  people  visit  the  Washington  Monument 
each  year? 

Answer.  Over  the  last  six  years  the  visitation  to  the 
Washington  Monument  has  averaged  more  than  1.1  million  visitors  a 
year.  This  number  was  reduced  slightly  in  FY  1994  due  to  sporadic 
closures  precipitated  by  elevator  malfunctions. 

189.  Question.   How  long  are  the  lines  in  terms  of  time? 

Answer.  The  line  can  exceed  two  hours  in  duration  with  an 
average  wait  of  4  5  minutes  during  the  peak  season  from  March  through 
September.  Generally,  during  the  colder  months,  there  are  very  short 
lines,  or  no  waiting  at  all. 

190.  Question.  Is  it  possible  to  design  a  program  which  would 
provide  a  scheduling  service  to  visitors? 

Answer.  Yes,  it  is  feasible  to  design  a  program  that  would 
provide  some  mesuis  of  admitting  all  visitors  to  the  Monument  on  a 
scheduled  basis.  The  lack  of  an  indoor  visitor  contact  and  ticket 
distribution  facility  and  the  unreliability  of  elevator  service  are 
factors  that  will  impact  the  success  of  such  a  program. 

191.  Question.  Would  you  explain  how  the  program  at  the 
Holocaust  Museum  works? 

Answer .  Tickets  are  issued  for  access  to  the  Permanent 
Exhibition  only,  which  is  approximately  80  percent  of  the  building  and 
encompasses  three  floors . 

The  Holocaust  Museum  issues  1,550  same-day  tickets  to  the  general 
public  for  the  Permanent  Exhibition.  These  tickets  are  free.  In 
addition,  the  museum  makes  adveuiced  group  reservations  for  1,000 
people  per  day.  Reservations  are  made  six  to  twelve  months  in  advance 
of  the  visit. 

Currently,  the  museum  has  a  contract  with  TicketMaster  to  provide  a 
scheduling   service   for   the   Permeuient   Exhibition   to   visitors. 
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TicketMaster  issues  1,2  50  advanced  tickets  for  a  service  fee  of  $3.00 
per  ticket,  plus  a  $1.25  mail  and  handling  fee.  Tickets  purchased  at 
an  outlet  are  $2.00  each.  Tickets  purchased  more  than  ten  days  in 
advance  are  mailed  to  the  visitor,  and  those  purchased  in  less  than 
ten  days  are  picked  up  at  the  visitor  contact  facility  in  the  museum. 
TicketMaster  advanced  tickets  and  group  entry  are  timed  throughout  the 
day  for  entry  on  the  quarter-hour  from  10:00  a.m.  to  3:45  p.m.  A 
total  of  500  tickets  are  issued  each  hour. 

A  visitor  to  the  Holocaust  Memorial  Museum  spends  an  average  of  three 
hours  visiting  the  Permanent  Exhibition. 

192.  Question.   Has  it  been  successful? 

Answer.  Success  has  been  realized  in  controlling  access  to  the 
Permanent  Exhibition  in  an  organized  and  efficient  manner.  However, 
once  tickets  are  depleted,  staff  spend  a  great  portion  of  the  day 
turning  visitors  away.  Those  who  are  unable  to  see  the  Permanent 
Exhibition  have  the  opportunity  to  visit  the  other  exhibits  such  as 
the  Children's  Tile  Wall,  the  Hall  of  Remembrance,  the  Learning 
Center,  and  the  Resource  Center  for  Educators,  all  of  which  do  not 
require  tickets. 

193.  Question.  Does  this  service  cost  the  Museum  or  government 
any  money? 

Answer.  TicketMaster  charges  the  Holocaust  Museum  a  monthly 
user's  fee,  estimated  at  $200.00  a  month,  which  is  funded  by 
donations.  The  museum  issues  approximately  one  million  tickets  per 
year,  which  costs  the  Federal  Government  an  estimated  $13,000  for  the 
ticket  stock  itself.  In  addition,  the  museum  hires  personnel  to  staff 
the  daily  distribution  of  tickets  and  queuing  of  groups. 

194.  Question.   How  has  it  been  received? 

Answer.  The  public  appears  to  have  received  it  well.  Visitors 
are  sometimes  confused  about  the  purpose  of  the  ticket  and  assume  the 
TicketMaster  service  fee  is  given  to  the  museum.  They  often  do  not 
understand  that  they  are  paying  TicketMaster' s  service  fee  and  not  an 
entrance  fee  to  the  Holocaust  Museum. 

195.  Question.  Which  monuments  would  seem  to  be  best  for  a 
trial  program? 

Answer.  The  Washington  Monument  has  a  controlled  entry  point 
and  large  numbers  of  visitors  and  would  seem  best  for  a  trial  program. 

196.  Question.  How  could  the  arrangement  be  designed  to  best 
meet  the  needs  of  the  visitors? 

Answer.  Visitors'  needs  would  be  served  best  by  a  controlled 
access  system  that  offers  the  option  of  making  advance  reservations 
while  accommodating  free  same-day,  or  walk-up  visits.  The  system 
would  also  need  to  provide  for  school  and  other  large  group 
visitation,  at  no  cost  to  the  visitor.  The  National  Park  Service  is 
in  the  process  of  soliciting  proposals  from  businesses  to  supply  a 
combination  of  advance  reservations  at  the  lowest  possible  service 
charge  to  the  visitor  and  free  tickets  distributed  daily  for  same-day 
visits  to  the  Washington  Monument.  We  envision  implementing  this 
system  on  a  two  month,  off-peak  season  trial  basis  beginning  this 
October.  The  solicitation  would  also  call  for  supplying  a  combination 
system  during  the  peak  season  from  mid-March  through  mid- September . 

Based  on  successful  results  from  these  trial  periods,  the  system  could 
then  be  continued  in  subsequent  peak  seasons.  Since  the  average 
duration  of  stay  inside  the  Monument  is  approximately  10  minutes,  the 
cost  of  obtaining  reservations  in  advance  needs  to  be  very  reasonable. 
The  cost  to  the  Park  Service  for  implementing  this  system  would  be 
$60,000  and  2.5  FTE  per  year  to  manage  visitor  queuing,  oversee  tour 
bus  and  group  ticketing,  and  supervise  the  contract  on  a  two-shift, 
seven-day  per  week,  six  month  basis. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  ROBERT  BYRD 

BODGBT  PRIORITIES 

Director  Kennedy,  the  FY  1996  budget  requests  an  operating  increase  of 
$79.8  million  for  the  National  Park  Service.  In  addition,  an  increase 
of  $43.5  million  is  proposed  for  a  significant  enhancement  in  the 
replacement  of  outdated  and  substandard  employee  housing. 

Last  week,  however,  the  House  and  Senate  Budget  Committees  released 
their  recommendations  for  the  FY  1996  budget  resolution.  In  both 
cases,  spending  for  natural  resource  activities  is  proposed  to 
decrease.  The  Senate  recommendations  assume  a  10  percent  reduction  in 
operating  expenses  for  the  public  land  agencies. 

1.  Question.  What  strategy  would  you  employ  in  deciding  how  to 
manage  the  National  Park  System  in  FY  1996  if  you  have  10  percent 
fewer  operating  dollars  .  (a  cut  of  about  $108  million)  than  were 
available  in  FY  1995? 

Answer.  The  last  place  the  National  Park  Service  would  advise 
funding  reductions  would  be  in  its  park  operational  account.  However, 
if  the  cut  must  be  taken  in  operational  funding,  the  Service  would 
probably  look  at  each  park  program,  and  office  individually  and 
"manage"  the  cut  to  mitigate  as  much  as  possible  the  impact  on 
resources,  park  visitors  and  NPS  employees.  In  accordance  with  our 
approved  reorganization  plan,  central  office  functions  would  be 
streamlined  or  eliminated.  However,  as  the  central  offices  are  in  the 
process  of  being  severely  downsized  and  have  taken  large  reductions 
previously,  it  would  also  be  necessary  to  take  cuts  against  lower  park 
priorities  and  to  defer  resource  management  and  maintenance  project 
work.  In  addition,  the  seasonal  workforce  would  likely  be  reduced, 
leading  to  reductions  in  the  operating  hours  of  visitor  centers, 
campgrounds  and  public  use  facilities;  and,  maintenance  and  resource 
management  project  accounts  would  be  greatly  reduced  (at  least  in  the 
short  term),  thus  increasing  the  size  of  current  backlogs. 

2.  Question.  There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  discussion  about 
closing  some  park  units  in  order  to  deal  with  the  limits  of  the 
budget.   What  is  your  current  thinking  about  such  possibilities? 

Answer.  The  Secretary  opposes  the  closure  of  any  park  under  his 
watch.  We  support  that  view.  The  Service  would  prefer  to  limit  hours 
and  seasons  of  operation  and  selectively  close  facilities  rather  than 
whole  parks.  However,  at  the  levels  being  discussed  (over  $100 
million  in  base  funding),  severe  measures  may  be  necessary.  To  put 
the  issue  in  perspective,  funding  equivalent  to  the  total  budgets  of 
the  200  smallest  budgeted  parks  would  be  lost  to  such  a  reduction. 

3.  Question.  Of  the  operating  increases  proposed  in  the 
FY  1996  budget,  how  would  you  rank  the  various  components  of  the 
request?  For  example,  is  an  across-the-board  park  operating  increase 
more  important  than  costs  associated  with  implementing  the 
restructuring  proposal? 

Answer.  Our  highest  priority  operating  requests  include  the  2.4 
percent  across-the-board  increase,  some  portion  of  the  $28  million  for 
operational  increases  at  selected  parks,  our  financial  management  and 
training  initiatives,  reorganization  costs,  continuation  of  the 
inventory  and  monitoring  enhancements,  and  resource 
professionalization,  in  that  general  order. 

EMPLOYEE  HOUSING  INITIATIVE 

The  budget  proposes  a  total  of  $67  million  for  an  employee  housing 
initiative.  This  represents  an  increase  of  185  percent  above  the 
level  of  funds  provided  for  employee  housing  in  prior  years. 
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4.  Question.  What  percentage  of  the  Park  Service's  housing 
stock  is  considered  to  be  substandard? 

Answer.  Approximately  55%  of  the  Service's  housing  stock  is  in 
sub- standard  condition. 

5.  Question.  At  the  current  level  of  funding,  how  long  would 
it  take  to  modernize  or  replace  the  sub-standard  units? 

Answer.  At  a  level  of  $12  million  a  year,  it  would  take  25 
years  to  correct  the  current  situation.  This  does  not  take  into 
account  further  deterioration  of  existing  units  or  future 
modernization  that  will  be  necessary  over  the  next  25  years. 

6.  Question.  How  does  this  time  estimate  change  under  the 
initiative  proposed  in  this  year's  budget? 

Answer.  At  a  level  of  $37  million  a  year,  it  would  take 
approximately  four  years  to  replace  the  600  remaining  trailers.  It 
would  take  an  additional  four  years  at  the  proposed  funding  level  to 
accomplish  the  remaining  repair  and  rehabilitation  work  that  is 
needed. 

7.  Question.  If  one  assumes  that  the  full  amount  requested 
this  year  cannot  be  provided,  will  the  emphasis  remain  on  replacement 
rather  than  rehabilitation,  or  would  you  consider  some  rehabilitation 
activity  in  order  to  stretch  limited  resources  further? 

Answer.  We  have  committed  FY  1995  funding  to  prepare  for 
trailer  replacement  projects  in  FY  1996,  and  would  commit  the  majority 
of  the  funding  received  in  FY  1996  to  that  effort.  However,  a  portion 
of  the  funding  would  be  used  to  accomplish  some  of  the  necessary 
repair/rehabilitation  work. 

8.  Question.  What  is  the  average  cost  of  construction  for 
employee  housing? 

Answer.  The  cost  of  construction  varies  greatly  from  site  to 
site  within  the  National  Park  Service  and  differs  due  to  factors  such 
as  type  of  structure,  location,  degree  of  isolation,  and  the 
environment.  While  our  costs  tend  to  be  higher  than  private  industry, 
some  of  the  issues  which  directly  affect  the  cost  of  NPS  construction 
and  design  over  that  experienced  by  the  private  sector  are:  energy 
conservation  and  resource  protection;  economies  of  scale;  durability, 
maintainability  and  longevity;  sustainability;  park  restrictions;  life 
safety  and  property  protection;  and  accessibility.  A  recent  cost 
comparison  done  on  housing  units  at  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  showed 
that  our  cost  to  construct  a  housing  unit  at  $120  a  square  foot  was 
similar  to  that  of  the  private  sector  ($113  a  square  foot)  and 
industry  construction  cost  ($128)  .  Our  total  cost  for  the  unit 
exceeds  the  other  comparative  figures  used  when  all  costs  associated 
with  construction  supervision,  contingencies  and  the  administrative 
costs  of  government  contracting  are  added. 

9.  Question.  How  does  this  compare  to  other  Federal  employee 
housing  programs,  including  those  of  the  Department  of  Defense? 

Answer.  This  information  is  not  readily  available  to  the 
National  Park  Service  at  this  time. 

RESTRUCTURING  PROPOSAL 

In  response  to  the  recommendations  of  the  Vail  Symposium  and  the 
"reinventing  government"  initiatives  of  the  Administration,  the  Park 
Service  is  engaged  in  an  effort  to  restructure  its  organization.  The 
objective  is  to  create  a  National  Park  Service  that  is  more  responsive 
to  the  management  challenges  facing  the  agency  as  it  prepares  for  the 
21st  century,  as  well  as  to  provide  more  resources  as  close  to  the 
parks  as  possible. 
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10.  Question.  Now  that  the  restructuring  proposal  has  been 
approved,  how  is  the  Park  Service  proceeding  with  implementation? 

Answer.  The  NPS  has  developed  a  multi-year  implementation 
strategy  that  delineates  the  necessary  conditions  and  tasks  to  achieve 
a  restructured  Park  Service.  The  reorganization  from  regions  to  field 
directorates  began  May  15,  1995,  and  we  anticipate  its  completion  by 
October  1,  1995  with  the  new  budget  allocations  initiated  for  FY  1996. 
Other  important  steps  will  be:  1)  refining  the  performance  and 
appraisal  systems  to  meet  increased  accountability  as  well  as  GPRA 
requirements;  2)  developing  new  budget  strategies  to  ensure  that 
priorities,  funding,  and  accountability  are  based  on  the  strategic 
plan;  and  3)  completing  long-term  revisions  to  administrative  systems. 
The  National  Leadership  Council  has  reviewed  the  detailed 
implementation  strategy  and  approval  is  expected  in  June,  1995. 

11.  Question.  What  actions  do  you  envision  happening  through 
the  balance  of  FY  1995? 

Answer.  The  reorganization  from  regions  to  field  directorates 
began  May  15,  1995,  and  should  be  completed  by  October  1,  1995.  For 
the  rest  of  FY  1995,  we  have  two  major  restructuring  efforts.  The 
first  will  be  completing  the  necessary  administrative  tasks  to 
initiate  the  new  budget  allocations  for  FY  1996  to  support  the  new 
organization  of  seven  field  directors,  16  system  support  offices,  and 
the  national  program  centers.  The  second  focus  will  be  outplacement 
of  central  office  personnel  to  field  positions  to  ensure  that  current 
staff  are  not  unduly  affected  by  downsizing. 

The  FY  1996  budget  includes  a  requested  increase  of  $5  million  to 
assist  with  costs  associated  with  transforming  to  the  new  structure. 

12.  Question.  How  will  you  proceed  with  implementation  in 
FY  1996  if  the  requested  increase  in  funding  is  not  forthcoming? 

Answer.  The  requested  funding  was  mainly  to  augment  existing 
funding  for  training,  relocation  costs,  and  other  expenditures  that 
will  assist  with  the  timely  and  effective  implementation  of  the 
reorganization.  If  no  additional  funding  is  appropriated,  we  will 
proceed  with  the  restructuring  using  available  funds.  This  may  slow 
the  outplacement  of  central  office  personnel  to  the  field  and  create 
some  temporary  inefficiencies,  but  the  restructuring  will  continue. 

13.  Question.  Will  assessments  be  made  to  the  parks  to  cover 
the  necessary  costs,  or  will  implementation  be  "stretched  out"  over  a 
longer  period  of  time? 

Answer.  In  the  absence  of  additional  funding,  the 
implementation  of  the  restructuring  will  be  stretched  out  over  a 
longer  period  of  time.  We  currently  do  not  envision  assessing  the 
parks  to  cover  restructuring  costs. 

14.  Question.  The  outyear  projections  for  domestic 
discretionary  spending  based  on  the  pending  budget  resolutions  will 
not  allow  for  growth.  Given  this,  how  do  you  expect  the  reality  of 
declining  budgets  to  affect  the  restructuring  proposal? 

Answer.  While  there  are  short  term  costs  associated  with  our 
restructuring  proposal,  a  major  purpose  of  the  proposal  is  to  allow 
the  NPS  to  conduct  its  business  efficiently  and  effectively  in  the 
fiscal  environment  you  describe.  Establishment  of  park  clusters  and 
System  Support  Offices  was  conceived  to  ensure  that  the  sharing  of 
expertise,  personnel,  and  services  will  be  expanded  while  managing 
with  fewer  people  and  fewer  dollars  to  preserve  resources  and  carry 
out  our  mission.  Organizing  park  clusters  along  ecological  and 
cultural  association  lines  will  allow  support  professionals  to 
specialize  more  and  understand  park  resources  better  in  their 
clusters.  Declining  budgets  may  affect  the  rate  at  which  we  complete 
the   restructuring,   but   we   believe   that   implementation   of   the 
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restructuring  proposal  is  critical  to  our  ability  to  function  in  the 
fiscal  environment  you  describe. 

15.  Question.  Has  the  Service  given  any  consideration  to 
reducing  the  number  of  system  support  offices  contemplated  in  the 
restructuring  plan? 

Answer.  We  believe  that  the  synergy  between  parks  in  a  cluster 
and  their  System  Support  Office  (SSO)  is  critical  to  the  success  of 
the  restructuring.  We  regard  the  number  of  clusters  and  SSOs  proposed 
to  be  effective  and  that  increasing  the  number  of  parks  per  SSO  would 
not  increase  efficiency. 

In  order  to  limit  costs,  we  do  not  envision  opening  any  new  System 
Support  Offices  in  cities  where  NPS  offices  are  not  currently  housed 
in  the  immediate  future.  Rather,  5  "new"  SSOs  will  be  co-located  with 
other  SSOs  in  cities  housing  the  former  Regional  Offices. 

NEW  OPERATING  RESPONSIBILITIES 

The  FY  1996  budget  includes  requested  increases  for  the  new  park  units 
in  California  stemming  from  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  ($2 
million) ,  as  well  as  $5  million  for  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area 
in  New  York  due  to  the  Navy's  departure  from  Fort  Wadsworth. 

16.  Question.  How  will  the  Park  Service's  operations  at  these 
locations  be  affected  in  FY  1996  if  the  requested  increases  are  not 
forthcoming? 

Answer.  Each  park  will  be  impacted  if  funding  increases  are 
unavailable.  It  will  effect  Mojave  National  Preserve's  ability  to 
carry  out  essential  management  and  resource  protection 
responsibilities  and  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area's  ability  to 
carry  out  operations  at  Fort  Wadsworth  in  addition  to  providing 
visitor  services  at  Gateway  NRA. 

Impacts  at  Mojave  National  Preserve  are  as  follows: 

-The  maintenance  staff  will  be  unable  to  maintain  the  roads  and 
trails,  three  campgrounds,  visitor  center,  fire  center  compound  and 
headquarters/office . 

-The  natural  and  cultural  resource  staff  will  not  be  able  to 
provide  adequate  protection  of  resources  such  as:  sensitive  wildlife 
species,  wetlands  and  riparian  areas,  significant  historic  sites  and 
archeological  resources.  They  will  also  be  unable  to  adequately 
complete  management  duties  such  as:  implementation  of  the  Desert 
Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  and  establishment  of  base  line  inventory  of 
resource  data. 

-Interpretive  staff  will  be  unable  to  meet  demands  for 
information,  interpretive  walks  and  talks,  public  education, 
environmental  education  and  other  outreach  activities.  Requests  from 
the  towns  of  Baker  and  Needles  to  establish  partnership  visitor 
contact  stations  will  not  be  considered. 

-The  present  visitor  and  resource  protection  staff  will  be 
unable  to  adequately  monitor  dumping  of  nonhazardous  and  hazardous 
materials,  and  deter  activities  such  as  arson,  theft  of  natural  and 
cultural  resources,  trespassing,  and  poaching. 

Impacts  at  Gateway  National  Recreation  Area  are  as  follows: 

Given  the  legislative  mandate  and  the  agreements  reached  between 
several  Federal  agencies  which  enabled  settlement  of  existing 
litigation,  the  NPS  must  maintain,  at  the  least,  a  caretaker  status  of 
Fort  Wadsworth,  which  would  entail  an  estimated  $2  million  in  fixed 
and  required  costs.   This  status  would  provide  accessibility  to  the 
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Coast  Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve,  but  not  to  the  public,  affecting 
more  than  300,000  visitors.   It  would  include: 

-  the  transfer  of  11  former  DOD  employees  to  the  NPS, 

-  minimal  security  at  one  gate, 

-  limited  U.S.  Park  Police  law  enforcement  coverage,  and 
utilities . 

With  only  nominal  maintenance,  e.g.,  low-levels  of  building  heating, 
historic  resources  would  deteriorate  in  situ,  and  utilities  and  roads 
would  likely  fall  into  a  state  of  disrepair. 

Maintaining  a  caretaker  level  of  operation  at  Fort  Wadsworth  would 
require  a  corresponding  $2  million  reduction  in  other  core  Gateway  NRA 
operations.   The  park  would  discontinue: 

-surfguard  operations  at  all  beaches, 

-sports  programs  at  Miller  Field  from  October  through  May, 

-Staten  Island  summer  concert  series, 

-all  special  events  and  festivals  throughout  the  park,  such  as: 
the  Irish-American  Festival,  African-American  Festival,  Shore  Heritage 
Festival,  Octoberfest,  and  the  Clearwater  Festival, 

-year-round  service  at  Jamaica  Bay  Wildlife  Refuge  visitor 
center  and  bookstore, 

-the  Ecology  Village  Interpretive  Program  at  Floyd  Bennett 
Field,  and 

-the  Breezy  Point  resource  management  program. 

The  discontinued  activities  will  impact  4,975,000  visitors  to  Gateway 
NRA  and  leave  the  endangered  piping  plover  at  risk. 

Overall,  if  funds  are  not  available,  5,275,000  visitors  in  both  parks 
would  be  affected. 

17.  Question.  Are  there  any  other  locations  on  the  base 
closure  list  that  are  going  to  be  turned  over  the  National  Park 
Service?  If  so,  please  explain  and  provide  an  estimate  of  the  costs. 

Answer.  No  other  defense  units  on  the  current  base  closure 
list,  besides  Fort  Wadsworth,  have  been  authorized  by  Congress  as 
additions  to  the  National  Park  System. 

18.  Question.  The  budget  also  includes  a  requested  increase  at 
the  U.S.S.  Arizona  Memorial  at  Pearl  Harbor.  Much  of  this  is  to  be 
used  to  compensate  the  Navy  for  costs  associated  with  transporting 
visitors  to  the  submerged  ship.  Given  that  we  are  having  to  pay  for 
the  failure  of  the  military  to  conduct  adequate  maintenance  and 
cleanup  at  the  Presidio  and  Fort  Wadsworth,  why  can't  the  Navy  cover 
these  costs  directly? 

Answer.  The  NPS  is  not  in  a  position  to  fully  analyze  the 
funding  situation  of  the  Navy  or  how  it  relates  to  other  branches  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  U.S.S.  Arizona  Memorial.  At  the 
present  time  the  National  Park  Service  reimburses  the  U.S.  Navy 
$266,300  a  year  for  fuel  for  the  shuttle  boats.  The  Navy  is  now 
proposing  that  this  amount  be  increased  to  $623,000  to  cover  the  cost 
of  fuel  and  boat  maintenance. 

PARK  FEES 

19.  Question.  Such  a  proposal  (fee  bill)  would  appear  to  be  of 
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most  benefit  to  the  larger,  destination  parks.  How  would  the 
operating  requirements  at  some  of  the  less-visited,  out-of-the-way 
parks  be  addressed? 

Answer.  The  NPS  Park  Renewal  Fund  (park  fee  bill)  would  address 
this  issue  by  dividing  the  net  returns  generated  from  new  fees  derived 
by  the  legislation  by  the  following  breakdown:  50%  to  stay  at  the 
park(s)  that  collected  the  fees,  40%  to  be  distributed  by  a 
competitive  needs  process  to  all  parks  in  the  system,  and  10%  to  be 
used  for  Servicewide  initiatives.  These  fees  would  primarily  address 
needed  infrastructure  repairs. 

20.  Question.  Is  there  any  consideration  of  park  fees  for  such 
urban  parks,  whose  benefits  are  derived  largely  by  the  local 
population? 

Answer.  The  NPS  fee  legislation  calls  for  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  determine  where  and  when  fees  would  be  collected  for  all 
park  units,  except  those  specifically  prohibited  by  their  respective 
enabling  legislation.  This  would,  in  effect,  lift  current 
prohibitions  in  place  in  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act 
against  charging  admission  fees  at  several  of  the  urban  areas.  As  per 
current  NPS  policy,  the  Service  would  evaluate  all  park  areas  not 
currently  charging  admission  fees  for  the  administrative  and  economic 
feasibility  of  implementing  a  fee  program. 

21.  Question.   How  might  such  a  fee  be  structured? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  developed  an  implementation  plan  for 
the  proposed  fee  legislation  which  identifies  park  units  as  falling 
into  three  tiers  of  admission  fees.  The  large,  multi- featured  park 
areas  such  as  Yellowstone  and  the  Grand  Canyon  would  fall  into  the 
Level  I  tier,  and  the  admission  fee  would  be  $6  per  person  in  1996, 
and  ultimately  $7  per  person  in  1998.  For  the  more  regional  based 
destination  park  areas,  or  Tier  II,  the  1996  admission  fee  would  be  $4 
per  person  and,  in  1998,  $5  per  person.  For  the  smaller  park  units 
that  would  be  more  of  a  day  use  area,  or  Tier  III,  the  proposed 
admission  fee  would  be  $3  per  person  in  1996,  and  remaining  the  same 
in  1998.  Most  likely,  urban  park  areas  would  fall  into  the  Tier  III 
category. 

GEOGRAPHIC  INFORMATION  SYSTEMS 

In  FY  1995,  funds  were  provided  for  equipment  purchases  for 
geographical  information  system  (CIS)  operations  (p.  35) .  The  budget 
indicates  that  in  FY  1996  these  funds  will  be  used  to  initiate  field 
GIS  technical  support  centers,  to  be  based  at  universities  or  parks. 

22.  Question.   How  many  such  centers  exist  at  present? 

Answer.  Seven  Technical  Support  Centers  (TSC)  have  been 
initiated  with  widely  varying  degrees  of  current  capability. 

23.  Question.   How  many  are  planned  in  total? 

Answer.  There  are  14  Technical  Support  Centers  currently 
planned;  seven  TSCs  in  addition  to  those  listed  above. 

24.  Question.   How  many  do  you  expect  to  establish  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.  With  the  $1  million  requested  in  FY  1996,  the  NPS  plans 
to  provide  additional  funding  to  existing  support  centers  and  to  fully 
establish  three  more  GIS  technical  support  centers. 

25.  Question.  Will  the  FY  1996  funds  fully  support  the 
expected  centers,  or  are  additional  funds  for  these  centers  necessary 
in  the  outyears? 
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Answer.  With  the  FY  1996  funds,  the  NPS  will  be  able  to 
establish  full  operational  capability  at  seven  centers  and  additional 
operational  capability  at  three  more.  However,  these  funds  will  not 
meet  the  needs  for  all  planned  centers  or  all  potential  future  GIS- 
related  needs  at  the  funded  centers.  For  example,  there  will  be 
additional  funding  needs  in  the  future  for  equipment  replacement, 
activities  with  non- government  partners,  implementing  a  data  archival 
system,  and  documenting  our  spatial  data  holdings  and  making  them 
available  over  the  Internet.  Additionally,  these  funds  do  not  cover 
data  acquisition.  At  this  time  data  acquisition  is  funded  through  the 
Inventory  and  Monitoring  Program,  other  program  areas,  and  parks  with 
specific  data  needs. 

26.  Question.  What  is  the  estimated  annual  operating  cost  of 
each  center? 

Answer.  The  annual  operating  cost  of  each  TSC,  developed  by  the 
Service  GIS  coordinators  in  1993,  is  estimated  at  $310,000. 

27.  Question.   Where  will  the  centers  be  located? 

Answer.  The  seven  currently  operational  TSCs  are  located,  by 
Field  Area,  at: 

Alaska  the  Alaska  System  Support  Office  (SSO) 

Central  the  University  of  Wisconsin 

Intermountain     one  at  the  University  of  New  Mexico  and  one 
at  the  Colorado  Plateau  SSO 

Nat'l  Capital     the  National  Capital  SSO 

Northeast         one  at  North  Carolina  State  and  one  at  Penn 
State 

All  of  the  unfunded  support  centers  are  planned  to  be  located  at  state 
universities  in  the  field  areas,  except  the  Great  Plains  TSC  which  may 
be  located  at  the  Midwest  Archeological  Center.   They  are: 

4  for  the  Pacific  West  Field  Area 

1  for  the  Northeast  New  England/New  York  SSO. 

1  for  the  Great  Plains  SSO 

1  for  the  Southeast  Field  Area 

28.  Question.   How  were  the  locations  determined? 

Answer.  The  planned  locations  were  based  on  proximity  to  high 
level  GIS  expertise  and  needed  skills,  potential  partners,  and  ability 
to  serve  parks  within  their  respective  areas  quickly  and  efficiently. 
Locations  were  selected  by  Field  GIS  Coordinators  and  GIS  Working 
Groups  (a  collection  of  NPS  Field  Managers  and  GIS  Specialists  who  set 
priorities  for  the  Field  Area  GIS  program) . 

29.  Question.  What  will  be  the  role  of  these  GIS  technical 
support  centers  vis-a-vis  the  system  support  offices? 

Answer.  The  centers  will  function  with  the  SSOs  to  support 
parks  within  each  cluster,  either  by  dedication  to  one  cluster  or  by 
service  to  all  parks  in  the  field  area.  Technical  support  centers 
will  assist  parks  with  the  development,  implementation  and  operation 
of  their  GIS  programs.  Support  activities  may  include  data  base 
development,  hardware/software  assistance,  consultation,  training, 
development  of  data  sharing  relationships  with  other  Federal,  state 
and  local  entities,  development  of  advance  GIS  analysis  and  modeling 
or  remote  sensing  projects.  Assistance  and  expertise  available  in  the 
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SSO  will  be  used  to  assist  in  data  acquisition,  and  identification  and 
development  of  needed  applications. 

30.  Question.   What  will   be  the  Park  Service's   priority  in 
FY  1996  if  additional  funds  are  not  forthcoming? 

Answer.  The  NPS  will  continue  to  operate  the  program  under  available 
resources  with  a  priority  for  maintaining  the  GIS  support  that 
currently  exists.  Priority  will  also  be  placed  on  identifying 
partnerships  that  can  leverage  available  funding,  developing  and 
implementing  data  standards,  and  assisting  parks  in  areas  where  they 
do  not  have  their  own  expertise  or  capability.  An  existing  priority 
that  will  be  postponed  is  full  utilization  of  GIS  data  bases  that  are 
currently  under  construction. 

31.  Question.  Will  centers  be  established  with  partial 
funding? 

Answer.  Some  centers  may  be  established,  in  priority  order,  to 
the  extent  that  funds  are  available. 

32.  Question.  If  so,  why  establish  a  center  if  the  outyear 
funds  cannot  be  presumed? 

Answer.  Partial  funding,  depending  on  the  amount,  may  be 
sufficient  to  fully  implement  one  or  two  more  technical  support 
centers.  We  will  not  establish  centers  that  would  not  be  functional 
at  the  funded  level.  We  will  allocate  funds  to  maximize  service  to 
parks  from  existing  and  any  new  centers. 

SEASONAL  EMPLOYMENT 

The  budget  indicates  (p.  73)  that  the  National  Park  Service  will 
increase  its  efforts  to  manage  employment  levels  for  seasonal  work  at 
the  central  office.  This  change  from  prior  practice  is  attributed  to 
the  need  to  manage  better  employment  practices  as  full-time  equivalent 
(FTE)  employment  levels  drop. 

33.  Question.  How  was  the  central  "pool"  created?  Were  FTEs 
"taken"  from  all  the  parks,  or  just  selected  units? 

Answer.  The  central  pool  was  created  from  an  additional  amount 
of  FTEs  allocated  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  in  January,  1995,  specifically  for  the  purpose 
of  supplementing  the  Department's  allocation  of  seasonal  workers  in 
its  land  management  bureaus.  The  200  FTEs  suballocated  to  the 
National  Park  Service  for  FY  1995,  and  the  400  suballocated  for 
FY  1996,  were  supplemental  to  existing  NPS  FTE  levels.  Therefore,  no 
FTEs  were  taken  from  any  park  to  create  the  central  pool . 

34.  Question.  How  will  decisions  be  made  regarding  the 
allocation  of  personnel  from  this  central  pool? 

Answer.  Allocations  from  this  small  pool  of  seasonal  FTEs  will 
be  made  based  on  short  term  needs  expressed  by  parks  in  annual 
requests  made  to  the  Washington  Budget  Office.  The  allocations  will 
be  made  for  one  year,  based  on  extraordinary  needs  for  seasonal 
workers.  Rationale  could  be  based  on  such  things  as  project  work 
within  a  park  that  demands  a  temporary  workforce,  storm  damage 
repairs,  or  supplementary  fee  collectors. 

35.  Question.  Will  this  make  it  more  difficult  for  individual 
park  managers  to  plan  their  operating  program  for  the  year  since  they 
may  not  know  what  level  of  staffing  resources  will  be  available? 

Answer.  It  must  be  noted  that  this  central  pool  of  400  FTEs  is 
less  than  10%  of  the  FTEs  that  the  National  Park  Service  expends  each 
year.  The  ceiling  for  more  than  4,000  FTEs  that  are  for  other-than- 
full-time  employees  is  already  distributed  throughout  the  system. 
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mostly  in  parks.  Individual  park  managers  are  able  to  plan  their 
annual  operating  program  based  on  a  stable  level  of  FTE  ceiling  that 
includes  a  continuing  allowance  for  seasonal  workers.  The  small  pool 
of  centrally  distributed  seasonal  FTEs  is  established  to  handle 
fluctuating  needs  among  the  parks,  for  situations  where  there  is  a 
need  to  supplement  a  park's  base  allocation. 

36.  Question.  When  compared  to  permanent  full-time  employment, 
which  parks  experience  the  greatest  use  of  seasonal  employment? 

Answer.  The  greatest  use  of  seasonal  employment  is  at  the 
following  parks : 

-Yellowstone  National  Park 

-Glacier  National  Park 

-Rocky  Mountain  National  Park 

-Sequoia  and  Kings  Canyon  National  Park 

-Grand  Teton  National  Park 

-Yosemite  National  Park 

Each  of  these  parks  has  a  large  operation,  with  heavy  summer 
visitation,  and  thus  use  seasonals  as  the  most  efficient  means  of 
operation.  Many  of  these  parks  are  also  experiencing  increases  in 
visitation  during  "shoulder"  seasons  in  the  spring  and  fall,  when 
seasonals  can  likewise  be  put  to  good  use.  On  a  percentage  basis, 
however,  it  may  be  that  some  smaller  parks  have  a  greater  percentage 
of  seasonal  staff  when  compared  to  permanent  staff. 

37.  Question.  Has  the  Park  Service  completed  the  conversion  of 
long-standing  employees  who  had  temporary  status  into  permanent 
status? 

Answer.  Generally,  this  process  in  nearing  completion  in  many 
park  areas.  Long-term  temporaries  and  those  who  were  working  a  tour 
of  duty  greater  than  six  months  are  now  occupying  positions  which 
provide  them  with  the  opportunity  to  receive  benefits,  should  they  so 
desire. 

38.  Question.   How  has  this  affected  FTE  usage? 

Answer.  Conversions  made  under  this  initiative  did  not  affect 
the  tour  of  duty  of  the  individual,  and  did  not,  therefore,  affect  FTE 
usage.  The  point  of  the  initiative  was  to  provide  certain  employees 
with  the  opportunity  to  receive  benefits. 

39.  Question.  Were  the  cost  estimates  for  these  conversions 
accurate,  or  have  the  parks  had  to  absorb  costs  associated  with  pay 
and  benefit  differentials? 

Answer.  The  Service  estimated  that  $12  million  would  be 
necessary  to  allow  conversion  of  all  appropriate  temporary  employees 
into  positions  where  benefits  would  be  available,  if  desired.  The 
goal  of  this  initiative  was  to  remedy  inequitable  situations  regarding 
longterm  temporary  employees  of  the  Service  who  received  no  benefits 
despite  many  years  of  recurring  service.  The  Congress  provided  $11.5 
million  in  the  FY  1995  enacted  appropriation. 

The  Service  believes  that,  overall,  the  $11.5  million  is  adequate  to 
pay  for  the  increased  benefit  costs.  The  conversion  process  is 
ongoing.  The  $12  million  estimate  was  developed  from  a  survey  of  the 
Field  to  identify  potential  conversion  positions.  Conversions  were 
not  mandated,  but  rather  field  managers  were  given  latitude  to 
evaluate  each  situation  and  develop  an  appropriate  course  of  action. 
As  management  decisions  are  made  as  to  which  employees  are  eligible  to 
convert  and  what  kind  of  position  they  would  then  occupy  (e.g.,  term 
appointment,  permanent  appointment  subject  to  furlough) ,  it  is 
possible  that  some  parks  may  have  minor  shortfalls  in  conversion 
money.  Also,  in  some  instances,  this  review  has  led  park  managers  to 
determine  that  a  lengthening  of  the  tour  of  duty  for  a  seasonal 
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employee  was  justified  based  on  operational  requirements.  This  was  a 
managerial  decision  and  should  be  viewed  as  a  separate  action  from  the 
"conversion  initiative."  Finally,  increased  salary  costs,  which 
will  accrue  as  the  converted  employees  become  eligible  for  "with-in- 
grade,  step"  pay  increases,  will  be  covered  by  the  parks  in  the  same 
manner  in  which  they  cover  these  costs  for  all  permanent  employees. 
0MB  policy  precludes  asking  for  increased  funding  for  "step" 
increases . 

SAFETY  TRAINING 

The  FY  1996  budget  requests  $142,000  for  safety  training  to  develop 
training  packages  that  can  be  used  by  the  regions  and  parks  without 
modification. 

The  budget  indicates  (p.  84)  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
sustains  one  of  the  poorest  lost-time  injury  rates  to  employees  across 
the  Federal  government. 

40.  Question.  How  do  the  injury  rates  for  the  various  bureaus 
within  the  Department  compare? 

Answer.  From  FY  1992  to  FY  1994,  the  National  Park  Service 
(NPS)  had  the  highest  lost -time  injury/illness  rates  among  bureaus 
within  the  Department  of  Interior.  The  two  bureaus  that  followed 
closely  behind  NPS  were  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  and  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) .  The  remaining  bureaus  had  rates  well 
below  NPS,  BIA,  BLM. 

41.  Question.  What  are  Interior's  rates  compared  to  other 
Federal  agencies? 

Answer.  Based  ©n  information  received  from  the  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Administration's  Office  of  Federal  Agency  Programs, 
during  FY  1992  and  FY  1993,  the  Department's  injury/illness  rates  were 
the  highest  among  Federal  agencies.  (FY  1994  data  by  Federal  agency 
is  not  yet  available.) 

42.  Question.  Is  this  a  one-time  ranking,  or  has  this  pattern 
been  consistent  over  time? 

Answer.  The  pattern  of  the  Department  having  the  highest  rate 
among  Federal  agencies  has  been  consistent  over  time.  Likewise,  NPS' 
pattern  of  having  the  highest  rate  among  bureaus  within  Interior  has 
been  consistent. 

43.  Question.  To  what  extent  was  this  rate  affected  by  the 
tragic  losses  in  the  1994  fire  season? 

Answer.  Based  on  the  way  the  injury/illness  data  is  reported 
and  processed,  it  is  very  difficult  to  identify  those 
injuries/illnesses  related  to  firefighting  activities.  Interior  and 
NPS  are  looking  at  the  current  system  of  injury/illness  reporting  and 
pursuing  alternative  ways  to  collect  and  process  data. 

44.  Question.  In  general,  to  what  extent  is  Interior's  lost- 
time  injury  rate  affected  by  the  firefighting  program? 

Answer.  Due  to  the  present  system  of  data  reporting  and 
processing,  it  is  very  difficult  to  determine  to  what  extent  the 
firefighting  program  has  had  on  Interior's  rates. 

45.  Question.  What  are  the  other  significant  injury  factors 
contributing  to  this  situation? 

Answer.  For  many  years,  the  major  causes  of  injuries/illnesses 
throughout  Interior  and  NPS  have  been:  handling  material /equipment ; 
falls/slips  of  persons;  vehicular  accidents;  and  falling  objects. 
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46.  Question.  Will  the  training  packages  proposed  for  the  Park 
Service  be  usable  by  other  Interior  bureaus? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  Department's  plan  is  the  development  of  safety 
training  packages  and  other  resources  which  can  be  shared  or  used  by 
other  Interior  bureaus.  However,  some  safety  training  packages  or 
other  resources  may  be  developed  to  meet  specific  Park  Service 
programmatic  requirements. 

47.  Question.  What  safety  training  efforts  are  included  in  the 
other  bureau  budgets? 

Answer.  The  following  chart  reflects  the  safety  training 
efforts  included  in  the  other  bureau  budgets : 

Safety  and  Health  Training  ($000) 

Bureau  FY  1996 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  87.0 

Minerals  Management  Service  14.0 

Office  of  Surface  Mining  8.0 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  52  .  0 

Geological  Survey  71.0 

Bureau  of  Mines  17.0 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  53.0 

National  Biological  Service  12.0 

National  Park  Service  142.0 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  87.0 

Office  of  the  Secretary  7.0 


Total  550.0 


WORKERS  COMPENSATION 


An  increase  of  $320,000  is  requested  for  a  workers  compensation 
initiative  (p.  98)  to  reemploy  injured  workers  who  have  learned  new 
skills . 

48.  Question.   How  will  this  program  work? 

Answer.  Of  the  total  requested,  $300,000  will  be  used  to 
provide  funding  for  the  salary  of  nine  positions  to  be  used  to 
reemploy  OWCP  employees  on  a  trial  basis  for  a  period  of  two  years. 
The  Department  has  provided  the  additional  FTE;  however,  it  is  without 
funding.  The  NPS  program  will  encourage  supervisors  to  reemploy 
injured  employees  and  provide  on-the-job  training  for  them.  At  the 
end  of  the  two  years,  benefitting  accounts  will  provide  entirely  for 
the  employee's  salary  as  they  are  reassigned  to  the  positions  for 
which  they  were  retrained.  The  additional  $20,000  will  be  set  aside 
for  the  investigation  of  possible  fraud  OWCP  cases,  in  conjunction 
with  the  Department's  recent  contract  with  a  private  agency  for  this 
purpose . 

49.  Question.  Are  these  temporary  or  permanent  jobs  to  which 
persons  would  be  assigned? 

Answer.  The  persons  would  be  assigned  to  permanent  positions 
for  which  benefitting  accounts  would  provide  full  funding  after  a  re- 
training period  of  two  years. 

50.  Question.  What  current  program  does  the  Department  have  to 
reemploy  injured  workers? 

Answer.  The  Department  has  instituted  a  program  to  provide  FTE 
for  a  period  of  two  years  for  injured  workers  who  are  reemployed.  Our 
program  will  work  hand-in-hand  with  the  Department  by  providing 
funding  for  those  FTEs . 
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51.  Question.  What  is  the  funding  level  and  how  is  it 
financed? 

Answer.  There  is  no  current  funding  level  for  this  program. 
This  is  a  totally  new  and  experimental  program. 

HPS  TRAINING  INITIATIVE 

At  present,  NPS  spends  about  $2.9  million  annually  for  training  and 
employee  development.  In  FY  1996,  an  increase  of  $3.5  million  (121 
percent)  is  requested. 

52.  Question.  Of  the  base  budget  for  training,  how  much  is 
allocated  to  the  infrastructure  and  staff? 

Answer.  The  present  base  budget  for  training  is  0.6  percent  of 
NPS  payroll  costs.  We  currently  have  only  one  instructor  position  for 
each  2,000  NPS  employees.  Of  the  FY  1995  base  budget  for  training 
($2,876,000),  $1,827,755  or  63  percent  is  allocated  to  the 
infrastructure  and  staff. 

53.  Question.  Please  provide  details  for  the  record, 
including  the  number  of  employees,  budget,  and  location  for  the 
various  training  facilities  operated  by  the  NPS. 

Answer.  Albright  Training  Center,  located  in  Grand  Canyon, 
Arizona  uses  11.5  FTEs  and  an  annual  budget  of  $720,800.  Mather 
Training  Center,  located  in  Harpers  Ferry,  West  Virginia  has  11 
employees  and  an  annual  budget  of  $717,300.  The  NPS  portion  of  the 
Federal  Law  Enforcement  Training  Center  located  in  Glynco,  Georgia  has 
9  employees  and  an  annual  budget  of  $713,200. 

54.  Question.  Separate  from  the  infrastructure  of  the 
training  program,  how  much  of  the  base  training  budget  is  allocated  to 
mandatory  refresher  training  in  programs  such  as  law  enforcement  and 
safety? 

Answer.  Only  about  $100,000  of  the  base  training  budget  is 
available  for  mandatory  refresher  training  in  law  enforcement.  Safety 
and  other  mandatory  refresher  training  needs  are  only  minimally 
supported  by  the  base  training  budget. 

55.  Question.  What  will  be  different  about  the  training  program 
of  the  NPS  as  the  restructuring  plan  is  being  implemented? 

Answer.  The  training  program  will  change  its  focus  and  delivery 
mechanisms  as  the  NPS  restructuring  and  streamlining  plans  are 
implemented.  In  support  of  these  plans,  the  initial  training  effort 
will  focus  on  organizational  renewal  and  leadership  development. 
After  this  initial  stage,  it  is  crucial  to  focus  training  on  meeting 
essential  job  competencies  because  of  the  dearth  of  available  training 
funds  over  the  last  20  years.  In  addition  to  refocusing  the  training 
program,  the  mode  for  training  delivery  will  change.  We  will 
implement  a  wider  use  of  inexpensive  and  yet  highly  effective 
alternative  training  materials  such  as  multi-media  CD-ROM,  videotapes, 
audiotapes,  and  performance  support  structures  available  from  the 
Internet. 

56.  Question.  Why  are  additional  dollars  proposed  for  the 
training  infrastructure  rather  than  the  actual  conduct  of  employee 
training? 

Answer.  To  conduct  more  training  and  reach  more  employees,  we 
need  to  change  the  way  training  is  developed  and  delivered. 
Developing  multi -media  training  resources  and  initiating  new,  smaller 
centers  in  partnerships  with  Universities  will  bring  training  closer 
to  the  parks,  reducing  travel  costs  and  increasing  training 
opportunities.  Training  managers  that  will  develop,  implement  and 
monitor  training  in  specific  career  fields  will  provide  the  balance 
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and  stability  necessary  to  effectively  administer  increased  training 
investments . 

57.  Question.  Why  can't  the  multi-media  training  material  be 
contracted  out? 

Answer.  Many  of  the  multi -media  training  materials  will  be 
contracted  out  or  purchased  "off-the-shelf"  when  possible.  Only  when 
it  is  more  cost-effective  will  products  be  produced  in-house.  The 
staff  at  the  multi-media  training  unit  will  act  as  Contracting 
Officer's  Technical  Representatives  for  these  contracts. 

58.  Question.   Why  are  six  additional  FTE  necessary? 

Answer.  The  FTE  will  be  used  to  staff  the  multi-media  training 
unit  that  will  develop  and  provide  alternative  training  materials, 
such  as  correspondence  courses,  videos,  and  computer-based  training 
programs.  A  position  management  study  and  workload  analysis  forecasts 
a  need  for  the  following  positions:  manager,  administrative  officer, 
instructional  designers  (2) ,  computer  specialist,  and  office  clerk. 

59.  Question.  To  what  extent  are  training  dollars  controlled 
centrally,  to  ensure  that  a  minimum  level  of  training  occurs  as 
compared  to  being  allocated  to  the  parks,  where  a  superintendent  might 
choose  to  defer  training  in  a  time  of  tight  budgets? 

Answer.  All  funding  under  this  initiative  will  be  managed  by 
the  Chief,  Employee  Development  Division,  Washington  Office  and 
controlled  centrally  to  ensure  that  training  opportunities  occur  where 
needed. 

The  budget  proposes  $500,000  "to  provide  funding  for  the  current 
Preservation  and  Skills  Training  (PAST)  program  at  the  Williamsport 
Training  Center." 

60.  Question.   How  is  this  program  funded  at  present? 

Answer.  This  program  is  being  funded  in  FY  1995  with  National 
Park  Service  Cultural  Resources  Preservation  Program  funds  and 
Cultural  Cyclic  Maintenance  funds.  Funding  from  these  programs  was 
considered  an  interim  approach  until  a  more  permanent  funding 
strategy,  as  proposed  in  the  FY  1996  Budget,  could  be  established. 

61.  Question.  What  is  the  operating  budget  for  the  PAST 
program? 

Answer.  The  current  operating  budget  for  the  PAST  program  is 
$258,000.  This  amount  covers  the  final  needs  of  the  FY  1993  class 
near  completion  of  their  two  year  program  and  the  initial  needs  of  the 
FY  1995  class. 

62.  Question.  How  many  persons  are  in  the  program,  and  what  is 
the  duration  of  their  training? 

Answer.  There  are  currently  18  trainees  and  seven  mentors 
participating  in  the  two  year  program  which  began  in  FY  1993  and  2  0 
trainees  and  ten  mentors  recently  selected  for  the  FY  1995  class. 

63.  Question.  Are  these  funds  requested  for  FY  1996  to 
maintain  the  ongoing  program  or  to  increase  the  number  of  participants 
in  the  program? 

Answer.  Yes,  these  funds  are  requested  to  maintain  the  present 
class  that  begins  during  the  summer  of  FY  1995  and  to  increase  the 
number  of  participants  by  starting  another  class  in  FY  1996. 

64.  Question.  When  individuals  complete  the  program,  do  parks 
pick  up  their  salary  and  related  costs,  or  are  the  dollars  to  cover 
these  costs  transferred  from  Williamsport? 
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Answer.  Participants'  salaries  are  paid  by  their  parks  before, 
during,  and  after  participation  in  the  program.  Travel  and  related 
instruction  costs  for  both  the  trainees  and  mentors  are  funded  by  the 
program  during  the  two-year  period.  No  funding  is  transferred  from 
Williamsport  at  completion  of  the  program. 

Additionally,  funds  are  requested  for  "training  managers  for  career 
fields,"  as  well  as  to  support  the  Conservation  Study  Institute. 

65.  Question.   How  are  current  facilities  managed? 

Answer.  The  existing  training  centers  are  managed  by 
Superintendents  who  are  resident  at  each  facility.  This  same  approach 
is  forecasted  for  new  centers.  The  proposed  training  managers 
responsible  for  developmental  programs  within  their  assigned  career 
fields  will  be  functional  managers  not  responsible  for  management  of 
facilities . 

66.  Question.  How  will  these  efforts  be  enhanced  by  the 
funding  requested? 

Answer.  Funding  for  training  managers  will  provide  an  enhanced 
and  focused  approach  toward  meeting  core  employee  job  competencies. 
Working  under  the  supervision  of  training  center  superintendents, 
training  managers  will  be  responsible  for  managing  the  development  of 
employees  in  designated  career  fields.  This  approach  will  ensure 
greater  accountability  for  training  in  all  career  fields  Servicewide. 

67.  Question.  Why  are  additional  FTE  necessary  to  manage  the 
training  facilities? 

Answer.  New  FTE  are  requested  to  establish  new  centers  and  new 
programs  such  as  the  Conservation  Institute  and  the  multi -media 
training  materials  program.  No  additional  FTE  are  requested  to  manage 
existing  training  centers.  However,  existing  training  centers  do  not 
offer  a  full  range  of  training  in  all  career  fields.  The  addition  of 
training  managers  will  enable  existing  centers  to  broaden  the  range  of 
training  offered. 

68.  Question.   What  is  the  Conservation  Study  Institute? 

Answer.  The  proposed  Conservation  Study  Institute  is  a  resource 
center  for  the  history  and  application  of  conservation  for  NPS 
employees  and  partners.  It  is  an  outgrowth  of  the  recently  authorized 
Marsh-Billings  National  Historical  Park  in  Woodstock,  Vermont  which 
commemorates  the  beginning  of  the  American  conservation  movement. 

The  core  of  the  Institute's  program  will  concentrate  on  collaborative 
conservation.  It  will  teach  participants  how  to  work  together  with 
other  Federal,  state  and  local  government  agencies,  non-profit  groups, 
and  the  private  sector  to  accomplish  agreed  upon  conservation  goals  in 
fulfilling  the  National  Park  Service  mission.  The  programs  will  be 
developed  and  presented  in  association  with  a  university  with  a 
doctoral  program  in  environmental  studies.  No  facilities  will  be 
built;  university  and  other  facilities  will  be  used  for  residential, 
administrative  support,  and  meeting  needs. 

69.  Question.   Where  is  it  located? 

Answer.  The  site  is  not  yet  selected.  The  Institute  will  be  in 
New  York  or  New  England  in  order  to  foster  a  relationship  with  Marsh- 
Billings  National  Historical  Park  in  Vermont.  A  university  will  be 
selected,  through  a  competitive  process,  from  among  the  universities 
in  New  York  and  New  England  which  have  a  doctoral  degree  program  in 
environmental  studies. 

70.  Question.  Does  NPS  contribute  dollars  to  this  program  at 
present?   If  so,  how  much? 
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Answer.  The  program  has  yet  to  begin.  The  only  costs  have  been 
those  resources  that  have  been  utilized  by  the  NPS  toward  the  planning 
for  this  proposal.  The  requested  $280,000  for  FY  1996  would  provide 
three  FTE's,  administrative  expenses,  and  funds  to  begin  the  program. 

71.  Question.  How  is  the  Conservation  Study  Institute  different 
from  the  other  NPS  training  programs? 

Answer.  Conservation  is  a  guiding  principle  for  all  NPS 
employees  and  yet  there  is  no  current  center  or  curriculum  dedicated 
to  teaching  these  skills.  Housing  the  facility  at  an  educational 
institution  would  provide  a  unique  opportunity  to  foster  collaborative 
relationships  which  is  foreseen  as  a  key  to  managing  park  resources. 
In  addition,  a  university  can  provide  directed  research  and  advanced 
communication  facilities  to  enrich  the  quality  of  the  program. 
Instructors  would  include  a  mix  of  Federal  employees,  private 
practitioners  of  conservation,  and  academic  professors.  Programs 
would  be  flexible  because  they  could  accommodate  a  wide  range  of  NPS 
and  partner  needs  due  to  the  extensive  resources  of  the  university  and 
association  with  Marsh-Billings  National  Historical  Park. 

72.  Question,  why  are  you  proposing  to  initiate  a  new  program 
to  work  in  teamwork  on  conservation  matters  with  other  Federal  and 
state  agencies? 

Answer.  Recognizing  that  important  new  concepts  and  tools  are 
created  from  resource  sharing,  partnerships  with  other  Federal,  state 
and  local  entities  to  share  information  and  expertise  can  provide 
valuable  management  tools.  Conservation  problems  and  resolutions  do 
not  always  stay  within  park  boundaries.  In  addition.  National  Park 
Service  experience  could  be  helpful  to  other  agencies  as  they  face 
their  own  management  challenges. 

73.  Question.  To  what  extent  are  the  Park  Service's  training 
program  managers  working  in  tandem  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
as  they  establish  their  new  facility  at  Shepherdstown,  West  Virginia? 

Answer.  National  Park  Service  training  managers  have  been  in 
consultation  with  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  training 
managers  throughout  this  endeavor.  An  employee  from  the  NPS  Employee 
Development  Division  is  currently  assigned  for  two  years  to  the  FWS  to 
assist  in  developing  curriculum  relevant  to  all  Interior  bureaus. 
Communication  continues  between  the  bureaus  while  recognizing  the 
unique  needs  and  missions  of  the  two  agencies. 

74.  Question.  Wouldn't  a  joint  effort  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  be  a  more  logical  cooperative  arrangement  than 
starting  a  new  center  at  a  university?   If  not,  why  not? 

Answer.  We  will  coordinate  this  effort,  and  other  Park  Service 
training  efforts,  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  other 
bureaus  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  However,  the  role  and 
function  of  this  initiative  is  unique  and  not  otherwise  available  in 
or  outside  of  government. 

75.  Question.  What  are  the  current  plans  of  the  Park  Service 
regarding  the  possible  consolidation  of  training  activities  at  the 
Presidio? 

Answer.  The  role  of  the  new  Presidio  Training  Center  will  be  to 
train  and  develop  NPS  employees  in  maintenance,  cultural  and  natural 
resources  stewardship,  supervision,  management,  and  leadership.  New 
or  expanded  units  for  multi -media  training  and  employee  development 
might  also  be  established  at  this  Training  Center. 

NATIONAL  CAPITAL  WALKWAY  IMPROVEMENTS 

76.  Question.  The  budget  includes  a  $1  million  request  for 
improvements  to  the  sidewalk  in  front  of  the  White  House.   Why  is  this 
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project  included  in  the  budget  when  it  has  not  been  identified  on  the 
Systemwide  priority  list? 

Answer.  Although  the  project  has  not  been  identified  on  the 
Servicewide  Construction  Priority  List,  its  inclusion  in  the  Service's 
FY  1996  budget  was  necessary  to  address  and  resolve  an  immediate 
health  and  safety  concern. 

77.  Question.  What  portion  of  this  expenditure  is  associated 
with  safety  and/or  access  requirements,  and  what  portion  is  for 
aesthetic  improvements? 

Answer.  The  full  $1  million  requirement  is  associated  with 
correcting  and  eliminating  a  health  and  safety  deficiency  resulting 
from  the  poor  condition  of  the  sidewalks.  The  NPS  has  been  presented 
with  tort  claims  filed  by  individuals  for  personal  injuries  sustained 
on  this  stretch  of  walkway.  The  walkway  is  not  level,  it  has  to  be 
patched  and  repatched  continuously,  and  it  is  raised  and  broken  in  a 
number  of  locations  due  to  root  pressure  from  trees  in  the  vicinity. 
Although  this  request  is  intended  primarily  to  resolve  a  safety 
problem,  the  improvements  made  to  the  sidewalks  along  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  will  also  comply  with  the  landscape  improvements  approved  by 
the  Commission  of  Fine  Arts  in  1987  for  this  area. 

78.  Question.  Is  this  a  prudent  expenditure  at  this  time  in 
view  of  the  ongoing  review  of  security  measures  along  Pennsylvania 
Avenue,  as  well  as  the  comprehensive  management  plan  for  President's 
Park? 

Answer.  This  project  is  consistent  with  the  recommendations  for 
improvements  made  in  the  Comprehensive  Design  Plan  for  the  White 
House.  The  improvements  will  correct  a  safety  deficiency  that  has  led 
to  numerous  claims  for  injury.  At  this  time,  it  cannot  be  determined 
whether  this  project  will  be  affected  by  the  ongoing  review  of 
security  measures  along  Pennsylvania  Avenue. 

Also  requested  in  the  budget  is  $500,000  to  begin  an  effort  to  replace 
the  walkways  along  the  mall. 

79.  Question.  What  is  the  reason  for  changing  the  current 
walkways? 

Answer.  The  gravel  composition  of  the  mall  walkways  provides  a 
permeable  surface  that  allows  water,  air  and  nutrients  to  reach  the 
roots  of  the  adjacent  elm  trees,  thereby  making  the  walkways  rather 
unstable  and  extremely  difficult  for  access  by  wheelchair  users. 

In  order  to  make  the  walkways  fully  accessible  to  all  visitors  to  the 
National  Mall  and  to  comply  with  other  requirements,  the  National  Park 
Service  proposes  a  program  to  stabilize  major  portions  of  the  surface 
of  over  four  miles  of  Mall  walkways.  This  program  will  retain  the 
overall  aesthetic  appearance  and  character  of  gravel  pathways  on  the 
Mall,  mitigate  the  negative  impacts  on  the  elm  trees,  and  provide  a 
network  of  hard-surfaced  walkways  for  wheelchair  and  other  users. 

80.  Question.  Are  there  compliance  laws  other  than  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  that  are  contributing  to  the  need  for 
this  proposed  project? 

Answer.  No.  The  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  and  its 
predecessor,  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973,  are  the  only  compliance 
laws  that  are  contributing  to  or  governing  the  need  to  commit  to  this 
project . 

81.  Question.  What  is  the  total  estimated  cost  to  replace 
these  walkways? 

Answer.  If  the  project  is  undertaken  in  one  phase,  the  cost  is 
estimated  at  $6  million.   An  increase  of  $500,000  per  year  would 
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enable  phased  implementation  over  a  number  of  years  and  would  further 
provide  for  continued  daily  maintenance  of  both  gravel  and  hard- 
surfaced  walkways. 

82.  Question.  Will  there  be  maintenance  savings  if  a  new 
walkway  surface  is  used? 

Answer.  The  need  to  purchase  replacement  gravel  will  be 
somewhat  lessened,  however,  the  real  benefit  is  improving 
accessibility  to  the  National  Mall  complex  and  surrounding  areas  for 
all  national  park  visitors. 

NEW  RIVER  GORGE 

Early  next  month,  I  will  be  joining  the  Park  Service  to  dedicate  the 
newly  restored  historic  depot  in  Thurmond  at  New  River  Gorge. 

83.  Question.  What  was  the  total  cost  of  the  restoration  of 
this  facility? 

Answer.  The  Denver  Service  Center  construction  contract 
totalled  $1,817,244.  An  additional  $368,093  was  required  for 
construction  supervision,  as-constructed  drawings,  and  operations  and 
maintenance  manual  costs.  Harpers  Ferry  Center  fabrication  and 
installation  of  interpretive  exhibits,  audio  messages,  equipment, 
wayside  panels  and  acquisition  of  historic  furnishings  was  $271,922. 
These  three  figures  constitute  a  total  construction  cost  of 
$2,457,259.  Additional  minor  expenditures  will  be  incurred  during  the 
guarantee/warranty  period,  to  include  a  warranty  inspection  prior  to 
December  1,  1995. 

84.  Question.  What  are  the  Park  Service's  plans  for 
accommodating  visitors  to  this  site? 

Answer.  The  depot  is  open,  and  temporary  visitor  parking  is 
available  at  South  Side  Junction  with  free  shuttle  bus  service  across 
the  bridge  to  the  depot. 

85.  Question.  Will  the  depot  be  open  to  visitors  on  a  regular 
basis  now  that  it  is  completed? 

Answer.  No.  The  depot  is  open  from  9am-5pm  daily  from  Memorial 
Day  through  Labor  Day.  Off-season  opening  is  not  yet  determined  and 
will  occur  based  on  need  and  the  availability  of  funding. 

86.  Question.  Are  the  resources  necessary  to  address  the  needs 
of  this  new  facility  included  in  the  1996  budget  for  the  park? 

Answer.  The  resources  necessary  for  full  operation  of  the 
facility  have  not  yet  been  requested. 

In  considering  its  development  plans  at  New  River  Gorge,  the  Park 
Service  has  considered  a  restoration  of  the  town  of  Thurmond,  to 
reflect  its  coal  mining  history.  Progress  for  this  effort,  however, 
is  affected  by  the  presence  of  active  railroad  lines  through  Thurmond. 
The  Park  Service  has  been  working  with  CSX,  who  owns  the  active  lines, 
to  see  if  some  agreements  can  be  reached. 

87.  Question.  What  can  you  tell  the  Subcommittee  regarding 
efforts  to  resolve  some  of  the  access  issues  at  New  River  Gorge, 
particularly  in  Thurmond? 

Answer.  At  a  meeting  in  April,  1995,  with  a  CSX  representative, 
agreement  was  reached  as  to  how  to  proceed  to  a  timely  resolution  of 
the  access  issues  at  Thurmond. 

88.  Question.  In  the  judgment  of  the  Park  Service,  what  are 
the  prospects  for  reaching  agreement  so  that  development  might 
proceed? 
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Answer.  Over  the  past  few  years,  we  have  accjuired  parcels  of 
CSX  land  after  protracted  negotiations.  Since  the  April  12  meeting 
and  subsequent  communication,  it  is  anticipated  that  continued 
cooperation  will  be  exhibited  by  the  CSX  representative  as  we  proceed 
to  acquire  the  necessary  remaining  parcels. 

89.  Question.  Given  that  agreement  has  yet  to  be  reached  with 
CSX,  and  thus  construction  is  unlikely  to  occur  for  several  years, 
what  effect  has  this  had  on  the  cost  estimates  for  development  at 
Thurmond? 

Answer.  Every  year  the  remaining  work  identified  in  the 
Thurmond  Development  Concept  Plan  is  delayed,  the  cost  is  adjusted 
upward  for  inflation. 

90.  Question.   What  is  the  current  estimate  for  Thurmond? 

Answer.  Six  additional  projects  are  currently  estimated  to 
require  a  total  design/construction  amount  of  $36,4  50,000.  Pending 
CSX  land  and  easement  acquisitions,  design  potentially  could  take 
place  during  fiscal  years  1997-2000,  with  phased  construction 
contracts  from  1998-2000.  The  above  number  accounts  for  anticipated 
inflation  from  1997-2000. 

6RANDVIEW 

Last  year,  we  discussed  the  proposed  cultural  resource  center  at 
Grandview.  The  Park  Service  has  recommended  that  future  decisions 
regarding  possible  construction  of  such  a  facility  be  deferred  pending 
completion  of  the  "Tamarack"  artisan  center  being  constructed  along 
the  West  Virginia  Turnpike  near  Beckley. 

91.  Question.  what  is  the  current  schedule  for  the  Tamarack 
facility? 

Answer.  The  West  Virginia  Parkway  Authority  has  informed  us 
that  Tamarack  will  open  in  March  1996,  on  schedule. 

92.  Question.  When  might  the  Park  Service  revisit  the 
Grandview  proposal? 

Answer.  The  NPS  will  observe  the  Tamarack  operation  for  its 
first  year  and  sometime  in  early  1997  NPS  planners  will  work  with 
Tamarack  officials  to  determine  ways  that  their  operation  could  be 
complemented . 

93.  Question.  Please  explain  why  the  Park  Service  believes  it 
is  prudent  to  defer  further  action  on  a  cultural  center  until  the 
state  facility  is  completed. 

Answer.  We  think  it  prudent  to  avoid  duplication  of  the 
Tamarack  facility  and  its  programming. 

94.  Question.  If  the  full  cultural  facility  were  to  be 
developed  at  Grandview,  what  is  the  cost  estimate? 

Answer.  Based  on  current  Alternative  #4,  indexed  for  inflation, 
the  total  design  and  construction  cost  is  currently  estimated  to  total 
$54.6  million,  spread  over  five  years.  Implementation  of  a  different 
alternative  would  result  in  a  lower  total  cost.  As  the  NPS  consults 
with  Tamarack  officials,  the  estimated  amounts  should  be  smaller, 
since  we  will  be  eliminating  those  areas  of  duplication. 

95.  Question.  Might  the  Park  Service  reconsider  which 
components  would  make  the  most  sense  at  a  cultural  resource  center 
once  the  Tamarack  facility  is  operational? 

Answer.  Yes.  The  NPS  will  reconsider  those  components  which  do 
not  duplicate  operations  at  Tamarack. 


135 

96.  Question.  Are  there  improvements  that  could  be  made  at 
Grandview  to  deal  with  its  current  visitation  regardless  of  whether  a 
cultural  center  or  program  is  pursued? 

Answer.   Yes. 

97.  Question.  What  are  the  most  critical  improvements  needed 
at  Grandview  absent  a  cultural  center? 

Answer.  The  most  critical  needs  are:  1)  resurfacing  of 
existing  roads,  parking  areas,  and  walkways;  2)  correction  of  certain 
drainage  problems;  3)  improvements  in  present  sewer  and  water  systems; 
and  4)  amphitheater  improvements. 

98.  Question.   Do  you  have  a  cost  estimate? 

Answer.   Our  estimate  of  costs  for  these  improvements  is 
$1  million. 

99.  Question.  Are  there  any  funds  in  the  FY  1996  budget  to 
initiate  such  improvements? 

Answer.   No,  there  are  not. 

KAYMOOR 

The  Park  Service  is  in  the  process  of  conducting  the  necessary 
planning  and  design  to  stabilize  the  remaining  structures  at  the 
Kaymoor  mine  site,  which  is  in  the  central  part  of  the  New  River 
Gorge.  This  location  will  provide  an  excellent  opportunity  to  use  the 
historic  resources  to  interpret  the  coal  mining  history  of  the  gorge, 
including  the  influence  of  the  railroad  and  the  local  geography  on  the 
lives  of  the  people  who  lived  in  the  area. 

The  Kaymoor  mine  site  has  several  components,  some  of  which  are  at 
river  level,  some  are  at  the  mid-point  (or  "bench"  level),  and  some 
are  at  the  top  of  the  gorge . 

100.  Question.  How  will  visitors  access  these  various 
locations  at  Kaymoor? 

Answer.   Access  by  foot  trails  is  planned. 

101.  Question.  What  is  the  condition  of  the  trail  that 
presently  provides  access  between  these  levels? 

Answer.  The  trails  are  satisfactory,  except  for  the  portion 
between  the  mid-point  and  the  bottom. 

102.  Question.  What  is  the  estimated  cost  to  rehabilitate  the 
trail  and  remove  hazardous  waste? 

Answer.   The  estimate  is  $700,000. 

103.  Question.  What  is  the  benefit  of  proceeding  with  these 
improvements  prior  to  the  actual  start  of  stabilization  at  the  mine 
site? 

Answer.  A  trail  is  needed  to  access  the  site  for  hiking, 
maintenance  and  construction. 

FAYETTE  STATION  BRIDGE 

In  FY  1993,  Congress  provided  $4.2  million  for  the  State  of  West 
Virginia  to  replace  the  Fayette  Station  bridge,  which  was  closed  for 
safety  reasons  in  1979.  In  exchange,  the  State  is  to  repair  two  other 
bridges  in  the  park. 
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104.  Question.   What  role  will  NPS  have  in  this  project? 

Answer.  The  Fayette  Station  Bridge  is  owned  by  the  West 
Virginia  Division  of  Highways  (WVDOH)  and  is  adjacent  to,  but  not  on, 
lands  owned  by  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS) .  NPS  transferred  the 
appropriated  funds  through  the  Federal  Highways  Administration  (FHWA) 
to  the  WVDOH  in  FY  1994,  FHWA  is  the  lead  federal  agency  for  this 
project.  The  role  of  NPS  is  to  provide  comments  on  issues  of  NPS 
interest  to  WVDOH  during  the  compliance  and  planning  aspects  of  the 
project,  and  to  provide  WVDOH  with  information  gathered  by  NPS  for  the 
general  area  of  the  project  that  may  be  useful  in  WVDOH' s  compliance 
and  planning  efforts. 

105.  Question.  What  steps  must  be  taken  before  construction 
can  begin? 

Answer.  According  to  WVDOH,  the  steps  that  must  take  place  in 
the  completion  of  the  Fayette  Station  Bridge  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Develop  an  Environmental  Assessment  process  that  produces  an 
alternative  with  no  significant  impact.  Completion  of  this  step  is 
expected  by  late  summer  1995. 

(2)  Produce  engineering  plans,  which  are  to  be  completed  from  June  to 
October,  1995. 

(3)  Advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  construction  project. 
Expected  release  for  bid  is  November,  1995. 

(4)  Beginning  of  construction  is  expected  in  January,  1996. 

106.  Question.  To  your  knowledge,  does  the  cost  estimate  of 
$4.2  million  remain  accurate? 

Answer.  According  to  WVDOH,  the  $4.2  million  cost  estimate 
remains  accurate. 

107.  Question.  What  is  the  current  schedule  for  completion  of 
this  project? 

Answer.  The  current  schedule  is  to  have  the  Fayette  Station 
Bridge  open  to  traffic  by  mid-1997. 

WHEELING 

To  date,  a  total  of  $5.4  million  has  been  provided  for  the  Wheeling 
National  Heritage  Area  for  construction  of  the  Artisan  Center  project. 

108.  Question.  What  is  the  current  construction  schedule  for 
this  facility? 

Answer.  The  Artisan  Center  was  originally  scheduled  to  be 
completed  by  late  fall  1995.  During  the  initial  stage  of  interior 
demolition,  additional  environmental  and  structural  problems  were 
uncovered  and  have  since  been  resolved.  However,  these  items  have 
set  the  construction  schedule  back  by  six  months.  The  project  is  on 
budget  and  actively  progressing. 

109.  Question.  When  is  it  expected  to  be  completed  and 
available  to  the  public? 

Answer.  Completion  of  the  Artisan  Center  is  now  scheduled  for 
spring  1996.  Parts  of  the  building  will  be  open  to  the  public  in  the 
spring  of  1996  with  other  elements  being  added  by  fall  1996. 

110.  Question.  Is  the  $5.4  million  still  a  valid  cost 
estimate? 
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Answer.  The  $5.4  million  is  still  a  valid  estimate.  The 
additional  environmental  and  structural  costs  have  been  offset  with 
compensating  credits  and  use  of  contingency  funds. 

When  the  Park  Service  worked  with  the  City  of  Wheeling  in  developing 
the  conceptual  plan  for  this  heritage  area,  it  was  estimated  that 
Federal  funding  of  $28  million  would  be  made  available  through  the 
National  Park  Service.  To  date,  $13.6  million  has  been  provided 
through  the  Park  Service,  and  $8.5  million  was  provided  in  the 
Transportation  bill  for  an  intermodal  transportation  center. 

The  FY  1996,  budget,  however,  reduces  the  amount  proposed  for  Wheeling 
from  $3.5  million  appropriated  in  FY  1995  to  $180,000. 

HI.  Question.  How  would  the  $180,000  be  used?  How  does  the 
proposed  FY  1996  level  compare  to  current  levels  for  NPS  technical 
assistance? 

Answer.  Given  that  there  would  be  a  95  percent  reduction  in 
funding,  most  programs  will  need  to  be  phased  out.  These  programs 
include:  lighting,  challenge  grants,  resource  conservation  efforts, 
interpretive  planning  and  trail  planning.  Of  the  proposed  $180,000 
for  FY  1996  at  least  80  percent  of  that  would  be  passed  directly  to 
Wheeling  to  be  used  for  seed  money  to  advance  the  Heritage  Port 
project.  The  remainder  would  pay  for  NPS  technical  assistance. 

112.  Question.  Why  wasn't  the  prior  year  funding  level 
maintained  in  the  budget,  as  has  been  the  case  previously? 

Answer.  This  is  due  to  the  lack  of  specific  authorization  for 
development  activity. 

113.  Question.  What  major  capital  improvement  projects  remain 
to  be  completed  for  the  Wheeling  project? 

Answer.  The  centerpiece  of  the  Wheeling  Heritage  Plan  -  the 
Heritage  Pert  riverfront  redevelopment  -  is  yet  to  be  funded  and  has 
an  estimated  construction  cost  of  $15  million.  Design  development 
drawings  for  the  Port  are  nearing  completion,  and  FY  1995  funding 
included  $600,000  for  additional  planning  and  site  clearance.  Other 
phase  III  projects  such  as  the  permanent  visitor  center  are  also 
unfunded.  Efforts  are  being  made  to  locate  public  and  private  sources 
for  funding  this  work. 

HARPERS  FERRY  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK 

To  date,  approximately  $7.3  million  has  been  provided  for  continued 
development  in  lower  town.  These  funds  have  been  allocated  to  package 
116,  for  the  restoration  of  several  buildings,  including  the  dry  goods 
store,  the  Daingerfield  House,  and  the  provost  marshall's  office. 
These  buildings  are  located  on  Shenandoah  Street  and  are  among  the 
first  structures  the  visitor  sees  after  being  dropped  off  by  the 
shuttle  bus. 

114.  Question.  What  is  the  status  of  the  construction  on  this 
project? 

Answer.  The  project  is  on  schedule.  As  of  June  26,  1995, 
package  116  was  50  percent  complete. 

115.  Question.  When  do  you  expect  to  be  ready  to  open  these 
buildings  to  the  public? 

Answer.  The  complex  of  seven  buildings  in  package  116  is 
expected  to  be  open  to  the  public  in  the  fall  of  1996  or  in  the  spring 
of  1997. 
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116.  Question.  Do  you  have  sufficient  funds  to  complete  all 
components  of  the  project  as  designed,  or  will  you  have  to  revisit 
some  aspects  to  try  and  generate  savings? 

Answer.  The  building  construction  contract  for  package  116  is 
fully  funded,  however,  an  additional  $455,000  is  needed  for  a 
telephone  trunk  line  that  is  essential  to  the  park's  communication 
system  and  required  for  the  large  volume  of  telephones  necessary  for 
day-to-day  operations.  These  lines  must  support  phone,  fax  and  modem 
capabilities  and  are  key  to  park  dispatch  and  security  operations. 

117.  Question.  what  actions  will  you  take  if  the  additional 
$455,000  that  you  currently  project  is  short  or  is  not  forthcoming? 

Answer.  Without  the  $455,000  to  upgrade  the  telephone  lines 
serving  lower  town,  package  116  will  be  incomplete  and  result  in 
inadequate  communications  capability  necessary  to  assure  the  physical 
security  of  the  park's  many  museums  and  buildings.  If  funding  is  not 
provided,  the  National  Park  Service  would  have  to  explore  what  options 
might  be  available  to  provide  limited  phone,  fax  and  modem 
capabilities.  Not  having  the  trunk  line  would  jeopardize  the 
emergency  headquarters  operations  for  park  dispatch  and  the 
centralized  park  security  operations  planned  for  the  park  in  package 
116. 

118.  Question.  Another  aspect  of  Harpers  Ferry  development  is 
the  completion  of  package  118,  which  involves  a  warehouse,  tavern  and 
confectionery  store.  These  buildings  will  be  restored  and  used  for 
interpretive  programs.  What  is  the  current  estimate  of  funding 
necessary  to  complete  package  118? 

Answer.  The  current  estimate  of  funding  necessary  to  complete 
package  118  is  $1,066  million.  This  funding  would  provide  for  exhibit 
planning,  complete  restoration  of  a  warehouse,  tavern,  and 
confectionery,  and  for  modernization  of  the  HVAC  system  in  the  Roeder 
Annex . 

119.  Question.   Are  these  funds  included  in  the  budget? 

Answer.  No,  funding  is  not  included  in  the  FY  1996  budget 
request  for  package  118  development  needs. 

120.  Question.  If  this  additional  amount  were  provided  in 
FY  1996,  could  you  proceed  to  award  construction  contracts  within  the 
year? 

Answer.  Yes,  if  this  additional  amount  were  provided  in 
FY  1996,  the  construction  contract  could  be  awarded  and  completed  by 
November  1996 . 

121.  Question.  Does  the  cost  estimate  to  complete  this  package 
include  the  necessary  funds  for  all  exhibit  work? 

Answer.  No,  the  cost  estimate  to  complete  package  118  does  not 
include  the  funds  necessary  for  all  exhibit  work.  Funding  would  be 
needed  in  the  amount  of  $650,000  for  exhibit  production  that  could  be 
completed  within  18  months  from  appropriation. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  CONRAD  BURNS 

SERVICE  PRIORITIES 

1.  Question.  Mr.  Kennedy,  with  the  current  condition  of  the 
land  in  the  hands  of  the  National  Park  Service  and  with  the  status  of 
the  programs  that  are  underway  to  improve  the  current  conditions  in 
the  parks,  can  you  give  me  a  sense  of  your  priorities? 

Answer.  Our  highest  priority  remains  park  operations,  as 
evidenced  by  our  FY  1996  request  which  asked  for  a  net  increase 
totaling  almost  $80  million  in  our  operations  appropriation,  including 
key  requests  for  unmet  operational  needs,  resource  professionalization 
and  needed  training  investment  dollars.  However,  I  also  believe  that 
minimal  levels  of  land  acquisition  and  construction  funding  are 
important  and,  indeed,  necessary.  We  must  not  lose  the  opportunity  to 
secure  protection  for  nationally  significant  resources  at  times  when 
it  is  most  cost-effective.  We  must  also  take  care  of  our  facilities 
and  resources  before  they  became  a  financial  drain  on  the  System  in 
future  years.  In  addition,  as  you  know,  our  construction  program 
request  was  greatly  reordered  from  prior  years  to  focus  on  employee 
housing.  Finally,  where  and  when  they  are  effective,  our  partnership 
programs  must  be  maintained,  as  they  provide  excellent  results  with 
minimal  Federal  investment.  Our  FY  1996  request  --  which  contains 
several  key  initiatives  in  operations,  slightly  reduced  levels  in  Land 
Acquisition  and  Construction,  and  the  status  quo  in  external  and 
partnership  programs  --  still  reflects  the  priorities  of  the  Service 
and  the  Secretary. 

2.  Question.  Are  you  going  to  focus  on  fixing  the  property  you 
already  have? 

Answer.  To  a  large  extent,  that  is  the  direction  we  have  gone 
in  recent  years,  with  significant  requests  for  ongoing  park  operations 
and  construction  lists  containing  little  new  construction,  but  instead 
focusing  on  repair  and  rehabilitation. 

In  general,  only  minimal  amounts  of  the  operational  and  construction 
funding  requests  have  been  utilized  for  recent  additions  to  the 
System.  Thus,  I  believe  our  focus  is  on  our  current  system,  rather 
than  broad-ranging  new  initiatives  and  lands. 

Nevertheless,  there  will  always  be  occasions  when  funding  is  required 
to  address  new  acquisition,  construction  or  operational  issues  as  long 
as  new  lands  are  authorized,  transferred  or  otherwise  come  into  the 
possession  of  the  Service,  with  the  approval  of  Congress. 

3.  Question.  I  am  also  very  interested  in  what  these  projects 
may  be  and  where  they  are  located  and  the  cost  in  relation  to  land 
that  is  adjacent  to  the  land  that  you  are  planning  to  purchase? 

Answer.  Our  FY  1996  land  acquisition  request  will  allow  us  to 
acquire  land  and  interests  in  land  for  congressionally  authorized 
areas  within  the  National  Park  System.  The  cost  of  adjacent  land  is 
taken  into  consideration  in  the  appraisal  process,  prior  to  our 
purchase  of  authorized  parcels. 

IMPLEMENTING  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  REQUIRED  PROGRAMS 

4.  Question.  Mr.  Kennedy  can  you  provide  a  detailed  accounting 
of  funds  that  the  National  Park  Service  has  spent  in  implementing  the 
programs  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  required  you  to  join 
in  with? 

Answer.  Legislation  such  as  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  Clean  Water  Act,  require  parks  to  consult  and/or 
coordinate  their  efforts  in  regard  to  these  acts  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  other  land  management  agencies.  Expenditures  in 
regard  to  these  Acts  are  generally  required  to  meet  the  NPS  mission  to 
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preserve  its  natural  resources,  even  in  the  absence  of  separate 
legislation. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  takes  the  lead  on  activities 
required  under  The  Endangered  Species  Act.  Recovery  expenditures  in 
regard  to  this  Act  are  submitted  in  an  annual  report  to  Congress .  NPS 
expenditures  on  threatened  cind  endangered  species  for  FY  1994  were 
$3.9  million,  broken  dovm  as  follows: 

(in  millions  of  dollars) 

Mammals  $1.5 

Birds  1 . 5 

Reptiles/Amphibians  .2 

Fishes  . 3 

Invertebrates  . 3 

Plants  .1 

Total  $3.9 

WOLF  REIMTRODUCTION  AT  YELLOWSTONE 

5.  Question.  I  would  also  like  a  line  by  line  breakdown,  by 
account  number,  of  the  funding  associated  with  the  Yellowstone 
National  Park  wolf  program  to  date. 

Answer.  From  FY  1989  through  FY  1991,  Yellowstone  spent 
$671,000  on  wolf  research  and  studies,  as  directed  by  Congress.  From 
FY  1992  through  1994,  Yellowstone  spent  $359,000  to  assist  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Forest  Service  in  preparing  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  wolf  reintroduction  into 
Yellowstone  National  Park  and  central  Idaho,  as  directed  by  Congress. 
In  FY  1994,  Yellowstone  spent  an  additional  $200,000  on  constructing 
acclimation  facilities  and  acquiring  equipment  to  start  up  the  wolf 
reintroduction  program.  In  FY  1995,  Yellowstone  has  budgeted  $324,000 
to  continue  this  effort. 

6.  Question.  I  would  also  like  you  to  provide  me  with  your 
estimate  of  what  the  program  will  cost  in  FY  1996  and  future  years. 

Answer.  We  plan  to  reintroduce  wolves  in  Yellowstone  over  a  3 
to  5  year  period  until  a  base  population  is  established.  After  the 
initial  reintroduction  period  we  will  be  monitoring  the  wolves  until 
recovery  is  achieved,  which  is  projected  to  be  the  year  2002.  During 
the  active  reintroduction  phase,  FY  1996  through  1998,  we  estimate 
costs  will  be  $334,000  per  year.  During  the  monitoring  phase,  FY  1999 
through  2002,  we  estimate  costs  will  be  $175,000  per  year. 

7.  Question.  What  are  the  discretionary  funds  for  this  program 
being  used  for  at  this  time? 

Answer.  Most  of  the  funds  are  used  for  personnel  services 
associated  with  acclimation  of  the  wolves  prior  to  their  release,  and 
monitoring  activities  that  include  flight  time  with  local  aircraft 
companies.  Funds  are  also  used  for  vehicle  support  and  miscellaneous 
supplies  and  equipment. 

8.  Question.  Considering  the  fact  that  the  personnel  that  were 
assigned  to  the  release  of  the  wolves  were  required  to  almost 
dismantle  the  holding  pens  for  these  wolves,  what  is  the  anticipated 
cost  for  the  construction,  or  reconditioning  of  these  pens? 

Answer.  A  small  portion  of  one  of  the  10  foot  panels  was 
removed  on  two  of  the  three  acclimation  pens;  the  animals  left  through 
the  opened  gate  on  the  third  pen.  Repairs  have  been  completed  on  the 
two  pens  requiring  minor  reconstruction.  All  of  the  pens  are  now 
fully  serviceable.  Therefore,  no  significant  costs  have  been  incurred 
for  reconstruction  and  reconditioning  of  these  pens. 
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9.  Question.  Is  the  funding  of  this  program  a  direct 
appropriation  to  the  National  Park  Service  or  is  it  a  reprogramming  of 
funds  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  has  spent  funds  that  were 
appropriated  to  us  in  the  Operations  of  the  National  Park  System 
(ONPS)  appropriation.  Funding  was  appropriated  by  Congress  in  FY  198  9 
and  again  in  FY  1991,  specifically  for  vralf  restoration  evaluation  and 
planning.  In  FY  1992  the  amount  was  decreased  by  Congress  and 
earmarked  for  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in 
cooperation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Forest  Service. 
Funds  to  cover  our  operating  needs  are  requested  in  our  FY  1996  budget 
justifications  to  Congress.  Thus  far,  funding  for  this  program  has 
been  by  direct  appropriation  to  the  NPS  or  reallocation  of  ONPS 
discretionary  funds.  No  funding  has  been  reprogrammed  from  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service. 

10.  Question.  With  the  massive  amount  of  money  being  spent  on 
this  program,  the  introduction  of  the  Ceinadian  Gray  Wolf  into  the 
United  States,  how  do  you  explain  to  your  workers  in  the  same  park, 
and  the  numerous  parks  around  the  nation  that  they  must  live  in 
substandard  housing? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  housing  initiative  and 
housing  construction  programs  are  funded  by  Congress  from  a  specific 
construction  appropriation.  Housing  initiative  amd  construction 
project  requests  do  not  directly  compete  with  the  wolf  program  for 
funding . 

The  NPS  wolf  program  incurred  about  $1  million  in  expenses  from 
FY  1989  through  FY  1994.  During  the  same  time  period.  Congress 
appropriated  $76  million  for  a  new  NPS  housing  initiative  program  and 
housing  construction  projects.  In  FY  1995  the  NPS  was  appropriated 
$24  million  for  housing  programs,  and  we  are  making  progress  towards 
improving  employee  housing.  We  have  requested  a  $25  million  increase 
in  the  housing  initiative  program,  along  with  $30  million  for  housing 
construction  projects  in  the  FY  1996  budget.  We  are  also  actively 
seeking  partnerships  between  the  federal  government  and  companies  in 
the  housing  industry  to  acquire  new  employee  housing  and  requesting 
legislation  for  possible  leasing  options.  We  hope  these  combined 
efforts  will  enable  us  to  provide  employees  with  adequate  and  safe 
homes . 

BISON/BRnCELLOSIS  PROJECT  AT  YELLOWSTONE 

11.  Question.  Mr.  Kennedy,  by  now  I  am  sure  that  you  are  aware 
of,  and  have  studied  S.  74  5,  my  bill  that  will  recjuire  the  clean  up  of 
the  Yellowstone  bison  herd.  With  this  in  mind  I  would  appreciate  a 
breakdown,  year  by  year,  of  the  amount  of  money  that  has  been  wasted 
on  the  present  EIS,  which  five  years  after  its  inception  is  still 
incomplete . 

Answer.  The  agencies  involved  signed  the  Memorandum  Of 
Understanding  to  begin  work  on  the  bison  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  early  in  1992.  From  that  time  until  now  the  National  Park 
Service  has  spent  about  $50,000  per  year  ($150,000  total)  on  the 
project.  We  finished  the  review  draft  of  the  EIS  in  December,  1994, 
and  forwarded  it  to  our  agency  partners . 

12.  Question.  What  is  the  current  population  of  the  bison  herd 
within  the  boundaries  of  Yellowstone  National  Park? 

Answer.  Dr.  Mary  Meagher,  from  the  National  Biological  Service, 
conducted  an  aerial  survey  on  May  9,  1995,  and  counted  a  total  of 
3,030  bison  which  included  308  new  calves. 

13.  Question.  Keeping  this  in  mind,  and  with  the  evidence  that 
the  numbers  of  bison  that  left  the  park  and  were  destroyed  in  Montana 
this  year  and  using  the  figures  that  the  lab  tests  provided  on  the 
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number  of  bison  infected  with  brucellosis,  what  is  your  closest 
approximation  of  what  it  will  cost  to  begin  the  herd  testing  program, 
if  enacted  by  Congress? 

Answer.  Past  and  present  data  have  shown  that  approximately  50% 
of  the  bison  in  Yellowstone  test  seropositive  for  exposure  to  brucella 
abortus.  Data  from  the  1991-1992  winter  indicated  only  12%  of  the  218 
bison  tested  were  actually  infected  with  brucella  abortus.  According 
to  Dr.  Meagher's  scientific  paper,  to  be  published  this  year,  none  of 
the  brucella  carriers  were  capable  of  transmitting  the  disease  to 
other  bison  or  cattle.  For  a  herd  testing  program  involving  only 
bison  migrating  outside  the  park  (approximately  400) ,  a  minimum  of 
$2.5  million  to  $5  million  would  be  needed  to  capture,  test,  and 
quarantine  them  (source:  Intertribal  Bison  Cooperative).  Annual 
operating  costs  are  estimated  at  $520,000  per  year.  A  herd  testing 
program  applied  throughout  Yellowstone  would  cost  an  estimated  7  to  10 
times  the  above  amounts. 

14.  Question.  What  does  the  National  Park  Service  estimate  it 
will  need  to  spend,  should  a  visitor  to  Yellowstone  contract  Undulant 
Fever,  the  human  equivalent  of  brucellosis? 

Answer.  We  have  not  formulated  such  an  estimate  because  we 
believe  it  is  extremely  unlikely  that  such  a  contraction  will  ever 
occur.  Out  of  more  than  100  million  Yellowstone  visitors,  we  are  not 
aware  of  a  single  case  of  a  visitor  contracting  undulant  fever  from 
Yellowstone  bison.  Also,  during  over  90  years  of  handling, 
slaughtering  and  studying  thousands  of  Yellowstone  bison,  we  are  not 
aware  of  any  park  employee  contracting  undulant  fever  from  Yellowstone 
bison. 

15.  Question.  Has  this  figure  been,  in  anyway  a  factor  in  the 
future  plans  for  dealing  with  this  herd?   If  not,  why  not? 

Answer.  We  have  not  considered  this  factor  in  future  plans  for 
dealing  with  the  bison  population  in  Yellowstone  because  we  believe 
the  risk  is  essentially  zero. 

16.  Question.  Are  you  aware  of  the  public  relations  nightmare 
that  the  inaction  could  cause  should  just  one  visitor  be  infected  by 
a  bison  that  was  infected  with  the  disease? 

Answer.  Yes,  but  brucellosis,  or  undulant  fever,  in  humans  is 
not  a  major  health  issue.  With  the  advent  of  widespread 
pasteurization  of  milk  and  reduction  of  brucellosis  in  domestic 
livestock  herds,  undulant  fever  has  been  reduced  from  6,500  cases  in 
1940  to  70  in  1994.  Undulant  fever  caused  by  brucella  abortus,  is  a 
readily  curable  disease  in  humans  and  can  only  be  transmitted  from 
bison  or  domestic  cattle  to  humans  under  very  specific  circumstances. 
For  transmission  of  brucella  from  bison  to  a  visitor  to  occur,  the 
visitor  would  most  likely  have  to  come  into  direct  contact  with  fresh 
birthing  fluids  of  an  infected  animal  or  ingest  fluids  (milk)  or 
uncooked  tissues  of  an  infectious  animal. 

STATE  OF  MONTANA  vs.  NPS  LAWSUIT 

17.  Question.  Can  you  provide  this  Committee  with  the  latest 
information  regarding  the  lawsuit  that  the  State  of  Montana  has 
brought  against  the  Park  Service? 

Answer.  The  State  of  Montana  filed  a  lawsuit  against  the  USDA 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  and  the  National  Park 
Service  on  January  17,  1995.  At  a  settlement  conference  on  April 
27th  in  Helena,  Montana,  the  Federal  government  provided  a  settlement 
proposal  to  the  State  of  Montana.  The  State  has  not  yet  responded  to 
the  proposal.  If  a  pre-trial  settlement  cannot  be  reached,  a  December 
4,  1995,  court  date  has  been  set  in  the  United  States  District  Court, 
District  of  Montana,  under  Judge  Lovel. 
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18.  Question.  Would  you  provide  me  with  a  breakdown  of  the 
construction  you  have  scheduled  to  be  done  in  the  parks  in  Montana, 
Yellowstone  and  Glacier? 

Answer.  The  current  status  of  on-going  construction  is  itemized 
below. 

Glacier  National  Park.  Glacier  has  two  construction  projects  that  are 
currently  in  progress  with  additional  work  scheduled  into  1996. 

*  Rehabilitation  of  Going-To-The-Sun  Road,  a  Federal  Lands 
Highways  project  in  its  fifth  phase.  Work  on  the  segment 
of  road  from  Logan  Pass  to  Oberlin  Bend  will  commence  on 
July  5th,  1995  and  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  the 
summer  of  1996.  The  project  has  been  allocated  $370,200 
in  FY  1995.  This  amount  includes  funds  to  complete  work 
on  prior  phases  of  the  project  and  revegetation  for  future 
phases,  as  well  as  the  Logan  Pass/Oberlin  Bend  phase. 

*  Rehabilitate  Chalet  Utilities  in  Glacier  National  Park,  an 
FY  1995  Line  Item  construction  project.  Stabilization  of 
the  Granite  Park  Chalet  is  xinderway  and  will  be  completed 
in  the  summer  of  1995.  Stabilization  and  the 
rehabilitation  of  utilities  at  the  Sperry  Chalet  will 
commence  in  1996.  The  total  amount  appropriated  for  this 
project  in  FY  1995  was  $2,289  million  and  covers  one  of 
two  phases  of  the  original  project  scope. 

Yellowstone  National  Park.    Yellowstone  has  three  construction 
projects  that  are  currently  in  progress  and  scheduled  into  1996 . 

*  Design  and  Construction  of  Housing  Parkwide.  In  1995, 
construction  of  six  housing  units  will  commence  at  Old 
Faithful.  This  project  has  been  allocated  $1,558  million 
in  FY  1995,  which  also  includes  design  work  for  the  Canyon 
Village,  Yellowstone  Lake,  Mammoth  Hot  Springs,  Norris 
Junction,  and  Tower  Junction  park  areas.  Additional 
phases  scheduled  for  1996,  subject  to  the  availability  of 
funds,  are:  four  housing  units  at  the  West  Entrance  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $600,000;  and  four  housing  units  at 
Tower  Junction  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $600,000. 

*  Rehabilitate  Roads  Parkwide,  a  Federal  Lands  Highways 
project.  The  road  segments  undergoing  rehabilitation  in 
1995  are:  Southeast  Trailhead  to  Sylvan  Pass,  Pelican 
Creek  to  Southeast  Trailhead,  Sylvan  Pass  to  East 
Entrance,  Fishing  Bridge  to  Pelican  Bridge,  and  Madison 
Junction  to  Norris  Junction.  In  FY  1995  this  project  has 
been  allocated  $373,700  for  archeological  work,  $245,000 
for  revegetation,  $25,000  for  natural  resource 
conservation,  and  $604,400  for  construction.  The  second 
phase  of  the  East  Entrance  Road  is  scheduled  for  1996  with 
an  estimated  cost  of  $9.6  million. 

*  Repair,  Reconstruct,  Resurface  Road  Improvements  Parkwide, 
another  Federal  Lands  Highways  project.  The  road  segments 
being  improved  in  1995  are:  13  miles  from  the  North 
Entrance,  Arnica  to  Little  West  Thumb,  Norris  Junction  to 
Canyon  Village,  and  Canyon  Village  to  Tower  Junction.  In 
FY  1995  this  project  has  been  allocated  $127,600  for 
archeological  work,  $138,000  for  revegetation,  $15,000  for 
natural  resource  conservation,  and  $70,700  for 
construction.  Another  Repair,  Reconstruct,  and  Resurface 
Road  Project  from  Tower  Junction  to  the  Northeast  Entrance 
is  scheduled  for  1996  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1.0 
million. 
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TRIBAL  REQUESTS  REGARDING  SELF -GOVERNANCE  ACT 

19.  Question.  Please  provide  the  Committee  with  the  status  of 
any  Tribal  requests  under  Self -Governance . 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  has  received  10  letters  of 
interest  requesting  information  about  National  Park  Service  programs 
and  functions  from  the  following  Self -Governance  tribes.  Alaska: 
Bristol  Bay  Native  Association,  Kawerak,  Inc.,  Central  Council  of 
Tlingit-Haida  Indian  Tribes  of  Alaska,  Tanana  Chiefs  Conference. 
California:  Hoopa  Valley  Business  Council.  Nevada:  Ely  Shoshone. 
New  Mexico:  Santa  Clara  Pueblo.  Oklahoma:  Chickasaw  Nation. 
Washington:  Lower  Elwha  Tribal  Council,  Lummi  Indian  Business 
Council . 

Budget  and  program  information  is  being  provided,  and  in  many 
cases,  meetings  between  Tribal  officials  and  National  Park  Service 
personnel  have  been  held.  Secretarial  guidelines  for  Indian  Self- 
Determination  set  June  15,  1995  as  the  deadline  for  Tribes  to  formally 
request  to  negotiate  annual  funding  agreements  for  fiscal  year  1996, 
so  more  requests  may  be  received.  No  funding  agreements  have  been 
fully  negotiated  and  signed  at  this  time. 

Detailed  information  on  Tribal  requests  follow. 

National  Park  Service 
Summary  of  Self -Governance  Activities 

Current  as  of  June  8,  1995 

1.  Lower  Elwha  Tribal  Council. 

Letter  of  Interest.   March  2,  1995 

Interest:  Elwha  River  Restoration,  portions  of  Olympic 
National  Park  law  enforcement  in  the  Elwha  River 
sector,  general  management,  and  interpretation. 

Status:  Three  meetings  with  Tribal  representatives,  Olympic 
National  Park  and  NPS  Pacific  Northwest  Regional 
office  representatives  have  taken  place.  Budget 
information  is  being  prepared  to  send  to  the  Tribe. 
The  tribe  wants  to  proceed  cautiously. 

2.  Kawerak,  Inc. 

Letter  of  Interest.   March  6,  1995 

Interest:  Construction,  interpretation,  maintenance  and  law 
enforcement,  research,  archeological  research  and 
collections  management,  cultural  resources  research 
and  management,  subsistence,  wildlife  and  natural 
resource  management  at  Bering  Land  Bridge  National 
Park.  Native  American  Graves  Protection  grants  and 
Historic  Preservation  Fund  grants  (to  Indian 
tribes).  Two  programs  that  Kawerak,  Inc.  expresses 
interest  in  are  discretionary  programs  for  which 
funds  are  awarded  competitively  and  are  thus  not 
eligible  for  funding  agreements  unless  the  Council 
has  competed  successfully  for  them.  These  are  the 
NAGPRA  grants  and  the  HPF  (grants  to  Indian 
Tribes) . 

Status:  The  National  Park  Service  has  negotiated  a  Fiscal 
Year  1995  funding  agreement  for  a  cultural 
resources  study  with  Kawerak,  Inc.  Kawerak  has 
written  to  Secretary  Babbitt  requesting  that 
contract  support  be  provided  in  addition  to  the 
funds  appropriated  for  the  study.  Negotiations  are 
in  process  for  a  reindeer  management  program  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996. 
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The  Chickasaw  Nation. 


Letter  of  Interest.   March  10,  1995 

Interest:  "Programs,  functions,  services,  and  activities  of 
the  National  Park  Service  at  Chickasaw  National 
Recreation  Area."  Specifics  are  to  be  developed 
after  the  tribe  completes  a  "due  diligence"  study 
which  will  be  jointly  funded  by  the  Administration 
for  Native  Americans  (ANA)  and  the  National  Park 
Service . 

Status:  Letter  of  i^ril  13,  1995  from  the  Superindent 
states  that  he  will  work  with  the  Tribe  in  the 
study  and  in  establishing  funding  agreements  where 
possible.  Information  has  been  sent  to  the  Tribe 
and  a  meeting  with  representatives  from  the  tribe, 
Santa  Fe  System  Support  Office,  and  the  park  was 
held  during  the  week  of  June  12,  1995.  During  this 
meeting  negotiations  to  the  draft  cooperative 
agreement  was  made  and  it  is  now  being  revised  and 
will  again  be  reviewed  by  both  parties. 
Interagency  agreement  between  ANA  and  NPS  through 
which  NPS  will  accept  funds  from  ANA  is  complete 
except  for  signatures  from  NPS  Contracting  and  NPS 
Director.  Next  step  is  to  transfer  the  funds  to 
the  Tribe  through  a  funding  agreement  between  the 
NPS  and  the  Tribe,  most  likely  in  the  form  of  a 
cooperative  agreement.  NPS  has  requested  a  budget 
for  the  study  from  the  Chickasaw  Nation  which  will 
be  needed  to  complete  the  cooperative  agreement. 

Central  Council  o£  Tlingit  and  Haida  Indian  Tribes  of  Alaska 

Letter  of  Interest.   April  13,  1995 

Interest:  Native  American  Graves  Protection  (NAGPRA)  grants, 
topical  studies  to  collect  data  for  natural  and 
cultural  resources  management  program.  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  program,  Historic 
Preservation  Fund  (grants  to  Indian  Tribes) , 
Archeological  Assistance  Program,  and  Cultural 
Resources  Training  Initiative. 

Status:  Tribe  will  contact  NPS  Alaska  Regional  Office  for 
information.  Three  programs  the  Council  expresses 
interest  in  are  discretionary  programs  for  which 
funds  are  awarded  competitively  and  are  thus  not 
eligible  for  funding  agreements  unless  the  Council 
has  competed  successfully  for  them.  These  are  the 
NAGPRA  grants,  HPF  (grants  to  Indian  Tribes) ,  and 
the  Cultural  Resources  Training  Initiative. 


5.   Hoopa  Valley  Business  Council 

Letter  of  Interest.   J^ril  17,  1995 


Interest: 


Fiinctions  related  to  operation  of  concessions, 
maintenance  of  trails,  roadways  and  fire  trails, 
fiinctions  related  to  management  of  fish  and  game, 
and  administrative  support  activities  for  these 
activities  at  Redwood  National  Park  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Hoopa  Valley  Indian  Reservation. 


Status; 


Park   officials   have   met   with   the   Hoopa 
discussed  all  park  programs  and  budgets. 


and 


Lummi  Indian  Business  Council 


Letter  of  Interest.   April  14,  1995 
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Interest:  Programs,  services,  activities,  or  portions,  of  San 
Juan  Island  National  Historic  Park,  Native  American 
Graves  Protection  (NAGPRA)  grants.  Cultural 
Resources  Training  Initiative,  Cultural  Resources 
Applied  Research,  Cultural  Resources  Management, 
Rivers,  Trails,  and  Conservation  Assistance, 
Pacific  Northwest  Interagency  Ecosystem  Office, 
Wildlife  Trails  and  Wilderness,  Technical 
Preservation  Services.  Two  programs  the  Council 
expresses  interest  in  are  discretionary  programs 
for  which  funds  are  awarded  competitively  and  are 
thus  not  eligible  for  funding  agreements  unless  the 
Council  has  competed  successfully  for  them.  These 
are  the  NAGPRA  grants  and  the  Cultural  Resources 
Training  Initiative. 

Status:  Meeting  has  taken  place  and  information  on  all 
programs  listed  in  the  letter  of  interest  were 
discussed.  In  a  number  of  cases,  the  Tribe  seems 
to  be  interested  in  receiving  technical  services 
rather  than  operating  the  program. 

7.   Bristol  Bay  Native  Association 

Letter  of  Interest.   April  17,  1995 

Interest:  Anthropology,  archeology  and  related  interpretative 
work,  general  park  development  and  management 
activities  including  the  concept  plan  for  Brooks 
River  and  gateway  planning,  and  administration  of 
the  concessions  and  visitor  center  at  Lake  Clark 
and  Katmai  National  Parks . 


Status ; 


Letter  faxed  from  Washington,  DC  to  Superintendent 
and  NPS  Alaska  Regional  Office  representative. 


Santa  Clara  Pueblo 

Letter  of  Interest:   April  11,  1995 

Interest:  Contracting  some  or  all  programmatic  functions  to 
which  Santa  Clara  Pueblo  has  historic,  cultural,  or 
financial  claim  in  Bandelier  National  Monument. 

Status:  The  superintendent  has  attempted  to  contact  the 
Pueblo's  Self -Governance  contact  and  the  Governor 
to  arrange  a  meeting. 

Ely  Shoshone 

Letter  of  Interest:   April  26,  1995 

Interest:  The  Tribe  requested  the  list  that  the 
Superintendent  had  sent  to  headquarters  in 
preparation  for  the  Secretary' s  report  to  Congress 
in  January.  The  Superintendent  replied  that  trash 
removal  and/or  recycling  programs  at  Great  Basin 
National  Park  might  be  programs  for  an  annual 
funding  agreement . 


10, 


Tanana  Chiefs  Conference,  Inc. 


Letter  of  Interest:   March  27,  1997 


Interest:  Operation  of  Gates  of  the  Arctic  Subsistence 
Resource  Commission,  construction  and 
interpretation  at  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park 
and  Preserve,  archeology  at  Gates  of  the  Arctic  and 
Yukon  Charlie,  NAGPRA  grants,  cultural  resources 
training,  cultural  resource  management  at  Gates  of 
the  Arctic  and  Yukon  Charlie,   and  curation  of 
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Federally- owned   and   administered   archeological 
collections. 

Status:  Meeting  between  Tanetna  Chiefs  Conference,  Alaska 
Regional  Office  staff  and  Park  Superintendents  has 
been  held.  Budget  and  program  information  was 
provided . 

GAO  FINDINGS  REGARDING  NPS  PROPERTY  VALUES 

20.  Question.  Mr.  Kennedy,  recently  the  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources  Committee  held  a  hearing  on  the  findings  that  are  being 
developed  by  the  General  Accounting  office.  During  this  hearing  the 
Committee  was  informed  that  the  National  Park  Service  has  a  vacuum 
cleaner  on  its  books  that  is  valued  at  approximately  $800,000.  How 
can  you  address  this  over-valuation? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  Property  Management 
Information  System  (PROP)  maintains  306,316  active  property  master 
records  totaling  $431,444,421.89.  Last  year,  there  were  335  system 
users  who  entered  8  9,04  7  transactions  into  the  PROP  system.  The 
errors  identified  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  at  the 
hearing  were  data  entry  errors,  which  were  corrected  immediately.  The 
six  data  entry  errors  identified  in  the  audit  report  represents  less 
than  a  one  percent  error  ratio. 

The  Park  Service  did  not  pay  $800,000  for  the  vacuum  cleaner. 
Supporting  documentation  is  on  file  to  substantiate  the  fact  that  this 
was  a  data  entry  error.  At  any  time,  an  auditor  can  come  into  a  large 
bureau  and  find  data  entry  errors  in  any  property  system  holding  over 
300,000  records.  The  important  thing  is  to  ensure  that  property 
management  guidance  is  current  and  readily  available  to  the  field 
offices  and  that  field  people  in  property  management  are  trained  and 
that  assistance  is  available  to  them  to  solve  problems.  We  currently 
have  daily  transaction  reports  in  place  that  will  allow  us  to  monitor 
mistakes  of  this  nature,  and  Property  Managers  have  been  instructed  to 
ensure  that  all  transactions  entered  'into  the  PROP  system  are 
validated  on  a  weekly  basis. 

PARK  FEB  COLLECTIONS 

21.  Question.  Mr.  Kennedy,  it  has  been  brought  to  my  attention 
that  there  are  several  parks  in  the  National  Park  Service  system  that 
are  not  collecting  the  fees  as  established  by  law.  This  then  has  a 
direct  impact  on  the  funding  that  you  and  the  Park  Service  are 
requesting.  What  is  being  done  within  the  various  parks  to  address 
the  issue  of  fee  collection  at  the  gates  of  the  parks? 

Answer.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  NPS  to  collect  admission  and 
user  fees  where  it  is  administratively  and  economically  feasible  to  do 
so.  There  are  several  small  park  units  where  it  is  not  economically 
feasible  to  collect  fees;  that  is,  the  cost  of  fee  collection  is 
higher  than  the  revenue  generated.  At  other  units,  there  are  no 
controllable  access  points  in  which  to  collect  admission  fees.  The 
Service  is  currently  developing  plans  to  collect  admission  fees  at 
Lake  Mead  and  Glen  Canyon  National  Recreational  Areas.  The  initial 
cost  of  establishing  entrance  stations  at  these  units  are  substantial, 
and  with  present  funding  levels  amd  backlogged  infrastructure  repairs, 
the  implementation  of  an  admission  fee  program  at  these  units  is  not 
currently  at  the  top  of  NPS  construction  priorities. 

There  are  several  other  units  of  the  NPS  where  admission  fees  could  be 
collected,  but  these  units  are  prohibited  by  park  specific  enabling 
legislation  or  other  broad  language  fee  legislation. 

IMPROVING  NPS  COMMUNICATIONS 

22.  Question.  I  have  concerns  aibout  the  differing  views  and 
reports  that  I  have  been  hearing  throughout  the  National  Park  Service. 
I  have  listened  to  you  and  the  plans  that  you  have  developed  in 
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relation  to  the  work  that  will  be  required  by  the  Park  Service  to 
remedy  certain  situations  in  the  field.  Reports  coming  from  the  field 
will  be  completely  different  from  the  stance  that  is  being  taken  here 
in  Washington.  What  if  anything  is  being  done  to  correct  this 
variance  in  the  communication  within  the  Park  Service? 

Answer.  A  key  component  of  the  NPS  reorganization  is  to  improve 
communication  within  the  agency.  Park  managers  are  gaining  important 
input  into  planning,  policy,  and  budget  issues  through  our  new 
structure  which  includes  park  clusters  and  system  support  offices.  We 
believe  that  the  new  organizational  structure  will  result  in  improved 
communication  both  inside  and  outside  the  Service. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PETE  DOMENICI 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

AZTEC  RUINS  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

The  administration  has  requested  $2  million  for  acquisition  of  270 
acres  at  Aztec  Ruins  National  Monument.  Upon  the  completion  of  the 
acquisition  of  these  270  acres  (several  land  owners  are  involved) , 
only  four  acres  will  remain  under  the  current  acquisition  authority 
granted  by  Congress  in  1988.  This  is  the  NPS's  top  priority  for 
acquisitions  in  New  Mexico. 

1.  Question.  How  are  the  cultural  resources  at  the  Aztec  Ruins 
National  Monument  being  threatened? 

Answer.  The  Act  of  October  28,  1988,  revised  the  boundary  of 
Aztec  Ruins  National  Monument  to  include  an  additional  28  tracts 
containing  292  acres  of  land.  Two  of  the  tracts,  containing  a  total 
of  six  acres,  are  in  public  ownership.  The  lands  added  to  the 
monument  are  rich  with  cultural  artifacts  and  are  threatened  by 
adverse  use.  They  contain  numerous  archeological  sites  related  to  the 
prehistoric  Chacoan  tradition  of  the  Anasazi  culture.  Incompatible 
irrigation  activities  have  increased  the  ground  water  levels  to  the 
point  that  the  ruins  are  being  damaged  by  saturated  soils.  In 
addition,  seasonal  flooding  of  the  administration  and  visitor  center 
also  occurs. 

2.  Question.  What  is  the  current  status  of  the  willingness  of 
affected  land  owners  to  sell  to  the  Park  Service? 

Answer.  All  of  the  affected  landowners  have  expressed  a 
willingness  to  sell  their  property  to  the  United  States  for  park 
purposes . 

3.  Question.  How  will  further  delays  in  funding  threaten  the 
ability  to  acquire  the  remaining  tracts  authorized  in  1988? 

Answer.  Until  funds  are  appropriated,  the  Service  cannot 
accommodate  landowners  presently  willing  to  sell  to  the  United  States. 
Those  landowners  may  choose,  if  Federal  funding  is  delayed,  to  sell 
their  property  to  other  parties  who  may  prove  unwilling  to  sell  to  the 
United  States.  Until  Federal  acquisition  of  the  tracts  is  funded, 
damage  to  resources  at  the  monument  will  continue. 

PETROGLYPH  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

The  President's  FY  1996  budget  did  not  contain  a  request  for 
acquisition  at  Petroglyph  National  Monument.  The  City  of  Albuquerque 
has  completed  its  obligation  for  acquisition,  and  only  about  700  acres 
are  left  to  acquire,  mostly  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  monument. 

4.  Question.  What  is  the  estimated  cost  of  the  lands  remaining 
to  be  acquired? 
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Answer.  After  FY  1995,  571  acres  will  remain  to  be  acquired  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $5.7  million. 

5.  Question.  How  many  acres  could  be  purchased  with  $3 
million? 

Answer.  It  is  estimated  that  $3  million  would  be  sufficient  to 
acquire  125  acres,  which  would  include  all  remaining  escarpment  tracts 
and  a  portion  of  the  Westland  property. 

6.  Question.  At  the  current  rate  of  acquisition,  how  long 
would  it  take  to  complete  obligated  purchases  at  Petroglyph  National 
Monument? 

Answer.  Since  the  establishment  of  the  monument  in  1990,  a 
total  of  $19,346,095  has  been  appropriated  for  land  acquisition.  As 
of  April  30,  1995,  all  but  $40,803  of  that  amount  has  been  obligated 
for  the  purchase  of  approximately  1,500  acres  of  land.  It  is 
therefore  expected  that,  if  landowners  are  willing  to  sell  for  the 
appraised  value,  acquisition  could  continue  to  be  expeditious  as  long 
as  additional  acquisition  funds  were  appropriated. 

UNITED  STATES  PARK  POLICE 

For  the  first  time,  the  Park  Service  is  requesting  funding  for  a  new 
activity  called  violent  crime  reduction.  The  FY  1996  budget  includes 
$15.2  million  for  these  activities.  These  funds  will  be  provided  out 
of  the  Congressionally  authorized  Violent  Crime  Control  Trust  Fund. 

In  the  Administration's  budget  justifications,  the  Park  Service 
indicates  that  these  funds  will  be  provided  for  park  security  ($5.0 
million) ,  State  Assistance  Grants  to  provide  security  in  urban  parks 
($7.5  million)  and  for  urban  recreation  grants  ($2.7  million). 

7.  Question.  Are  any  of  these  funds  slated  for  the  Park  Police 
since  this  force  patrols  some  of  the  most  heavily  visited  Park  Service 
sites,  including  all  the  monuments  on  the  Mall  here  in  the  Nation's 
Capital,  the  Statue  of  Liberty,  and  Golden  Gate  Park? 

Answer.  Most  of  the  $5  million  in  "park  security"  funds  are 
targeted  for  specific  crime  reduction  projects,  facilities,  and 
equipment  in  traditionally  remote  but  heavily  impacted  National  Parks 
where  support  resources  are  not  readily  available  from  other  agencies, 
such  as  the  Grand  Canyon,  Yellowstone,  and  Yosemite.  However,  as  much 
as  $250,000  of  the  $5  million  request  is  slated  for  use  in  the  cited 
metropolitan  park  areas.  Importantly,  both  the  U.S.  Park  Police  and 
park  rangers  assigned  to  these  urban  sites  will  help  coordinate 
expenditures. 

With  the  recent  tragedy  in  Oklahoma  City  and  the  increased  security 
precautions  being  taken  by  the  Federal  Government,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  U.S.  Park  Police  would  be  an  integral  part  of  such  an  effort  at 
these  national  sites.  Added  to  that  is  the  fact  that  the  Park  Police 
are  called  upon  when  the  President  and  other  dignitaries  are  moving 
about  town . 

8.  Question.  What  planning  efforts  are  the  Park  Service 
undertaking  to  be  sure  that  the  Park  Police  are  adequately  staffed  and 
equipped  to  carry  out  these  significant  responsibilities? 

Answer.  The  National  Park  Service  recognizes  the  important  role 
of  the  United  States  Park  Police  (USPP)  in  protecting  visitors  to,  and 
resources  in,  the  New  York,  San  Francisco,  and  Washington,  D.C. 
metropolitan  areas.  An  amount  of  $525,000  was  added  to  the 
operational  budget  of  the  Statue  of  Liberty  in  FY  1995  to  meet 
additional  security  issues  and,  because  of  the  increased 
responsibilities  surrounding  the  transfer  of  Fort  Wadsworth  to  Gateway 
National  Recreation  Area,  the  NPS  has  proposed  added  funding  of  $1.7 
million  for  USPP  operations  there.   Other  proposed  funding  increases 
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would  address  uncontrollable  costs  such  as  pension  (which  has 
increased  by  $8.0  million  since  FY  1988) ,  special  law  enforcement  pay, 
locality  pay,  and  routine  cost-of-living  increases.  with  the 
exception  of  the  funding  increase  proposed  for  fixed  items,  no 
additional  funding  was  proposed  in  FY  1996  for  operations  in  San 
Francisco  or  Washington,  D.C. 

9.  Question.  For  the  record,  what  is  the  FY  1996  budget 
request  for  the  Park  Police  and  how  does  that  compare  with  the  FY  1995 
level? 

Answer.  The  FY  1996  budget  request  is  $47.1  million  which 
represents  a  $3.4  million  increase  above  the  FY  1995  enacted  level  of 
$43.7  million.  Of  this  amount,  $1  million  would  fund  uncontrollable 
expenses  such  as  pay  raises,  retirement  benefits,  and  one  additional 
paid  day  in  FY  1996;  $1  million  would  provide  for  an  across-the-board 
operating  increase  of  a  2.4  percent;  and  $1.7  million  would  cover  the 
additional  program  responsibilities  and  requirements  in  Gateway 
National  Recreation  Area  associated  with  the  transfer  of  Fort 
Wadsworth. 

10.  Question.  How  much  of  these  funds  go  to  actual  salaries 
and  expenses  for  Park  Police  officers? 

Answer.  Of  the  $47.1  million  budget  request  for  FY  1996,  $39.9 
million  provides  for  salaries  and  benefits  of  Park  Police  officers, 
special  park  details,  special  law  enforcement  activities,  medical 
claims,  clothing  allowances  and  awards. 

11.  Question.  How  much  of  these  funds  will  be  used  for  meeting 
operational  requirements? 

Answer.  As  previously  mentioned,  of  the  $47.1  million  budget 
request  for  FY  1996,  a  total  of  $39.9  million  funds  personnel  costs 
for  Park  Police  officers.  In  addition  to  these  expenses,  $3.6  million 
funds  civilian  salaries;  and  $3.6  million  funds  other  operational 
costs,  including  supplies  and  materials,  equipment,  technical 
services,  and  utilities. 

12.  Question.  How  much  funding  is  requested  for  equipment 
replacement? 

Answer.  Of  the  base  funding  amount,  the  USPP  requests 
approximately  $1.4  million  for  new  equipment. 

13.  Question.  My  impression  of  the  Park  Police  is  that  they 
are  highly  trained  and  competent  law  enforcement  officers.  Their 
responsibilities  are  great  for  all  of  us  who  reside  in,  and  greet 
visitors  to  the  Nation's  Capital.  I  am  concerned,  however,  that  they 
are  not  receiving  support  commensurate  with  their  responsibilities. 
What  is  the  currently  authorized  staffing  level  for  the  Park  Police? 

Answer.  The  total  authorized  force  strength  for  sworn  officers 
within  the  regular  operational  program  is  655,  with  an  additional  34 
sworn  officers  authorized  through  the  Drug  Enforcement  Program,  for  a 
total  of  689.  In  addition  to  sworn  officers,  the  U.S.  Park  Police 
also  has  a  total  of  137  civilian  positions  that  range  from  guards  to 
animal  handlers,  to  clerical  and  administrative  support  staff. 

14.  Question.  Is  the  Park  Police  staffing  at  the  fully 
authorized  level?   If  not,  why  not? 

Answer.  No,  the  USPP  staffing  level  is  not  at  the  authorized 
level  due  to  attrition  and  lack  of  funding  for  new  recruit  training. 
The  current  force  strength  is  635,  a  total  of  54  officers  below  the 
689  authorized  level. 

15.  Question.  Does  the  Park  Service  have  a  plan  for  addressing 
these  staffing  shortages  in  the  near-term? 
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Answer.  A  recruit  class  of  24  officers  is  currently  being 
processed  for  hiring  in  July,  1995.  However,  this  class  will  be 
assigned  to  meet  the  law  enforcement  needs  in  New  York  at  the  Statue 
of  Liberty  and  Fort  Wadsworth;  and  in  San  Francisco  at  the  Presidio 
and  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area. 

16.  Question.   In  the  long-term? 

Answer.  Currently,  there  are  no  longterm  plans  to  address  this 
staffing  shortage.  Recent  proposals  to  further  reduce  the  National 
Park  Service  budget  makes  the  longterm  picture  particularly  serious. 

17.  Question.  For  the  record,  will  you  please  provide  the 
Subcommittee  with  actual  Force  levels  for  each  of  the  past  ten  years 
compared  to  the  authorized  level? 

Answer.  The  actual  and  authorized  staffing  levels  for  the  USPP 
are  provided  in  the  following  table. 

Fiscal  Actual  Authorized 
Year  Level  Force 
1995 
1994 
1993 
1992 
1991 
1990 
1989 
1988 
1987 
1986 
1985 

18.  Question.  How  many  new  recruits  does  the  Park  Service  add 
to  the  Park  Police  Force  each  year? 

Answer.  The  addition  of  new  recruits  for  the  USPP  varies 
depending  on  the  availability  of  funding.  It  has  been  projected  that 
a  class  of  24  police  recruits  is  necessary  to  address  attrition  each 
year.  To  attempt  to  reach  full  staffing  levels,  another  class  of  24 
would  be  needed  each  year  for  the  next  three  years.  In  addition,  new 
law  enforcement  responsibilities  for  sites  such  as  the  Statue  of 
Liberty  and  Ellis  Island  as  well  as  for  new  areas  including  the 
Presidio  and  Fort  Wadsworth  are  increasing  the  number  of  Park  Police 
needed  to  adequately  meet  these  responsibilities,  beyond  the 
previously  authorized  number  of  689.  We  anticipate  that  these  new 
responsibilities  will  require  the  authorized  Force  strength  to  be 
increased  within  the  next  two  years. 

19.  Question.  How  many  Park  Police  officers  are  eligible  to 
retire? 

Answer.  A  total  of  165  United  States  Park  Police  officers  are 
eligible  for  retirement  in  FY  1995. 

20.  Question.  Do  the  number  of  new  recruits  replace  those 
officers  who  retire,  or  is  the  Force  strength  declining  for  this 
reason? 

Answer.  Based  on  the  actual  staffing  level  for  the  last  10 
years,  the  USPP  has  been,  on  a  yearly  average,  55  positions  below  the 
authorized  Force  strength  for  the  USPP  during  this  10-year  period 
indicating  that  the  attrition  rate  continues  to  exceed  the  hiring  of 
new  recruits.  Our  current  average  attrition  rate  is  18  to  22  officers 
per  year. 

21.  Question.  When  was  the  last  class  of  new  recruits  brought 
onto  the  Force? 
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Answer.  The  last  class  of  new  recruits  was  brought  onto  the 
Force  in  October,  1993. 

22.  Question.  Why  have  there  been  no  new  classes  trained  over 
the  past  two  years? 

Answer.  There  have  been  no  new  classes  trained  over  the  past 
two  years  due  to  a  lack  of  funding.  In  FY  1995,  a  requested  operating 
increase  of  $2.3  million  was  not  approved.  Additionally,  recent  pay 
increases  have  not  been  fully  funded,  and  this  situation,  along  with 
the  Federal  streamlining  reductions,  continues  to  erode  base  funds. 

23.  Question.  What  impact  has  this  delay  had  on  the  readiness 
of  the  Park  Police? 

Answer.  The  lack  of  funding  to  hire  new  officers  has  forced  the 
Park  Police  to  reduce  police  services  in  many  areas  under  its  purview. 
It  is  common  now  for  one  officer  to  have  to  cover  more  than  one 
priority  beat  at  a  time  due  to  lack  of  sufficient  manpower.  In 
addition,  officer  safety  has  been  impacted  by  the  lack  of  sufficient 
personnel  to  provide  backup  for  officers  in  high  risk  situations. 
Several  of  our  specialized  programs  such  as  the  motorcycle  unit, 
canine  unit,  and  SWAT  teams  have  also  suffered  from  a  lack  of 
available  personnel.  Since  our  patrol  function  must  at  least  be 
maintained  at  minimum  levels,  often  other  specialized  unit  vacancies 
are  not  filled. 

24.  Question.  How  would  you  characterize  morale  among  the  Park 
Police? 

Answer.  Currently,  morale  among  Park  Police  officers  is  low  due 
to  staffing  shortages  which  often  result  in  a  large  amount  of  overtime 
work  being  required.  Additionally,  equipment  shortages,  along  with 
the  prospect  of  future  budget  cuts,  are  further  eroding  morale. 

25.  Question.  I  am  generally  impressed  with  the  overall 
quality  of  our  nation's  law  enforcement  personnel  and  find  that  their 
effectiveness  has  increased  as  Congress  and  the  Administration  have 
upgraded  equipment  and  communications  for  the  FBI,  DEA,  Customs 
Service,  Border  Patrol,  etc.  How  would  you  characterize  the 
inventory  of  equipment  available  for  the  National  Park  Service? 

Answer.  The  Park  Police  is  currently  suffering  an  equipment 
shortfall  of  about  $2  million.  We  have  cruisers  with  an  excess  of 
100,000  miles  still  being  used  in  daily  patrol  service  due  to 
inadequate  equipment  replacement  funding. 

26.  Question.  Would  you  please  provide  for  the  record  details 
on  the  number  of  vehicles  available,  mileage,  annual  equipment 
replacement  needs,  and  equipment  needs? 

Answer.  We  have  attached  a  list  of  all  vehicles  currently 
assigned  to  the  Park  Police,  both  fleet  vehicles  and  vehicles  seized 
through  the  Asset  Forfeiture  Program  of  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Justice.  We  have  determined  that  for  efficiency,  and  the  safety  of 
our  officers,  our  police  vehicles,  which  undergo  severe  usage,  should 
be  replaced  every  60,000  miles.  We  have  quite  a  few  vehicles  over 
that  limit.  While  we  have  recently  replaced  five  motorcycles  and  ten 
scooters  in  our  fleet,  our  overall  vehicle  replacement  program  remains 
behind  schedule.  We  would  need  to  acquire  75  sedans,  ten  motorcycles 
and  40  scooters  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $1.4  million  to  bring  the 
program  to  an  acceptable  level.  In  addition,  replacement  for  uniform 
items,  defensive  equipment,  and  other  equipment  would  amount  to 
another  $600,000. 
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U.S.  Park  Police  Vehicle  Inventory 


Mileage 

Mileage 

Last 

Current 

Odometer 

Year 

Model 

Fiscal  Year 

Fiscal  Year 

Reading 

1992 

Ford  Ltd  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

49,954 

59.663 

109.617 

1992 

Ford  Ltd  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

.S.'».636 

52.994 

108.630 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

107.042 

107.042 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

73.285 

32.1.56 

105,441 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

92.364 

12,812 

105,176 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

6.'i.910 

37,858 

103.768 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

100.683 

100.683 

1992 

Ford  Ltd  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

16,434 

83.698 

100.132 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

33,972 

59,509 

93.481 

1989 

FLHTP- Motorcycle 

79.998 

12,679 

92.677 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

.50.13.S 

41,725 

91.860 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

76,840 

13,717 

90,557 

1991 

Caprice- Cruiser 

.S0.300 

38.062 

88,362 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

3.'i.717 

50.848 

86.565 

1988 

Caprice-Cruiser 

72,584 

13.848 

86.432 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

67315 

18.635 

85.9.50 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

85.574 

85.574 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

65.383 

20,097 

85.480 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

57.466 

27.847 

8.5313 

1989 

Caprice- Cruiser 

.59,172 

25,533 

84.705 

1991 

Caprice- Cruiser 

5,7.50 

78,190 

83,940 

1993 

Caprice-Cruiser 

0 

83,.501 

83..501 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

25.725 

56,461 

82.186 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

6.5.012 

16.410 

81.422 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

52.279 

29.073 

81,3.52 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

63.876 

16.243 

80,119 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

.52.925 

25.885 

78.810 

1988 

Suburban  -  Cruiser 

.59323 

19.463 

78.786 

1993 

Caprice-Cruiser 

0 

77399 

77.399 

1989 

FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

42.229 

33.387 

75.616 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

51.321 

24.282 

75.603 

1989 

Caprice-Cruiser 

62363 

13.120 

75.483 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

25.292 

49.800 

75,092 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

14.965 

59.337 

74,302 

1988 

4x2  Patrol  Wagon 

57.678 

16,241 

73,919 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

44.429 

28,973 

73,402 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

47.978 

25,400 

73378 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

0 

70,389 

70.389 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

69.066 

69.066 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

14,966 

53,792 

68,758 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

41,267 

27310 

68.577 

1989 

FLHTP- Motocydc 

38,733 

28,139 

66.872 

1991 

Caprice  -  Cruiser 

33,095 

33,275 

66,370 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

49,800 

15.457 

65,257 

1988 

Suburban  -  Cruiser 

59,070 

6.128 

65,198 

1989 

FLHTP -Motocyde 

42,031 

23.003 

65.034 

1990 

F3.S0  Pickup  Truck 

43.675 

20.825 

64.500 

1982 

Pick  Up  Truck 

63.037 

802 

63.839 

1987 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

55.748 

7.073 

62.821 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

39,326 

23.134 

62,460 

1988 

Caprice -Cruiser 

46,148 

15.887 

62.035 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

51.422 

10,503 

61.925 
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U.S.  Park  Police  Vehicle  Inventoiy 


Mileage 

Mileage 

Last 

Current 

Odometer 

Year 

Model 

Fiscal  Year 

Fiscal  Year 

Reading 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

33.944 

27.122 

61.066 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

9,06.'! 

47.674 

56,739 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Crui.scr 

13.497 

43.026 

56.523 

1982 

Pick  Up  Truck 

.'i3,920 

2,428 

56.348 

1988 

Suburban  -  Cruiser 

43.830 

11.990 

55.820 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

44..'il3 

11.063 

55.576 

1989 

FLHTP- Motorcycle 

43.926 

11.409 

55.335 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

37.353 

17.798 

.5.5.151 

1993 

Caprice- Cruiser 

0 

54,039 

54.039 

1989 

FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

41.993 

11.728 

.53.721 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria- Cruiser 

18,3.'i5 

34,408 

52.763 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

52.549 

52.549 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

40.8.54 

11,6.56 

52.510 

1987 

Ford  LTD  II -Cruiser 

48.578 

3.918 

52,496 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

22.346 

29.999 

52,345 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

40.424 

10,860 

51.284 

1991 

W3.S3  Pickup  Truck 

30.659 

20.372 

51.031 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

5.912 

44,951 

50.863 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

26,663 

23,223 

49.886 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

32.237 

17.572 

49.809 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

41.587 

8.0.50 

49.637 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

39.400 

9.758 

49.158 

1990 

F3.'?0  Pickup 

35.002 

13.709 

48.711 

1989 

Caprice-Cruiser 

38.097 

10.478 

48.575 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

47.638 

47,638 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

47.100 

47,100 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

32.094 

13.476 

45,570 

1989 

B3.'!0  Pickup  Truck 

20.777 

24,723 

45.500 

1991 

FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

24.914 

20,397 

45.311 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

27.299 

17.371 

44.670 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

14.574 

29.807 

44..381 

1989 

FLHTP- Motorcycle 

30,060 

12.576 

42.636 

1989 

FLHTP- Motorcycle 

26.575 

15.906 

42.481 

1994 

FLHTP- Motorcycle 

0 

42,403 

42.403 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

9.972 

31.576 

41. .548 

1994 

FLHTP-  Motorcycle 

0 

40.705 

40.705 

1991 

FLHTP- Motorcycle 

23.271 

17,295 

40,566 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

40.250 

40.250 

1991 

FLHTP- Motorcycle 

23.197 

16.723 

39.920 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

39.566 

39.566 

1982 

B300  Pickup  Truck 

36.303 

3.226 

39.529 

1991 

Caprice -Crtiiser 

15.900 

21.986 

37.886 

1988 

FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

34.0.59 

2.914 

36.973 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

200 

36.672 

36.872 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

.36,797 

36.797 

1993 

Caprice- Cruiser 

0 

36,564 

36.564 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

29.629 

6.673 

36.302 

1989 

Caprice -Cruiser 

26.995 

9.206 

36.201 

1989 

Pickup  Truck 

23.816 

11.893 

35.709 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

13.379 

22.234 

35.613 

1982 

Pickup  Truck 

34.981 

480 

35.461 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

35.430 

35.430 
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U.S.   Pmrk  Police  Vehicle  Inventory 


Mileage 

Mileage 

Last 

Current 

Odometer 

Year 

Model 

Fiscal  Year 

Fiscal  Year 

Reading 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

19..S43 

15,598 

3.5,141 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

10,000 

25,088 

35.088 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

27,027 

7,888 

34.915 

1988 

4x2  Patrol  Wagon 

22,610 

11,886 

34,496 

1989 

B3.*iO  Pickup  Truck 

29,7.S0 

4,4.58 

34,208 

1991 

FLHTP- Motorcycle 

9,64.S 

23.936 

33,581 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

33,276 

33,276 

1994 

FLHTP- Motorcycle 

0 

33,048 

33.048 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

30,786 

30.786 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

0 

30.577 

30.577 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

0 

30,316 

,      30.316 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

.30,2.59 

30.259 

1989 

Pickup  Truck 

l.S.4.'!l 

14,728 

30.179 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

22.331 

7,695 

30.026 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

16.838 

12,814 

29.652 

1991 

FLHTP-  Motorcycle 

18.225 

10.533 

28.758 

1990 

3.'>0  Pickup  Truck 

11.275 

16.085 

27.360 

1991 

FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

19,100 

7.341 

26.441 

1989 

LSD  Pickup  Truck 

19,580 

6.605 

26.185 

1990 

3.S0  Pickup  Truck 

18,084 

7.937 

26.021 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

8.995 

15.921 

24,916 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

24.867 

24,867 

1988 

4x2  Patrol  Wagon 

16.221 

8,599 

24.820 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

7.639 

16,942 

24.581 

1989 

Caprice  -Cruiser 

12.078 

12,251 

24.329 

1991 

FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

15.199 

7,913 

23,112 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

10.861 

11.907 

22,768 

1993 

Caprice-Cruiser 

0 

22.669 

22,669 

1991 

FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

15.283 

6.935 

22,218 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

12.347 

9,714 

22,061 

1989 

LSO  Pickup  Truck 

19.086 

2,974 

22.060 

1991 

Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

11.766 

10,176 

21.942 

1991 

FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

12.246 

9.597 

21.843 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

21,458 

21.4.58 

1989 

XV2.')0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

16.311 

5,101 

21,412 

1992 

Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

5.563 

15,.585 

21,148 

1978 

FLH  Handshift 

21.051 

21,051 

1991 

FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

7,314 

13,605 

20,919 

1992 

C20  Pickup  Truck 

7.884 

12.622 

20,506 

1983 

CSR.305-Motorcyde 

16.929 

3.544 

20,473 

1992 

C20  Pickup  Truck 

2.6.56 

17.733 

20,389 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

11.048 

9,295 

20,343 

1991 

Caprice-Cruiser 

8.999 

11,224 

20,223 

1993 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

19,495 

19.495 

1991 

Caprice -Cruiser 

0 

19.3.50 

19.3.50 

1981 

CM200T-Motorcyde 

17..542 

1.762 

19.304 

1993 

Caprice- Cruiser 

288 

18.646 

18.934 

1982 

CSR  305 -Motorcycle 

17,247 

1.370 

18.617 

1982 

CSR30.'i-Motorcyde 

17.023 

795 

17.818 

1982 

CSR30.S-Motorcydc 

16.945 

.582 

17.527 

1994 

FLHTP-  Motorcycle 

0 

16.5.50 

16.5.50 

1981 

CM200T-Motorcydc 

15.705 

565 

16.270 
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U.S.   Park  Police  Vehicle  Invcntoiy 


Year  Model 

1 989  X V250WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1994  FLHTP- Motorcycle 

1982  CSR30.S- Motorcycle 

1993  Caprice -Cruiser 

1989  XV250WB-Motor  Scooter 

1991  Ford  LTD -Cruiser 

1989  XV2.';0WB- Motor  Scooter 

1 989  X  V2.';0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1 989  X  V2.'iOWn  -  Motor  Scooter 

1 989  X  V2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.10WB- Motor  Scooter 

1994  F2.'i0  Pickup  Truck 

1992  Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria  -  Cruiser 
1989  XV2.S0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1 989  X  V2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.S0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1 989  X  V2.«;0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV250WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.'!0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1991  Caprice-Cruiser 
199.3  Caprice -Cruiser 

1993  Caprice -Cruiser 

1992  Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 
1989  XV2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  X  V2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1 989  X  V2.'!0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1993  Caprice -Cruiser 

1 989  X V2.';0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1 989  X V2.50WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1 989  X  V2.')0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.S0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1988  4  X  2  Patrol  Wagon 

1989  XV2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1993  Caprice- Cruiser 

1989  XV2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1 994  FLHTP  -  Motor  Cycle 
1 98 1  CM200T-  Motorcycle 

1993  Caprice -Cruiser 

1991  Caprice -Cruiser 

1 994  FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

1992  Ford  Ltd  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 
1989  XV2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1994  FLHTP  -  Motorcycle 

1989  XV2.';0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.S0WB- Motor  Scooter 

1994  F2.S0  Pickup  Truck 

1994  FLHTP -Motorcycle 

1 989  X  V2.S0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 


Mileage 

Mileage 

Last 

Current 

Odometer 

Fiscal  Year 

Fiscal  Year 

Reading 

10.20.'! 

5.843 

16.048 

0 

15.900 

15.900 

14.133 

980 

1.5.113 

0 

15.076 

15.076 

11,941 

2.964 

14.905 

4.666 

9.722 

14.388 

9.090 

4.907 

13.997 

10.702 

3,257 

13,9.59 

8.693 

5.128 

13.821 

7,058 

6.651 

13,709 

9.800 

3.811 

13.611 

0 

13..543 

13.543 

868 

12,563 

13.431 

9.931 

3.007 

12.938 

6,.S56 

6.338 

12.894 

7.710 

5.111 

12.821 

6.627 

6.050 

12.677 

9,591 

2,782 

12.373 

8,674 

3,674 

12.348 

8,766 

3.441 

12.207 

12.054 

12,054 

0 

12.020 

12,020 

0 

12.015 

12.015 

0 

11.945 

11,945 

7,812 

3,445 

11,257 

6.841 

4,297 

11.138 

7,529 

3,570 

11.099 

0 

11.060 

11.060 

6,884 

3.911 

10.795 

8,943 

1,849 

10.792 

7.855 

2,848 

10.703 

5,547 

5,045 

10.592 

7.050 

3,518 

10..568 

4,011 

6.445 

10.456 

8,601 

1.691 

10.292 

5,762 

4.004 

9.766 

0 

9.289 

9.289 

4.771 

4.371 

9.142 

0 

9.142 

9.142 

8,832 

291 

9.123 

168 

8.794 

8.962 

3.153 

5,788 

8,941 

0 

8,899 

8.899 

0 

8,820 

8.820 

5.052 

3.762 

8,814 

0 

8,584 

8,584 

6,297 

2,165 

8,462 

7.934 

428 

8,362 

5,775 

2,370 

8.145 

0 

6,655 

6.655 

0 

6,612 

6.612 

3,553 

2.965 

6.518 
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U.S.   Park  Police  Vehicle  Inventory 


Year  Model 

1989  XV2.S0WB  -  Motor  Scooter 

199.1  Caprice -Cruiser 

1 994  Ford  Crown  Victoria  -  Cruiser 

1 989  X  Va.SOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.'>0WB- Motor  Scooter 

1 989  X  Va.'iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.S0WB- Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.S0WB- Motor  Scooter 

1994  njrrP- Motorcycle 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1993  Caprice-Cruiser 

1992  Ford  LTD  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1989  XV2.'S0WB- Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.S0WB- Motor  Scooter 

1989  XV2.';0WB- Motor  Scooter 

1984  X  V2.S0WB  -  Motor  Scoote  r 

1 989  X V2.<iOWB  -  Motor  Scooter 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria  -  Cruiser 
1994  F2.';0  Pickup  Truck 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1989  196CC-Motor  Scooter 

1987  196CC- Motor  Scooter 

1 989  1 96CC  -  Motor  Scoole  r 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Dodge  Ram  Van 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Dodge  Ram  Van 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria  -  Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria  -  Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria  -  Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1 994  Ford  Crown  Victoria  -  Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

1994  Ford  Crown  Victoria -Cruiser 

Total  Number  of  Cruisers 

Total  Number  of  Motorcycles 

Total  Number  of  Motor  Scooters 

Total  Number  Pickups/Patrol  Wagons 


Mileage 

Mileage 

Last 

Current 

Odometer 

Fiscal  Year 

Fiscal  Year 

Reading 

4,.S22 

1.96.'? 

6,487 

0 

6,306 

6,306 

0 

6,071 

6,071 

4,881 

1,116 

.'i,997 

3..S86 

2,282 

.'i,868 

3,088 

2,660 

5,748 

3.740 

1,603 

.■5,343 

4,022 

1,2.S3 

.'5.27.S 

0 

.S,199 

.S.199 

0 

4,829 

4.829 

0 

4,784 

'  4,784 

0 

4.780 

4.780 

2,391 

1,906 

4.297 

2,948 

1,003 

3.9.S1 

2,355 

1,421 

3.776 

2,412 

988 

3.400 

2,363 

949 

.3.312 

0 

3,087 

3.087 

0 

2,86.'5 

2.86.'! 

0 

2,8.'!.'! 

2,8.'i.'> 

1,886 

419 

2,30.'! 

1,329 

26 

1,-3.'!.'; 

848 

362 

1,210 

0 

1,189 

1,189 

0 

887 

887 

0 

383 

383 

0 

8 

8 

"Not  Placed 

in  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

••Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

•'Not  Placed 

in  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

in  Service  Yet" 

"Not  Placed 

n  Service  Yet" 

142 

37 

4.'i 

27 

Total  USPP  Vehicle  Inventory 


251 
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27.  Question.  How  would  you  characterize  the  communications 
system  employed  by  the  U.S.  Park  Police? 

Answer.  The  communications  system  currently  used  by  the  Park 
Police  is  outmoded  and  inadequate  to  meet  current  and  future  needs. 
In  addition,  the  National  Telecommunications  and  Information 
Administration  in  its  capacity  as  advisor  to  the  President,  has 
directed  that  all  Federal  agencies  using  VHF  radio  frequencies, 
including  the  U.S.  Park  Police,  switch  to  narrow  band  technology  by 
the  year  2005.  Therefore,  any  upgrade  of  the  system  must  address  this 
compulsory  change.  The  Park  Police  has  been  directed  to  switch  to 
this  new  technology  beginning  in  the  year  2000.  This  transition  will 
require  the  replacement  of  every  piece  of  radio  equipment  currently  in 
inventory,  including  all  portable  radios,  mobile  units,  and  fixed 
equipment  such  as  transmitters,  repeaters,  and  tactical  receivers.  We 
estimate  the  costs  of  the  new  system  to  the  USPP,  including  the 
necessary  system  evaluation,  to  be  approximately  $20  million. 

28.  Question.  Is  it  compatible  with  other  major  law 
enforcement  agencies  with  whom  the  Park  Police  interface? 

Answer.  Our  communications  system  has  the  capability  of 
communicating  with  other  agencies  through  the  Mutual  Aid  Radio  Network 
Interface  System  (^4ARNIS)  system  and  through  the  Civil  Defense 
telephone  system.  The  MARNIS  system  and  its  companion  PMARS,  Police 
Mutual  Aid  Radio  System,  allow  either  direct  agency  to  agency 
communications  or,  if  needed,  direct  car  to  car  communications  in  an 
emergency.  Almost  all  other  major  law  enforcement  agencies  with  which 
the  Park  Police  interface,  use  encrypted  radio  transmissions  in  order 
to  minimize  the  possibility  that  citizens  with  scanners  can  monitor 
sensitive  transmissions.  The  Park  Police  radio  system  does  not  have 
this  encryption  capability.  This  means  that  anyone  with  a  scantier  can 
monitor  our  frequencies  and  determine  what  any  given  unit  might  be 
doing  at  any  time.  Also,  we  cannot  monitor  another  agency's 
transmission  which  makes  joint  operations  difficult. 

29.  Question.  What  are  the  Park  Service  plans  to  address  the 
communications  requirements  of  the  Park  Police  in  the  near-term? 

Answer.  The  Park  Police  has  submitted  budget  increase  reqpaests 
to  address  the  problem  with  its  communications  system  in  each  of  the 
last  three  budget  cycles.  So  far,  because  of  deficit  reduction  goals 
and  competition  for  tight  dollars  with  other  National  Park  Service 
units  also  experiencing  serious  problems,  none  of  the  requests  have 
been  included  in  the  President's  budget. 

30.  Question.   In  the  long-term? 

Answer.  A  work  group  has  been  assembled  at  the  Departmental 
level  to  address  the  problems  associated  with  the  narrow  banding 
mandate.  The  Park  Service  has  presented  a  position  paper  and  funding 
proposal  to  this  group  outlining  the  future  communications  needs  of 
the  Park  Service.  The  availability  of  added  funding  (estimated  at 
between  $100  and  $110  million  for  the  National  Park  Service  as  a 
whole)  for  this  requirement  will  be  the  determining  factor  in  whether 
the  Park  Police  and  the  National  Park  Service  achieve  the  2005 
compliance  date. 

31.  Question.  Finally,  has  the  Administration  given  its 
serious  attention  to  the  requirements  of  the  U.S.  Park  Police  in  order 
to  ensure  that  it  can  effectively  do  the  significant  job  it  is  tasked 
with  by  the  Federal  Government?  If  not,  how  do  you  propose  to  rectify 
this  situation? 
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Answer.  Unlike  the  FBI,  Border  Patrol,  Customs,  and  the  Secret 
Service,  the  Park  Police  is  a  relatively  small  law  enforcement  agency 
within  the  Federal  sector.  The  Park  Police  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
National  Park  Service,  and  as  such,  is  subject  to  many  of  the  same 
budget  reductions  and  administrative  adjustments  of  any  other  unit  in 
the  Service.  Additionally,  the  Park  Police  must  find  a  way  to  fund 
the  continually  growing  pension  fund  for  those  employees  hired  prior 
to  1984  who  are  not  covered  under  the  FERS  program. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  THAD  COCHRAN 

NATCHEZ  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK 

Earlier  this  year,  the  House  attempted  to  rescind  $321,000  of 
unobligated  land  acquisition  funds  for  the  Natchez  National  Historical 
Park  (NNHP) .  Attention  was  drawn  to  this  because  there  is  a  total  of 
$1.9  million  in  unobligated  funds  for  land  acquisitions.  The  NPS  is 
in  the  process  of  making  an  offer  to  acquire  approximately  51%  of  the 
lands  at  a  cost  of  $1.6  million.  You  were  able  to  retain  the  $321,000 
rescission  because  these  monies  are  needed  to  meet  any  cost  associated 
with  purchasing  land. 

1.  Question.  For  the  record,  please  provide  me  with  an  update 
on  the  status  of  land  acquisitions  at  the  Natchez  National  Historical 
Park  and  the  National  Park  Service's  intention  to  request  land 
acquisition  money  for  Natchez  NHP  in  FY  1996. 

Answer.  Funds  available  in  FY  1995  will  be  used  to  acquire 
tracts  at  the  Fort  Rosalie  Site.  Offers  are  extended  and  negotiations 
are  proceeding  for  11  high-priority  tracts  with  a  total  estimated 
value  of  $1.6  million.  Funds  available  will  be  sufficient  to  acquire 
these  11  tracts  only  if  the  owners  agree  to  sell  for  the  appraised 
value.  Acquisition  of  these  properties  will  complete  the  major 
portion  of  the  bluff  site  which  is  needed  to  preserve  and  interpret 
the  remains  of  this  historic  area. 

None  of  the  owners  has  as  yet  signed  an  offer  to  sell.  Negotiations 
have  proven  difficult  because  of  differences  between  the  landowners' 
expectations  and  the  government's  estimate  of  fair  market  value. 
Several  appraisals  were  updated  and  new  offers  sent  out.  Condemnation 
of  the  highest-priority  tracts  has  been  delayed  because  of  the  need  to 
contract  for  and  obtain  survey  services  and  updated  appraisals. 

The  Service's  FY  1996  budget  request  does  not  include  any  additional 
funds  for  acquisition  at  Natchez  National  Historical  Park.    The 
highest  priority  acquisitions,  as  ranked  by  the  National  Park  Service 
and  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  were   requested  for  funding  in 
FY  1996. 

GtJLF  ISLANDS  NATIONAL  SEASHORE 

Approximately  $500,000  was  appropriated  in  FY  1995  to  conduct  a  study 
on  constructing  an  erosion  control  project  at  Fort  Massachusetts. 

2.  Question.  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  report  on  the 
findings  of  the  Fort  Massachusetts  Erosion  Control  study  and  whether 
the  National  Park  Service  recommends  funding  the  project  for  erosion 
control . 

Answer.  The  $500,000  was  appropriated  to  conduct  a  study  on 
constructing  an  erosion  control  project  at  Fort  Massachusetts  and  to 
develop  a  plan  for  stabilization  adjacent  to  the  fort. 

Shoreline  retreat  is  currently  at  the  rate  of  22.2  meters/year  (72 
feet/year)  and  beach  erosion  is  2205.8  cubic  meters/year  (269.2  cubic 
yards/year) .  At  these  rates,  Mississippi  Sound  waters  could  be  at  the 
foot  of  the  fort  structure  by  the  fall  of  1995.  Based  on  historic 
shoreline  movement,  previous  threats  to  the  fort  structure  from  the 
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encroaching  waters  of  the  Sound,  and  on -going  shoreline  retreat 
monitoring,  the  determination  to  provide  erosion  control  has  already 
been  made . 

Tasks  still  to  be  accomplished  in  FY  1995  include:  evaluate 
alternative  engineering  solutions  for  shoreline  protection,  estimate 
costs  of  alternatives  including  cost/benefit  analyses,  determine 
design  life  of  alternatives,  emd  evaluate  environmental  impacts  of 
alternatives.  The  project  would  allow  for  the  development  of  beach 
protection  alternatives,  including  a  detailed  design,  full  economic 
analysis  projected  over  a  50-year  project  life,  an  environmental 
analysis  to  include  drafting  an  environmental  assessment  and  water 
quality  certification,  and  cultural  resource  investigation. 

VICKSBURG  NATIONAL  MILITARY  PARK 

It  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  by  constituents  in  my  state  that 
the  Mississippi  Monument  at  Vicksburg  National  Military  Park  is  in 
dilapidated  condition. 

3.  Question.  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  report  on  the 
condition  of  the  Monument  and  what  level  of  funding  is  required  to 
restore  the  Monument. 

Answer.  The  Mississippi  Monument  is  in  the  worst  condition  of 
any  monument  at  Vicksburg  National  Military  Park,  and  in  a  1994  GAO 
survey  the  monument  was  determined  to  be  among  the  worst  in  the 
National  Park  Service.  An  independent  assessment  of  the  monument  in 
198  9  revealed  that  the  bronze  panels  had  been  made  from  foundry  scrap 
and  recommended  their  replacement.  The  cost  of  replacing  the  panels 
is  currently  estimated  to  be  $1.5  million. 

4.  Question.   In  addition,  could  the  state  provide  private 
funding  in  assisting  with  the  restoration  plan? 

Answer.  The  state  of  Mississippi  has  responded  positively  in 
support  of  the  Mississippi  Monument.  School  children  across  the  state 
of  Mississippi  have  conducted  fund  drives  that  have  yielded  $2,500  for 
its  restoration.  In  addition,  the  Mississippi  State  Legislature 
recently  appropriated  $250,000  to  assist  the  National  Park  Service 
with  the  cost  of  performing  the  necessary  work. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Senator  GORTON.  We've  been  glad  to  have  you  with  us. 

The  subcommittee  will  stand  in  recess  until  9:30  a.m.,  Wednes- 
day, May  24,  when  we  will  receive  testimony  on  the  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

[Whereupon,  at  11:34  a.m.,  Wednesday,  May  17,  the  subcommit- 
tee was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  9:30  a.m.,  Wednesday,  May  24.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1996 


WEDNESDAY,  MAY  24,  1995 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 
The  subcommittee  met  at  10:17  a.m.,  in  room  SD-192,  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Slade  Gorton  (chairman)  presiding. 
Present:  Senator  Gorton. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks 

statement  of  george  t.  frampton,  jr.,  assistant  secretary 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

statement  of  mollie  h.  beattie,  director 

budget  request 

Senator  Gorton.  Bad  news,  ladies  and  gentlemen:  I  understand 
we  have  five  consecutive  votes  stacked  at  10:15  a.m.,  which  is  going 
to  make  it  very  difficult  on  you. 

Let  me,  as  it  is  now  a  couple  of  minutes  after,  and  they  have  not 
started  yet,  at  least  give  you  a  brief  opportunity  to  think  about  a 
few  questions. 

I  want  to  welcome  you  all  here  in  a  very  important  year.  You 
know  as  well  as  I  do  that  you  requested  appropriations  of  some  $30 
million  more  than  those  for  the  current  year. 

You  also  know  that  the  budget  resolution  we  are  dealing  with 
right  now,  directed  at  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002,  is  going 
to  reduce  discretionary  spending  accounts  almost  across  the  entire 
Government. 

The  Senate  Budget  Committee  assumed  a  10-percent  decrease 
from  1995  levels;  the  House  Budget  Committee  assumed  a  50-per- 
cent reduction  in  your  construction  account  and  a  5-year  morato- 
rium on  land  acquisitions. 

Now,  we  are  not  bound  by  those  budget  resolution  numbers,  of 
course,  but  we  will  be  bound  by  602(b)  allocations.  And  since  they 
are  likely  to  be  less,  it  is  most  unlikely  that  we  are  going  to  be  able 
to  give  you  a  5-percent  increase,  and  it  will  probably  be  a  decrease. 

(161) 
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I  say  this  not  to  be  at  all  antagonistic,  but  because  we  are  going 
to  have  to  work  together  to  figure  out  how  to  do  things,  and  what 
your  priorities  are  under  the  circumstances. 

I  want  to  do  it  in  a  way  which  has  the  least  adverse  impact  on 
the  way  in  which  you  carry  out  your  missions.  So  while  of  course 
you  can  back  the  President's  budget,  I  do  want  all  the  help  that 
you  can  give  me  in  setting  priorities  given  the  nature  of  reality. 

Now,  as  we  have  a  little  time.  Secretary  Frampton,  do  you  want 
to  start  off?  Do  you  want  someone  to  start  out  and  give  such  open- 
ing remarks  as  you  would  like? 

PREPARED  STATEMENTS 

Mr.  Frampton.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Director  to  go  first,  if  that 
is  all  right,  Mr.  Chairman  and  also  have  our  complete  statements 
inserted  into  the  record  at  this  point. 

Senator  GrORTON.  It  certainly  is. 

[The  statement  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  George  T.  Frampton,  Jr. 

Good  morning.  I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  with  MoUie  Beattie,  Director  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  to  respond  to  questions  about  the  Service's  fiscal  year 
1996  budget.  While  the  Director  will  be  discussing  the  budget  in  detail,  I  will  ad- 
dress briefly  the  efforts  this  Administration  has  undertaken  to  make  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  work  better  and  more  equitably,  and  our  fiscal  year  1996  initia- 
tives for  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species  F*rogram. 

We  believe  that  this  nation  needs  to  maintain  its  commitment  to  conserve  imper- 
iled species  for  the  benefit  of  future  generations  as  well  as  our  own.  At  the  same 
time,  we  recognize  that  implementation  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  should  be 
improved  by  building  stronger  partnerships  with  States,  local  governments,  private 
industry,  and  individuals;  by  exercising  greater  administrative  flexibility  to  mini- 
mize socio-economic  effects  and  assure  mir  treatment  for  landowners;  and  by  reduc- 
ing delay  and  uncertainty  for  our  partners  in  conservation.  A  ten-point  plan  has 
been  developed  which  outlines  principles  for  a  fair,  cooperative  and  scientifically 
sound  approach  to  ESA  reform  and  implementation.  The  plan  identifies  specific  ad- 
ministrative actions  which  have  been  taken  or  will  be  taken  in  the  near  future,  as 
well  as  legislative  actions  by  Congress.  Briefly,  the  ten  guiding  principles  of  the  plan 
are  to: 

— Base  ESA  decision  on  sound  and  objective  science; 

— Minimize  social  and  economic  impacts; 

— Provide  quick,  responsive  answers  and  certainty  to  landowners; 

— Treat  landowners  fairly  and  with  consideration; 

— Create  incentives  for  landowners  to  conserve  species; 

— Make  effective  use  of  limited  public  and  private  resources  by  focusing  on  groups 
of  species  dependent  on  the  same  habitat; 

— Prevent  species  from  becoming  endangered  or  threatened; 

— Promptly  recover  and  de-list  tinreatened  and  endangered  species; 

— Promote  efficiencv  and  consistency;  and 

— Provide  state,  tribal  and  local  governments  with  opportunities  to  play  a  greater 
role  in  carrying  out  the  ESA. 

We  believe  that  greater  flexibility  in  administering  the  Act  can  be  realized  if  fund- 
ing is  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  a  new  Endangered  Species  program  pro- 
posal. New  program  funding  of  $28  million  has  been  included  in  the  Cooperative  En- 
dangered Species  Fund  of  9ie  FWS.  This  funding  will  be  used  for  grants  to  States 
to  acquire  lands  as  part  of  approved  habitat  conservation  plans  that  protect  multiple 
species  while  allowing  for  economic  development  activities.  This  initiative  represents 
a  significant  redirection  of  annual  appropriated  dollars  to  the  State  and  local  level 
where  recovery  activity  normally  takes  place,  and  alleviates  some  of  the  additional 
costs  associated  with  Federal  actions. 

I  would  also  like  to  make  a  few  observations  regarding  the  efforts  we  have  already 
undertaken  in  keeping  with  the  principles  of  the  ten-point  plan.  In  February  1995, 
the  FWS  announced  a  proposed  special  rule  under  section  4(d)  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  (ESA)  to  relax  prohibition  affecting  timber  harvest  decisions  involving 
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the  private  sector,  state  and  local  governments,  and  tribal  forestland  in  Washington 
and  California  due  to  the  northern  spotted  owl. 

Essentially,  the  proposed  rule  would  deliver  a  "private  land  dividend"  as  a  result 
of  the  heavy  reliance  in  the  President's  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  on  fed- 
eral land  to  meet  the  conservation  needs  of  the  owl  and  other  old-growth  dependent 
species. 

The  proposed  rule  will  effect  four  interrelated  strategies  for  the  overall  conserva- 
tion of  old-growth  dependent  species: 

First,  it  will  minimize  socio-economic  impacts  on  the  region  and  increase  certainty 
for  private  landowners  by  relaxing  current  "take"  restrictions  on  about  80  percent 
of  the  total  conifer-bearing  the  private  sector,  state  and  local  governments,  and  trib- 
al forestland  in  Washington  State.  Since  only  a  small  portion  of  the  remaining  20 
percent  actually  has  suitable  owl  habitat  around  known  owl  sites,  the  net  result  is 
that  97  percent  of  the  land  will  be  relieved  of  owl  takings  prohibitions  with  the  ex- 
ception of  a  core  area  of  70  acres  around  each  known  owl  site. 

For  California,  restrictions  would  be  dropped  in  a  similar  fashion  on  most  of  the 
"Klamath  Province,"  about  200,000  acres  in  Northern  California,  and  other  options 
will  be  possible  through  a  California  State  planning  process  to  relieve  restrictions 
elsewhere. 

Second,  the  rule  will  complement  the  Administration's  strategy  to  negotiate  vol- 
untary "habitat  conservation  plans"  (HCPs)  with  large  landowners  in  Washington 
and  California  who  have  holdings  within  the  areas  where  restrictions  still  apply, 
and  with  landowners  in  Oregon. 

Approximately  a  dozen  large  landowners  and  the  States  of  Oregon  and  Washing- 
ton are  currently  in  the  process  of  negotiating  such  agreements  with  FWS.  One  such 
agreement  between  the  Service  and  the  Weyerhauser  Co.,  covering  209,000  acres  in 
Oregon,  was  announced  in  March  for  its  holdings  near  Coos  Bay,  Oregon. 

Most  of  the  HCP's  currently  being  prepared  are  "multi-species"  HCP's,  meaning 
that  they  will  provide  conservation  measures  not  just  for  owls  but  for  other  imper- 
illed species  including  marbled  murrelets  and  salmon  populations  that  have  already 
been  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  under  the  ESA,  and  some  salmon  stocks 
that  have  not  yet  been  listed.  These  plans,  if  approved  by  USFWS,  will  provide 
landowners  with  greater  certainty  about  their  timber  programs  (which  they  them- 
selves design  and  put  forward  as  part  of  the  HCP  process  for  government  approval) 
for  a  period  of  decades  even  if  future  anticipated  listings  occur.  For  FWS,  the  plans 
will  provide  not  only  protection  of  owl  habitat  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  achieve 
through  regulation  alone,  but  also  habitat  protection  for  species  not  yet  listed.  In 
other  words,  HCFs  provide  both  landowners  and  species  with  a  "win." 

Third,  the  proposed  rule  provides  precedent-setting  relief  for  small  landowners  in 
California  and  Washington.  General  prohibitions  against  incidental  take  of  owls 
would  be  relieved  for  landowners  with  80  acres  or  less  who  do  not  have  an  owl  site 
center  on  such  property.  For  landowners  with  80  to  5,000  acres,  the  rule  proposes 
a  short-form  HCP  (sort  of  like  the  1040-EZ  income  tax  form)  allowing  them  to  reach 
management  agreements  with  FWS  promptly  in  order  to  secure  the  benefits  of  re- 
laxed restrictions.  (Of  course,  for  those  with  landholdings  of  any  size  in  the  80  per- 
cent of  Washington's  private  lands  on  which  restrictions  have  been  dropped,  these 
provisions  are  unnecessary;  they  are  additional  benefits  for  those  still  in  the  20  per- 
cent area.) 

Fourth,  the  FWS  is  offering  incentives  through  the  4(d)  rulemaking  to  those  who 
currently  have  no  owls  or  owl  habitat  on  their  property.  Because  of  concern  about 
"panic-cutting"  by  landowners  who  fear  incurring  owl  restrictions  if  they  let  their 
forests  grow  to  maturity  before  logging  them,  FWS  is  offering  to  enter  into  agree- 
ments with  such  landowners  to  hold  them  harmless  should  their  lands  gradually  be- 
come owl  habitat  and/or  attract  owls. 

The  reason  I  have  dwelt  at  some  length  on  this  proposed  nile  and  HCP's  is  that 
they  illustrate,  I  believe,  many  of  the  strategies  this  Administration  is  employing 
to  demonstrate  that  the  Endangered  Species  Act — properly  administered — can  and 
does  work  for  both  species  and  landowners. 

We  are  using  flexibility  that  is  inherent  in  the  Act,  but  has  seldom  been  used  be- 
fore, to  assist  private  landowners  in  ways  that  still  protect  habitat  integrity  for  list- 
ed species. 

An  ecosystem  approach  can  reduce  the  impacts  on  small  private  landowners. 
Where  public  lands  bear  the  brunt  of  protection,  and  large  private  landowners  are 
provided  with  incentives  to  voluntarily  supplement  that  protection,  small  land- 
owners can  often  be  exempted  from  restrictions  that  might  otnerwise  apply. 

Specific  relief  can  be  extended  to  small  owners,  as  here. 
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Finally,  the  HCP  process  does  offer  a  multi-species  planning  approach  to  local 
governments  and  large  landowners  that  provide  more  certainty  for  the  future  and 
more  protection  for  species  than  conventional  regulatory  approaches. 

We  are  using  the  4(d)  rule  and  HCP  strategy  around  the  country  to  demonstrate 
that  the  Endangered  Species  Act  can  be  implemented  more  effectively.  New  policies 
for  negotiating  HCP's,  and  the  "no  surprises"  policy  announced  last  summer  oy  Sec- 
retary Babbitt,  are  key  to  this  strategy. 

For  example,  Georgia-Pacific  Corp.  has  entered  into  an  HCP  for  its  Southeastern 
timberlands  that  are  home  to  the  red  cockaded  woodpecker.  Public  hearings  have 
been  held  in  St.  George,  Utah,  on  an  HCP  developed  oy  the  county  commissioners 
of  Washington  County,  Utah,  to  protect  the  endangered  desert  tortoise  while  allow- 
ing development  to  continue  in  the  County.  The  FWS  has  been  working  with  local 
officials  to  shape  a  similar  plan  for  the  golden  cheeked  warbler  in  Austin,  TX.  Coop- 
erative management  agreements  to  avoid  take  of  Usted  species  have  been  negotiated 
with  other  timber  companies  in  the  Southeast,  and  are  currently  being  discussed  for 
grizzly  bears  in  Montana. 

In  Southern  California,  the  FWS  has  joined  with  the  State  of  California,  San 
Diego  and  Orange  Counties,  and  a  number  of  local  cities  as  well  as  environmental- 
ists and  developers  to  shape  multi-species  plans  under  California's  "Natural  Com- 
munities Conservation  Planning  (NCCP)"  process.  The  goal:  to  assure  certainty  in 
local  land-use  planning  while  protecting  sensitive  (listed  and  non-listed)  species,  and 
to  do  so  through  a  process  that  relies  almost  entirely  on  State  and  local  government. 

Previous  A&iinistrations  often  seemed  determined  to  demonstrate  not  that  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  could  work,  but  to  the  contrary,  that  it  couldn't  work.  This 
Admimstration  has  set  out  to  show  that  it  can.  We  have  successfully  launched  major 
regional  initiatives — ^the  President's  Northwest  Forest  Plan,  the  Sacramento  Bay- 
Delta  Agreement  with  California,  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Pro- 
gram— which,  in  partnership  with  the  States,  prove  that  strong  economies  and  pro- 
tection of  habitat  go  hand  in  hand.  We  have  announced  major  policy  changes  de- 
signed to  make  administration  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  itself  more  equitable, 
more  efficient,  and  more  certain.  And  we  have  embarked  on  an  ambitious  strategy 
described  above  to  use  habitat  conservation  planning  to  afford  predictability  and  re- 
lief to  private  landowners,  State  and  local  governments. 

At  the  same  time  we  strongly  support  tiie  underlying  purposes  of  the  Act,  as  do 
most  Americans,  and  we  beUeve  that  many  of  the  perceived  problems  in  the  Act  can 
be  alleviated  through  flexible,  fair-minded  administration.  This  is  what  the  FWS, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Clinton  Administration  have  endeavored  to 
bring  to  the  table  under  the  principles  of  the  ten-point  plan. 

As  you  know,  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  Budget  requested  $1.2  billion  for 
our  agency.  At  the  same  time,  as  part  of  the  President's  reinventing  Government 
Initiative,  all  Federal  agencies  are  reexamining  their  mission.  This  includes:  ad- 
dressing the  mission  based  on  "customer"  input;  asking  whether  the  mission  could 
be  accomplished  as  well  or  better  without  federal  involvement;  looking  for  ways  to 
put  customers  first,  cut  redtape,  and  empower  employees.  We  are  actively  partici- 
pating in  this  effort  and  will  be  keeping  the  subcommittee  fully  apprised  of  our  re- 
view. 

I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  questions  concerning  the  Act,  the  10-point  plan, 
the  specific  initiatives  mentioned,  or  other  aspects  of  the  FWS's  proposed  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  and  program. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  George  T.  Frampton,  Jr. 

On  June  30,  1993,  George  T.  Frampton,  Jr.,  was  sworn  in  as  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks,  a  position  which  is  appointed  by 
the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate.  In  this  capacity,  Mr.  Frampton  has  pol- 
icy, budget,  and  administrative  responsibility  for  the  U.S.  National  Park  Service, 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  National  Biological  Survey. 

Before  assuming  his  current  position,  George  was  President  of  the  Wilderness  So- 
ciety from  1986  to  1993.  Under  George's  direction,  The  Wilderness  Society  brought 
a  new  focus  to  the  conservation  movement  in  recognizing  that  Americans  must  work 
together  to  protect  both  our  national  resource  base  and  our  economy.  During  his 
tenure.  The  Society  focused  on  government  subsidies  harmful  to  the  environment 
(such  as  below  cost  timber  sales  and  the  1872  Mining  Law),  and  on  resource  plan- 
ning to  assist  rural  western  communities  in  moving  toward  sustainable  local  econo- 
mies. For  example,  he  launched  a  program  in  unison  with  more  than  20  timber-de- 
pendent communities  in  Oregon  and  Washington  to  offset  timber  job  losses  through 
economic  diversification  and  community  investment  programs.  Similar  studies  and 
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programs  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  states  were  designed  to  help  communities  identify 
new  economic  opportunities  consistent  with  protecting  forests,  wildlife  and  water- 
sheds. 

Bom  in  Washington,  DC,  on  August  24,  1944,  George  graduated  from  Yale  Uni- 
versity in  1965  with  a  degree  in  Physics  and  Philosophy.  After  receiving  a  masters 
degree  in  Advanced  Economic  Theory  from  the  London  School  of  Economics,  he 
graduated  from  Harvard  Law  School  in  1969. 

George's  extensive  legal  background  includes  his  tenure  as  partner  in  the  Wash- 
ington law  firm  of  Rogovin,  Huge  and  Lenzner  from  1977  to  1985.  In  the  early 
1970's,  he  was  a  Law  Clerk  for  the  Honorable  Harry  A.  Blackmun,  United  States 
Supreme  Court.  From  1973  to  1975,  he  served  as  an  Assistant  Special  Prosecutor 
in  the  Watergate  investigation.  From  1979  to  1980,  he  served  as  Deputy  Director 
and  Chief  of  Staff  for  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission's  Special  Inquiry  into  the 
nuclear  accident  at  Three  Mile  Island.  In  this  capacity,  he  co-authored  a  report  on 
how  to  avoid  accidents  at  nuclear  power  facilities  in  the  United  States.  He  also  was 
litigation  counsel  for  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  in  1985  he  served  as  special  counsel 
to  Qie  State. 

He  has  been  a  visiting  lecturer  at  Duke  University  Law  School,  special  counsel 
to  the  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission,  a  VISTA  volunteer  lawyer,  and 
a  fellow  at  the  Center  for  Law  and  Social  Policy,  where  he  litigated  consumer  and 
environmental  issues. 

He  has  written  extensively  about  the  environment,  including  an  introduction  to 
Breaking  New  Ground,  the  autobiography  of  forest  management  pioneer  Gifford 
Pinchot.  He  was  also  the  author  of  "Bringing  Racial  Diversity  to  the  Environmental 
Movement."  in  Reconstruction,  and  approximately  30  op-ed  pieces  in  national  news- 
papers. 

George  and  his  wife  Betsy  have  two  young  sons,  Adam  and  Thomas. 


Prepared  Statement  of  Mollie  H.  Beattie 

Chairman  Gorton  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  inviting  me 
here  today  to  discuss  the  budget  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  fiscal  year 
1996.  Although  this  is  a  new  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  see  a  number  of  famil- 
iar faces,  including  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  congratulate  the  new  members  of  the  Sub- 
committee and  look  forward  to  working  with  all  of  you.  The  conservation  and  protec- 
tion of  the  nation's  fish  and  wildlife  resources  is  a  bipartisan  issue,  for  we  all  have 
the  responsibility  to  work  together  to  conserve  this  nation's  vital  natureil  resovu-ces. 

The  first  premise  underlying  our  budget  request  will  be  no  surprise  to  anyone 
here  today.  We  have  to  balance  and  prioritize  the  financial  resources  in  the  current 
fiscal  climate.  In  making  the  most  of  our  existing  financial  resources  to  conserve  fish 
and  wildlife,  we  have  re-focused  on  our  central  mission  and  targeted  these  existing 
resources  to  meet  our  most  important  goals.  Simply  stated,  the  mandate  of  the  Serv- 
ice is  the  conservation  and  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  national  sig- 
nificance, namely,  the  conservation  of  migratory  birds,  endangered  and  threatened 
species,  marine  mammals,  and  to  some  extent  interjurisdictional  fisheries.  The  man- 
agement of  all  other  fish  and  wildlife  is  the  responsibility  and  domain  of  the  states 
and  tribes.  Of  course,  wildlife  cannot  be  confined  in  rigid  categories,  and  the  Service 
is  committed — as  our  budget  demonstrates — to  working  in  close  cooperation  with  the 
states  and  tribes. 

As  part  of  the  President's  Reinventing  Government  Initiative  all  Federal  agencies 
are  reexamining  their  mission.  This  includes:  addressing  their  mission  based  on 
"customer"  input;  asking  whether  the  mission  could  be  accomplished  as  well  or  bet- 
ter without  Federal  involvement,  recognizing  our  trust  responsibility  to  tribes;  look- 
ing for  ways  to  cut  costs  or  improve  performance  through  competition;  and  ways  to 
put  customers  first,  cut  red  tape  and  empower  employees,  we  are  actively  participat- 
ing in  this  effort  and  will  be  keeping  the  Subcommittee  fully  apprised  of  our  review. 

Our  budget  request  of  $1.2  billion — an  overall  decrease  of  about  3  percent  below 
1995 — includes  $703.8  million  in  current  appropriations  and  $533  million  in  perma- 
nent appropriations. 

Although  our  overall  budget  is  reduced  due  to  a  decrease  in  our  permanent  ac- 
counts, our  budget  request  for  current  accounts  proposes  modest  increases  in  a  few 
high  priority  areas  that  include:  operation  of  refuges,  including  environmental  edu- 
cation programs  as  well  as  the  enhancement  of  fishing  and  hunting  opportunities; 
endangered  species  consultation  and  recovery;  and  wetland  conservation  programs. 
The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  provides  increases  in  funding  for  the  President's  North- 
west Forest  Plan  and  a  significant  increase  for  state  grants  to  improve  implementa- 
tion of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  by  building  a  stronger  relationship  with 
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our  state  partners.  The  budget  request  also  includes  additional  funding  to  restore 
fishery  resources  through  on-the-ground  habitat  restoration  projects.  Over  time, 
these  projects  will  significantly  enhance  recreational  fishing  opportunities  for  the 
public. 

We  are  also  proposing  for  Congressional  consideration  the  transfer  of  11  fish 
hatcheries  to  the  states  and/or  tribes  in  which  they  are  located  over  the  next  three 
years.  These  hatcheries  produce  fish  that  are  primtuily  used  to  support  state  and 
tribal  managed  recreational  fishing  programs.  I  want  to  stress  that  tnese  hatcheries 
are  making  a  valuable  contribution  to  recreational  fishing — the  issue  entails  the 
proper  role  of  the  federal,  state  and  in  some  instances,  tribal  entities  in  managing 
these  facilities. 

Contrary  to  what  you  might  think  after  reading  the  headlines,  everji;hing  that  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  does  is  not  embroiled  in  controversy.  The  vast  majority 
of  our  programs  are  administrative,  volunteiry  and  incentive-based  rather  than  regu- 
latory. Many  of  our  programs  are  noncontroversial  and  quite  popular  with  the  pub- 
lic. 

Our  proposed  budget  allocates  over  $59  million  (over  10  percent  of  the  resource 
management  account)  for  voluntary,  partnership  programs  to  conserve,  enhance  and 
restore  vital  wildlife  habitats.  This  includes  a  $1  million  increase  for  our  "Jobs-in- 
the-Woods"  Progrfim  which  provides  emplojrment  to  displaced  timber  workers  restor- 
ing forested  habitats  in  the  Northwest. 

Under  our  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program,  over  12,300  individual  landowners  have 
voluntarily  entered  into  cooperative  partnerships  with  the  Service  to  restore  de- 
graded wetlands  and  upland  habitats  on  their  property  since  1987.  Last  year  alone 
over  1,600  voluntary  cooperative  agreements  were  established  between  the  Service, 
private  landowners  and  tribes.  For  example,  in  Colorado  58  landowners  have 
worked  with  the  Service  and  the  State  of  Colorado  to  restore  habitats  on  over  8,000 
acres  of  private  lands  in  the  San  Luis  Valley.  As  the  habitat  restoration  work  has 
progressed,  the  incidence  of  waterfowl  cholera  in  the  area  has  decreased  signifi- 
cantly. 

The  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  program  relies  on  a  similar  vol- 
untary, partnership  approach  among  state,  tribes,  federal  and  international  part- 
ners. Approximately  62,000  acres  of  wetlands  and  upland  habitat  have  been  en- 
hanced and  restored  under  this  program  in  fiscal  year  1994,  and  it  has  helped  to 
reverse  a  thirty-year  decline  of  a  number  of  North  American  migratory  bird  species. 
The  budget  requests  an  additional  $3  million  for  this  successful,  cooperative  pro- 
gram. 

In  this  budget,  we  also  maintain  our  strong  commitment  to  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System.  The  budget  request  of  $170,000,000  is  about  level  with  last  year. 
This  includes  a  modest  increase  for  collaborative  efforts  to  improve  40,000  acres  of 
habitat  on  existing  refiiges — enhancing  opportunities  for  hunting,  fishing,  and  wild- 
life education.  Funding  for  basic  refuge  operations  and  ongoing  activities — including 
hunting  and  fishing — would  be  increased  by  delaying  low-priority  maintenance 
projects. 

The  Endangered  Species  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996  emphasizes  improved  imple- 
mentation of  the  law  and  will  accelerate  work  on  habitat  conservation  plans.  In 
turn,  these  efforts  will  increase  landowner  certainty  and  decrease  confi*ontation.  The 
Administration  is  committed  to  making  this  law  work  better,  for  both  wildlife  and 
people.  Our  budget  reflects  this  commitment. 

We  propose  to  increase  overall  fiinding  for  the  Endangered  species  account  by  Just 
over  $6  inillion  to  almost  $78  million.  We  will  allocate  these  resources  to  the  regions 
to  more  accurately  address  workload  needs,  improve  efficiency,  and  speed  consulta- 
tions and  permitting.  Even  with  recent  increases,  endangered  species  funding  still 
makes  up  only  18  percent  of  the  Service's  resource  management  account. 

In  addition,  the  budget  proposes  a  significant  increase  of  $29  million  for  grants 
to  states  to  improve  the  implementation  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  on  private 
lands.  This  money  would  be  used  to  work  in  partnership  with  the  states  and  local 

fovemments  to  allow  economic  development  and  species  conservation  to  co-exist, 
'unding  will  be  provided  to  states  to  support  land  acquisition  associated  with  habi- 
tat conservation  plans  developed  by  local  governments,  private  groups  and  citizens. 
The  Service  is  committed  to  making  the  ESA  work  better  on  private  lands  and 
working  in  partnership  with  the  states  and  tribes.  Our  budget  proposal  dem- 
onstrates this  commitment.  The  American  people  want  to  protect  endangered  spe- 
cies and  abide  by  the  law — and  we  should  make  it  as  easy  as  possible  for  them  to 
do  just  that. 

Our  budget  request  maintains  and  expands  our  commitment  to  conservation  and 
enhancement  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 
and  successful  cooperative  programs  such  as  the  North  American  Wetlands  Con- 
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servation  Act  and  Partners  for  Wildlife.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  summa- 
rize our  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request,  and  111  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions 
you  may  have. 
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SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  MOLLIE  BEATTIE 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  happy  to  be 
here  today. 

You  just  asked  what  our  priorities  are,  and  I  want  to  assure  you 
that  we,  at  least  in  a  broad  sense,  sat  down  this  year  with  the 
budget  request  that  we  have  and  really  refocused  on  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service's  top  priorities.  And  they  are  the  priorities  laid  out 
in  our  statutory  mandates. 

As  you  have  noted,  we  have  to  balance  and  put  priorities  on  fi- 
nancial resources  in  this  current  fiscal  climate.  In  making  the  most 
of  our  existing  financial  resources  to  conserve  fish  and  wildlife,  we 
have  refocused  on  our  central  mission  and  targeted  our  existing  re- 
sources to  meet  those  most  important  goals.  And  I  would  like  to 
state  them  for  you  very  simply. 

The  mandate  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  the  conservation 
and  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  that  are  of  national 
significance;  namely,  migratory  birds,  endangered  and  threatened 
species,  marine  mammals,  and  to  some  extent  interjurisdictional 
fisheries. 

The  management  of  all  other  fish  and  wildlife  is  the  responsibil- 
ity and  domain  of  the  States  and  tribes.  Of  course,  wildlife  cannot 
be  confined  in  rigid  categories  and  the  Service  is  committed,  as  our 


168 

budget  demonstrates,  to  working  in  close  cooperation  with  the 
States  and  tribes. 

The  other  thing  we  have  done,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  year  is  to  sit 
down  and  look  at  the  allocation  of  our  resources  for  those  priorities 
across  the  United  States.  We  made  sure  that  the  allocation  of  our 
resources  lined  up  with  where  the  workload  for  that  relatively  nar- 
row, but  obviously  very  significant,  mandate.  For  instance,  we  eval- 
uated how  Washington  compares  to  Massachusetts  in  terms  of 
workload  and  made  an  attempt  to  reallocate  our  base  according  to 
those  demands. 

We  began  this  in  1996  and  it  will  continue  on  through  1997.  As 
you  know,  the  budget  is  built  incrementally,  so  any  misalignment 
can  get  amplified  and  repeated  year  after  year.  And  it  seems  that 
this  is  the  time  in  this  budget  climate  to  just  sit  down  and  make 
sure  we  are  doing  that. 

So  some  of  the  decreases  you  will  see  are  mere  cuts  and  some 
of  the  decreases  you  will  see  that  are  geographically  based  have  to 
do  with  really  putting  the  money  where  the  workload  has  risen. 

The  budget  request  is  $1.2  billion,  an  overall  decrease  of  about 
3  percent  below  1995,  and  includes  a  little  over  $700  million  in  cur- 
rent appropriations  and  $533  million  in  permanent  appropriations. 

Although  our  overall  budget  is  reduced  due  to  a  decrease  in  our 
permanent  accounts,  our  budget  request  for  current  accounts  pro- 
poses modest  increases  in  a  few  high  priority  areas  that  include 
these:  the  operation  of  refuges,  and  that  includes  environmental 
education  programs  as  well  as  the  enhancement  of  fishing  and 
hunting  opportunities;  endangered  species  consultation  and  recov- 
ery; and  wetland  conservation  programs. 

We  propose  increases  in  funding  for  the  President's  Northwest 
forest  plan  and  a  significant  increase  for  State  grants  to  improve 
the  implementation  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  by  building  a 
stronger  relationship  with  our  State  partners. 

The  budget  request  also  includes  additional  funding  to  restore 
fishery  resources  through  on-the-ground  habitat  restoration 
projects. 

We  are  also  proposing  for  congressional  consideration  the  trans- 
fer of  11  fish  hatcheries  to  tribes  or  States  where  they  are  located, 
over  the  next  3  years.  These  hatcheries  produce  fish  that  are  pri- 
marily used  to  support  State-  and  tribal-managed  recreational  fish- 
ing programs. 

I  want  to  stress  that  the  Service  understands  that  these  hatch- 
eries are  making  a  very  valuable  contribution  to  recreational  fish- 
ing. 

But  the  question  we  had  to  ask  ourselves  is  simply  that  of  the 
proper  role  of  the  Federal,  State  and  in  some  instances,  tribal  enti- 
ties in  managing  these  facilities. 

We  want  to  emphasize,  of  course,  that  everything  that  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  does  is  not  embroiled  in  controversy.  The  vast 
majority  of  our  programs  are  administrative,  voluntary  and  incen- 
tive-based rather  than  regfulatory.  Many  of  our  programs  are  non- 
controversial  and  they  are  quite  popular  with  the  public. 

Our  proposed  budget  allocates  over  $59  million,  or  10  percent  of 
our  resource  management  account,  for  voluntary  partnership  pro- 
grams. 
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This  includes  a  $1  million  increase  for  the  Jobs-in-the-Woods 
Program,  which  provides  employment  to  displaced  timber  workers 
restoring  forestea  habitats  in  the  Northwest. 

Senator  Gorton.  Ms.  Beattie,  I  am  afraid  I  am  going  to  have  to 
cut  you  off  now  and  leave  and  go  to  this  vote. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  am  informed  we  have  five  10-minute  votes.  Of 
course,  your  opening  statement  will  be  included  in  the  record  in 
full.  My  guess  is,  it  is  going  to  be  11:15  a.m.,  by  the  time  I  have 
a  chance  to  vote  these  five  times. 

You  might  reflect  a  little,  though  you  had  many  weeks  to  do  this, 
as  to  how  your  priorities  would  be  spread.  I  guess  probably  the 
range  in  wnich  we  can  look  at  you  under  the  best  circumstances 
would  be  a  freeze  in  these  operating  accounts. 

The  worst  set  of  circumstances  would  probably  be  a  20-percent 
cut. 

You  certainly  do  not  have  to  answer  those  questions  for  me 
today.  If  you  have  any  general  guidance,  I  would  be  happy  to  have 
it. 

But  we  will  want  to  work  with  you  over  the  weeks  to  come  to 
do  the  best  job  that  we  possibly  can.  I  hope  that  I  will  get  back 
in  time  to  ask  a  number  of  specific  questions. 

You  can  all  take  a  break  for  a  good  45  minutes. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  will  be  here. 

[A  brief  recess  was  taken.] 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996  BUDGET  PRIORITIES 

Senator  GORTON.  I  appreciate  the  patience  of  all  of  you.  We  will 
try  to  go  forward  and  get  in  as  much  as  we  can  before  inevitably 
we  will  have  to  leave. 

Do  any  of  you  have  any  comments  on  this  general  question  of 
how  we  set  priorities  if  we  cannot  do  everything  that  you  have 
asked? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  will  make  some  general  comments. 

Senator  Gorton.  Go  ahead. 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  will  make  some  general  comments  and  repeat  my- 
self a  little  bit,  Mr.  Chairman.  Again,  we  can  set  priorities  accord- 
ing to  our  statutory  mandates,  and  I  think  that  should  be  the  tem- 
plate we  apply. 

Again  it  is  a  relatively  narrow  set  of  things  that  we  manage:  the 
refuge  system  that  we  manage  for  threatened  and  endangered  spe- 
cies, migratory  birds,  interjurisdictional  fish,  and  anadromous  fish. 

I  think  the  general  comment  I  will  make  is  if  you  use  that  tem- 
plate, you  come  up  with  some  things  that  are  off  the  table  that  are 
extremely  controversial,  such  as  transfers  of  Federal  fish  hatch- 
eries. 

So  my  answer  is:  We  can  do  it,  but  it  is  not  without  controversy. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  we  do  want  to  work  with  you  in  shaping 
whatever  reductions  may  have  to  make.  This  may  not  be  that  help- 
ful in  moving  that  effort  ahead,  but  I  just  wanted  to  stress  a  couple 
of  areas  where  I  think  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  in  a  crunch 
or  stressed  this  year. 

One  is  refuge  management  budgets  which  have  gotten  pretty 
thin,  and  that  is  not  only  a  resource  protection  issue,  it  is  an  access 
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issue.  We  are  aware  of  that,  and  that  is  why  the  Department  and 
the  Service  are  seeking  some  more  money  for  refuges  in  1996. 

It  is  a  visitor  access  issue.  One  of  the  things  that  has  happened 
in  the  last  2  years,  quite  frankly,  is  that  we  have  been  especially 
sensitive  not  to  reduce  hunting  and  fishing  opportunities  on  ref- 
uges. 

We  have,  been  very  sensitive  to  the  perception  that  this  adminis- 
tration was  going  to  come  in  and  reduce  hunts  and  so  forth. 

So  in  trying  to  hold  that  kind  of  activity  harmless,  it  has  put 
more  pressure  on  visitor  services  and  some  other  kinds  of  visitor 
access.  So  refuges  are  sdready  thin. 

We  have,  in  the  last  2  years,  received  some  additional  money  for 
the  endangered  species  program.  I  guess  I  would  just  stress  that 
that  additional  money  is  helping  us  be  more  flexible  in  the  way  we 
administer  the  act  and  is  very  important  to  our  efforts  to  accelerate 
salvage  logging  and  to  make  the  President's  forest  plan  work. 

So  I  think  this  is  important  to  people  that  we  worked  with  in  the 
last  6  or  9  months,  like  the  Western  Grovemors  Association,  the 
State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies,  the  Western  Urban  Water  Coali- 
tion, and  folks  who  have  had  real  problems  with  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  in  the  past.  We  are  trjdng  to  work  out  a  reform  pro- 
gram, and  they  are  all  in  favor  of  more  money  for  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  because  they  know  that  more  funding  allows  us  to  be 
more  flexible. 

Cutting  the  endangered  species  budget,  which  may  be  seen  by 
some  as  a  way  of  reducing  the  amount  of  Federal  regulation,  in 
fact,  makes  things  worse. 

The  third  area  that  I  want  to  mention  in  the  President's  budget 
is  a  very  substantial  increase  in  funds  under  section  6  of  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  which  is  the  State  grant  program.  That  is  a 
lot  of  money. 

We  have  asked  for  $29  million  in  additional  funds  for  1996, 
which  will  be  targeted — and  that  money  all  goes  through  the 
States — for  a  Federal  cost-share  contribution  toward  land  that 
would  have  to  be  acquired  in  connection  with  habitat  conservation 
plans.  These  plans  are  worked  out  by  counties  or  localities:  Wash- 
ington County,  Utah;  southern  California;  some  of  the  HCP's  in  Or- 
egon and  Washington.  There  has  to  be  some  kind  of  acquisition  by 
the  States  or  local  governments  of  reserve  land. 

To  make  a  voluntary  agreement  work  we  felt  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment should  be  making  a  contribution.  The  way  to  do  that  is 
not  through  the  land  and  water  conservation  fund,  but  through 
State  grants. 

So  those  are  all  areas  that  are  high  priorities  now,  and  we  are 
going  to  have  to  look  awfully  carefully  at  1996  to  determine  wheth- 
er we  can  squeeze  funding  out  in  other  places  in  order  to  get  a  lit- 
tle bit  more  or  at  least  maintain  funding  in  those  areas. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  REAUTHORIZATION 

Senator  Gorton.  Those  comments  lead  very  naturally  to  my  next 
question.  Clearly  one  of  the  methods  by  which  we  will  set  priorities 
among  some  80  different  agencies  or  programs  in  this  subcommit- 
tee will  be  based  on  whether  or  not  the  acts  that  we  are  funding 
are  authorized  or  unauthorized. 
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In  that  connection  I  would  like  to  ask  you  the  general  views  of 
the  Department  and  the  administration  on  the  reauthorization  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Are  you  planning  to  work  cooperatively  with  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress in  efforts  to  renew  that  act?  If  so,  can  we  expect  some  specific 
suggestions  as  to  changes  in  the  act  from  the  administration? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Absolutely,  Senator.  We  do  have  some  differences 
of  opinion  about  some  of  the  details  of  reauthorization,  but  we  are 
committed  to  working  this  year  to  move  reauthorization  forward  on 
both  sides  of  the  Hill. 

We  feel  that  the  program  that  was  put  forth  2  months  ago  by  the 
Secretary,  the  10-point  plan  which  includes  a  lot  of  proposals  for 
legislative  change,  is  a  very  good  starting  point. 

We  may  have  some  other  specific  ideas  to  put  on  the  table.  We 
will  have  very  soon  a  proposed  regulation  which  we  would  like  to 
be  expanded  in  statute,  for  a  residential  homeowner  exemption  and 
a  small-impact,  5-acre  development  impact  exemption  for  most  spe- 
cies. 

So  we  feel  that  we  already  have  on  the  table  what  amounts  to 
a  fairly  significant  reform  plan,  and  we  are  not  interested  in  drag- 
ging our  feet.  We  think  this  is  the  time  to  look  at  the  act,  to  reau- 
thorize it. 

There  are  problems,  particularly  with  private  landowners.  We 
think  we  have  already  done  something  in  the  last  2  years  to  begin 
to  fix  those  problems. 

We  think  there  are  changes  in  the  act  that  need  to  be  made  that 
will  allow  us  to  develop  strategies  and  fix  those  problems.  We  want 
to  engage  in  this  process,  and  we  would  like  to  see  it  go  forward 
and  reach  a  conclusion. 

Defunding  the  Endangered  Species  Act  while  the  act  sits  on  the 
books  we  think  would  be  a  disaster. 

That  is  not  a  solution,  that  is  a  major  train  wreck  because  as 
long  as  the  provisions  of  the  law  stay  in  place,  if  there  is  no  money 
to  do  consultations,  then  everjrthing  comes  to  a  halt. 

We  are  going  to  work  diligently  with  you  and  with  other  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  and  the  House  to  see  if  we  cannot  get  a  reformed 
reauthorization  package  that  addresses  the  problems  and  guards 
against  future  horror  stories  and  makes  the  act  better  for  species 
as  well  as  better  for  the  public. 

Senator  Gorton.  Well,  that  is  an  encouraging  response.  And  I 
must  say  that  the  10  points,  or  10  principles,  that  the  administra- 
tion came  up  with  all  resonate,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned.  Obvi- 
ously, we  are  going  to  differ  in  details. 

My  own  bill  on  the  subject  attempts  to  address  each  1  of  those 
10.  But  I  guess  your  answer  is  that  we  will  get  beyond  those  gen- 
eral principles  and  into  specific  suggestions  as  to  how  to  carry 
them  out. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Absolutely,  Senator.  We  think  that  an  outcome 
iy2  years  from  now  of  having  the  Endangered  Species  Act  repealed 
or  gutted  is  the  wrong  outcome,  but  we  do  not  favor  being  iy2 
years  from  now  and  having  the  law  exactly  as  it  is  either. 

Our  preferred  outcome  is  to  get  it  reauthorized  to  fix  the  prob- 
lems and  move  forward. 
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We  think  there  are  fixes  that  really  would  enable  species  to  be 
protected  better  as  well  as  solving  some  of  the  problems 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  IMPLEMENTATION 

Senator  Gorton.  Let  me  ask  you  a  couple  of  specifics.  First, 
right  now  implementation  is  shared  by  the  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Do  you  think  that  is  a  good  idea  or  would  you  recommend  that 
it  be  consolidated  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  I  guess  I  could  only  say  that  the  Secretary's 
position  and  the  administration's  position,  as  I  understand  it,  is 
that  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  should  stay  in  the  Com- 
merce Department. 

If  the  Congress,  in  its  wisdom,  decides  that  there  should  not  be 
a  Commerce  Department,  then  obviously  we  would  have  to  reevalu- 
ate our  position  on  that. 

Senator  Gorton.  That  is  a  diplomatic  answer.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

One  of  your  ESA  reform  principles  states  that  the  administration 
should  seek  to  minimize  the  social  and  economic  impacts  of  the  act, 
which  of  course  I  agree  with.  I  am  troubled  about  whether  or  not 
at  the  present  time  you  have  the  ability  to  do  that  in  a  balanced 
fashion. 

You  have  issued  a  policy  directive  requiring  agencies  to  scientif- 
ically identify  the  recovery  needs  of  the  species  and  then  bring  in 
the  people  who  are  affected  to  discuss  how  to  achieve  the  recovery 
goal. 

But  my  question  for  you  is  this:  you  assess  the  scientific  needs 
of  the  species  and  the  needs  and  impacts  on  the  lives  of  the  people. 

Do  you  not  need  to  do  more  than  just  pull  people  in  after  you 
have  made  a  determination,  solely  to  consult  with  them  on  the  na- 
ture of  the  recovery  plan?  Does  not  that  consultation  need  to  be 
greater? 

RECOyERY  PLANNING/HABITAT  CONSERVATION  PLANS 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  I  guess  I  would  say  we  did  adopt  a  pol- 
icy last  summer  that  specifically  provides  that  socioeconomic  im- 
pacts be  taken  into  account  in  arriving  at  the  shape  of  a  recovery 
plan. 

I  am  not  personally  that  familiar  with  how  this  has  worked  to 
integrate  those  considerations.  To  the  extent  that  we  need  to  make 
sure  that  is  done,  that  is  something  we  have  indicated  we  are  in- 
terested in  looking  at  in  reauthorization. 

There  are  two  other  places  where  effective  consideration  of  socio- 
economic costs  and  impacts  is  either  done  now  or  is  possible  under 
the  proposals  that  we  have  made  for  reauthorization. 

One  is  that  we  propose  that  the  States  be  given  a  significantly 
greater  role,  in  developing  recovery  plans  and,  in  having  the  oppor- 
tunity— ^this  would  require  statutory  change — ^to  develop  their  own 
conservation  plans.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  would  defer  the 
effect  of  listing  if  the  State  has  an  effective  plan  for  one  species  or 
multiple  species.  This  may  be  possible  even  for  species  that  are  not 
yet  listed. 
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That  is  likely  to  be  a  very  effective  way  in  which  the  State,  in 
putting  together  its  plan,  is  going  to  take  economic  factors  into  ac- 
count. 

The  other  area  where  I  think  this  is  already  happening  under 
current  law  and  practice  is  in  habitat  conservation  planning  that 
is  being  done  by  State  and  local  government. 

One  example  is  the  NCCP  in  southern  California,  where  San 
Diego  and  Orange  Counties,  the  cities,  developers  and  environ- 
mentalists, are  developing  multispecies  land-use  plans.  Basically 
this  is  a  local  planning  process,  a  State  process  and  local  process 
to  plan  the  open  space  and  habitat  needs  between  Los  Angeles  and 
San  Diego  for  the  next  100  years. 

Inherent  in  that  process  is  the  tradeoff  between  habitat  needs 
and  economic  needs  and  decisions  about  where  the  moneys  are 
going  to  come  from  to  implement  land-use  plans. 

We  see  that  process,  as  something  of  a  paradigm  for  the  future 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act — a  habitat,  multispecies  planning 
process  in  which  local  people  are  involved,  tradeoffs  are  made,  and 
then  certainty  comes  out  of  that. 

Inherent  in  that  process  is  the  consideration  of  socioeconomic  fac- 
tors by  the  people  who  are  going  to  have  to  live  with  the  plan  and 
pay  for  it. 

So  I  think  we  can  do  more  in  reauthorization  to  make  sure  that 
these  issues  are  integrated  into  the  way  the  act  is  administered. 

Our  policy,  for  the  last  year,  has  been  that  those  considerations 
be  integrated  with  the  recovery  planning  process. 

Senator  Gorton.  Let  us  go  on  with  the  HCP's.  I  think  one  of  the 
frustrations  that  we  hear  frequently  is  that  after  people,  groups, 
and  companies  have  undertaken  the  monumental  task  of  putting 
one  together,  they  then  face  not  only  section  10  of  the  act,  but  also 
NEPA.  I  am  told  after  they  finish  with  you  it  often  takes  as  long 
to  go  through  the  NEPA  process  as  the  original  process  itself 

You  talk  about  streamlining  the  process.  That  is  another  one  of 
your  principles.  Have  you  given  any  thought  to  streamlining  or  al- 
together eliminating  the  NEPA  process  as  it  applies  to  HCP's? 
What  does  that  process  add  to  the  development  of  HCP's  that  is  not 
covered  under  the  ESA's  section  10  requirements? 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  have  given  a  lot  of  thought  to  it.  In  the  past, 
the  two  big  aspects  of  delay,  after  the  development  of  HCP's  have 
been  the  chain  of  approval  in  the  Federal  agencies  and  the  NEPA 
process. 

We  have  endeavored  mightily  to  cut  down  the  chain  of  review. 
With  respect  to  the  NEPA  process,  most  HCP's  in  the  past  have 
been  done  with  a  departmental  assessment. 

In  Washington  County,  Utah,  for  example,  we  were  prepared  to 
do  that,  but  the  county  itself  wanted  to  go  through  the  EIS  process. 

It  is  not  something  that  we  have  resolved  in  our  own  minds.  I 
would  say  that  the  NEPA  process  does  bring  something  pretty  im- 
portant to  this,  at  least  when  you  have  a  countywide  or  certainly 
a  statewide  plan.  It  provides  real  opportunity  for  public  involve- 
ment. If  you  have,  let  us  say,  a  few  private  landowners,  one  mu- 
nicipality or  one  county  or  group  of  county  commissioners  do  a 
plan,  and  negotiate  it  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  you  may 
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not  have  built  in  the  opportunity  for  real  public  comment  and  re- 
view. 

So  some  kind  of  process  that  allows  the  public  to  take  a  look  at 
this  is  probably  very  important.  Exactly  how  to  streamline  that  is 
something  that  we  have  thought  a  lot  about  and  have  not  reached 
a  conclusion — we  are  interested  in  exploring  this  issue  some  more, 
but  we  have  not  reached  a  final  position  on  it. 

NORTHERN  SPOTTED  OWL  POPULATIONS 

Senator  Gorton.  With  a  parochial,  but  very  important,  concern 
I  want  orally  to  ask  you  a  question  which  I  am  sure  you  cannot 
answer  off  the  top  of  your  head,  but  to  which  I  would  like  a  written 
response. 

I  would  like  you  to  provide  me  information  on  the  total  number 
of  northern  spotted  owls  that  have  been  counted  at  various  times 
since  the  first  listing  of  the  owl  under  the  act. 

For  example,  what  was  the  historic  population  of  the  owl  in  the 
three-State  region  that  the  Service  used  to  base  its  decision  to  list 
in  the  first  place? 

Next,  when  the  northern  spotted  owl  was  first  listed  as  threat- 
ened, what  were  the  existing  populations  in  each  of  the  three 
States? 

And  last  year  in  October,  the  Service,  with  the  help  of  other  Fed- 
eral agencies,  issued  a  report  of  the  reanalysis  team  to  provide  a 
scientific  basis  for  the  development  of  a  4(d)  rule.  This  one  focused 
on  the  status  of  the  owl  on  the  Ol3mipic  Peninsula.  I  would  like  to 
know  what  the  findings  were.  How  many  owls  did  you  find  in 
Washington  State,  specifically  on  the  Olympic  Peninsula? 

How  did  that  differ  from  your  census  at  the  time  of  the  first  list- 
ing? And  how  does  it  compare  to  the  population  goal  put  forward 
by  the  Service  to  end  the  protections  of  the  act?  In  other  words,  to 
achieve  a  full  recovery. 

And  finally,  in  developing  option  9,  what  was  the  population  tar- 
get for  the  owl  beyond  which  protection  measures  under  the  act 
would  no  longer  be  necessary?  If  you  will  get  me  that  set  of  fluc- 
tuating numbers  I  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  will  do  that.  Senator. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Northern  Spotted  Owl — Historic  Population 

No  "historic"  population  size  was  estimated  at  the  time  of  hsting  of  the  northern 
spotted  owl.  Declining  population  size  from  demographic  studies,  coupled  with  the 
decline  and  modification  of  owl  habitat  and  the  lack  of  conservation  measures  by 
State  and  Federal  agencies,  were  the  impetus  for  listing.  Available  habitat  has  been 
reduced  by  an  estimated  85  percent  over  the  past  200  years,  and  modem  logging 
practices  precluded  much  development  of  future  suitable  habitat.  As  a  result,  owl 
populations  are  smaller  and  are  isolated  from  each  other,  thus  putting  them  at  in- 
creased risks  of  elimination  due  to  chance  demographic  and  environmental  events 
that,  under  historical  habitat  conditions,  would  not  have  posed  significant  risks. 
These  effects,  in  combination  with  inadequate  existing  mechanisms  to  protect  the 
owl  populations  over  time,  resulted  in  the  decision  to  list  the  bird  as  threatened. 

POPULATION  WHEN  LISTED 

There  was  no  estimate  of  population  size  of  northern  spotted  owls  made  at  the 
time  of  listing  of  the  species.  Counts  of  owls  observed  each  year  have  been  con- 
ducted since  listing,  but  they  are  not  estimates  of  population  size.  The  USD!  North- 
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em  Spotted  Owl  Recovery  Team  indicated  that  spotted  owls  were  known  to  be  lo- 
cated at  approximately  4,600  sites  on  all  land  ownerships  between  1987  and  1991. 
Option  9  states  that  the  actual  population  is  undoubtedly  larger  because  a  portion 
of  the  range  had  yet  to  be  surveyed.  For  the  4(d)  rule,  this  count  of  known  sites 
was  updated  to  approximately  5,600.  This  "increase"  from  4,600  to  5,600  sites  sim- 
ply reflects  an  increased  survey  eflFort,  but  still  is  not  a  population  estimate.  The 
number  of  known  owl  sites  does  not  give  an  indication  of  status,  rather  population 
trend  (demographic)  studies  and  habitat  trends  are  the  best  indication  of  the  status 
of  the  owl  population.  Demographic  studies  at  the  time  of  listing  and  at  present  con- 
tinue to  suggest  a  declining  population. 

REANALYSIS  TEAM  REPORT 

In  October  1994,  the  Service,  with  the  help  from  other  federal  agencies,  issued 
its  "Report  of  the  Reanalysis  Team"  to  provide  a  scientific  basis  for  the  development 
of  a  4(d)  rule.  The  reanalysis  team  focused  on  the  status  of  the  owl  on  the  Olympic 
Peninsula. 

The  purpose  of  the  Reanalysis  Team  Report  was  to  estimate  the  population  trends 
of  owls,  not  the  numbers  of  individuals,  on  the  Olympic  Peninsula  over  time,  given 
different  land  use  scenarios.  Therefore,  the  team  did  not  develop  an  estimate  of  owls 
in  Washington  State  in  general.  They  did,  however,  estimate,  based  on  model  projec- 
tions, the  number  of  owls  on  the  Olympic  Peninsula  to  be  between  282-321  pairs, 
and  demographic  studies  have  indicated  a  stable  or  slightiy  decreasing  population. 
With  the  protections  afforded  to  habitat  on  the  Olympic  Peninsula  through  the 
Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  the  continued  protection  of  habitat  on  nonfederal  lands 
within  the  proposed  Hoh/Clearwater  Special  Emphasis  Area,  and  assuming  that  de- 
mographic values  estimated  on  the  peninsula  do  not  contain  significant  bias,  it  was 
concluded  that  a  population  was  likely  to  persist  on  the  peninsula  over  the  next  100 
years. 

COMPARISON  OF  REANALYSIS  TEAM  REPORT  WITH  CENSUS  AT  TIME  OF  LISTING 

No  population  estimate  was  provided  at  the  time  of  listing,  therefore  no  compari- 
son can  be  made.  Fiulher,  the  Reanalysis  Team  Report  only  addresses  the  Olympic 
Peninsula  and  not  the  larger  owl  population. 

POPULATION  GOAL  PUT  FORWARD  TO  END  PROTECTIONS  OF  ACT 

No  goal  based  on  population  size  (i.e.  actual  numbers  of  individuals)  has  been  put 
forward.  The  recovery  goal  is  to  maintain  or  establish  a  stable  or  increasing  popu- 
lation over  time,  as  determined  from  demographic  studies.  In  a  previously 
unpublished  draft  recovery  plan,  the  owl  population  must  remain  stable  or  increas- 
ing for  at  least  8  years,  as  indicated  by  density  and  demographic  estimates,  to  be 
considered  for  reclassification  or  delisting.  Analyses  also  must  indicate  that  the  pop- 
ulation is  not  likely  to  need  the  protections  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  within 
the  foreseeable  fiiture.  Ultimately,  the  question  of  deUsting  hinges  on  long-term  sta- 
bility and  vitality  of  the  population  and  threats  to  the  population  rather  than  spe- 
cific owl  numbers. 

POPULATION  TARGET  UNDER  OPTION  9 

No  population  target  was  put  forward  as  part  of  Option  9.  A  stable  or  increasing 
population  over  time  is  the  recovery  target.  Although  the  analysis  for  Option  9  sug- 
gested that  the  population  will  continue  to  decline  in  the  short  term,  the  network 
of  Late-Successional  Reserves  and  other  measures  is  expected  to  provide  for  a  small- 
er, yet  more  stable  population  over  time.  The  previously  unpublished  draft  recovery 
plan  outlined  4  Delisting  Criteria:  (1)  Owl  populations  and  owl  habitat  have  been 
monitored  with  a  scientifically  credible  monitoring  plan  for  the  preceding  8  or  more 
consecutive  years;  (2)  the  population  has  been  stable  or  increasing  during  at  least 
the  last  8  years,  as  indicated  by  density  estimates  and  demographic  analyses,  in  all 
parts  of  the  area  that  would  be  considered  significant  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act;  (3)  regulatory  mechanisms  or  land  management  commitments  have  been  imple- 
mented that  provide  for  adequate  long-term  protection  of  breeding,  foraging,  and 
dispersal  habitat;  and  (4)  the  population  is  unlikely  to  need  protection  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  during  the  foreseeable  fiiture. 
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ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  WOLF  RE  INTRODUCTION 

Senator  GORTON.  And  for  one  of  the  other  members  of  the  com- 
mittee, I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  couple  of  questions  about  gray 
wolves.  How  much  has  been  spent  on  wolf  reintroduction  through 
fiscal  year  1995? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Mr.  Chairman,  through  fiscal  year  1995,  roughly  $6 
million,  and  that  is  over  a  22-year  period.  Prospectively  we  expect 
to  spend  about  another  $6  million  or  $7  million. 

Senator  GrORTON.  Over  how  many  years? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Between  now  and  2002. 

Senator  Gorton.  OK.  So  no  more  than  $1  million?  About  $1  mil- 
lion a  year? 

Ms.  Beattie.  It  is  on  average  less  than  $1  million  a  year  between 
now  and  2002,  and  around  $300,000  subsequently. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Senator,  we  had  this  dialog  yesterday  with  Sen- 
ator Bums,  and  I  thought  we  came  within  1  minute  of  convincing 
him  that  this  is  a  good  investment. 

And  after  you  left  this  morning  we  continued  this  discussion,  and 
I  am  still  hopeful  that  within  the  next  week  we  are  going  to  change 
his  mind  on  this. 

We  pointed  out  to  him  that  of  the  roughly  $6.5  million — $6.7  mil- 
lion that  is  predicted  to  be  spent  in  the  next  8  years  on  wolf  recov- 
ery, most  of  that  money  goes  to  the  States. 

It  is  for  monitoring  and  research.  The  reintroduction  of  wolves  is 
probably  going  to  cost  about  $300,000  a  year  for  3  or  4  years. 

So  it  is  going  to  cost  maybe  $1.2  million  over  the  next  4  years. 
It  is  going  to  get  the  wolf  off  the  endangered  species  list  cheaper 
and  10  or  20  years  quicker  and  with  arrangements  that  protect 
ranchers.  That  is  a  great  deal. 

We  were  very  close  to  changing  his  mind.  He  admitted  that  this 
morning.  So  we  hope  to  come  back  to  you  with  a  victory  there. 

Senator  GtORTON.  I  would  be  very  pleased  if  you  end  up  reaching 
an  agreement  with  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

How  much  cooperation  are  you  getting  from  the  private  sector  on 
this?  Are  you  getting  money  contributions? 

Ms.  Beattie.  Well,  the  two  chief  contributions  from  the  private 
sector  have  been,  first  of  all,  their  participation.  Stock-growers  as- 
sociations, conservation  organizations,  sportsmen  organizations 
have  participated  in  many  steps  along  the  way. 

The  other  great  piece  of  private  participation  is  the  contribution 
of  a  private  compensation  fund  for  any  losses  caused  by  wolves  to 
sheep  and  cattle  growers.  So  those  have  been  two  very  important 
pieces  of  private  sector  cooperation  all  along  the  way. 

HATCHERY  TRANSFERS  AND  HATCHERY  MAINTENANCE 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you.  I  would  like  to  go  on  to  hatcheries 
now.  In  this  connection,  you  are  asking  less  money  for  hatchery 
maintenance  and  rehabilitation  next  year  than  you  have  this  year, 
in  spite  of  what  I  understand  to  be  a  more  than  $150  million  main- 
tenance backlog. 

If  you  get  exactly  what  you  have  requested,  will  the  backlog  in- 
crease, decrease  or  stay  the  same? 
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Ms.  Beattie.  I  am  looking  at  my  numbers  here,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Some  of  the  maintenance  decrease  is  related  to  the  proposal  to 
transfer  hatcheries.  And  the  rest  is  simply  a  straightforward  cut, 
a  deferral  of  maintenance. 

Of  course  we  will  always  maintain  facilities  to  meet  health  and 
safety  standards  and  we  will  do  the  most  pressing  maintenance. 
And  some  of  the  decrease  is  reflected  in  the  transfer  of 

Senator  GtORTON.  OK  So  what  you  are  really  saying  is  that  this 
is  maybe  approximately  the  same  amount  of  money  spread  out  over 
your  hatchery  base  if  the  transfers  are  made. 

Ms.  Beattie.  That  is  to  some  extent  a  factor. 

Senator  Gorton.  All  right.  Now,  tell  me  about  those  transfers. 
How  did  you  set  priorities  for  them?  Are  the  States  to  which  you 
propose  to  transfer  them  agreeable?  Were  they  consulted  in  this 
connection? 

Ms.  Beattie.  We  are  still  in  the  process  of  negotiation.  As  you 
know,  the  priorities  in  a  budget  year  are  developed  prior  to  the 
President's  announcement,  but  not  announced  before  that. 

So  we  were  unable  to  consult  with  the  States  prior  to  the  an- 
nouncement, but  we  certainly  went  into  high  gear  working  with 
them  as  soon  as  the  announcement  was  made,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  think  we  have  tried  to  do  a  very  bold  thing  in  meeting  this  re- 
duction in  funds.  We  conducted  a  review  of  our  hatcheries  with 
consideration  given  to  whether  or  not  that  hatchery  contributed  to 
what  is  defined  in  our  statutes  as  the  Federal  role — as  I  mentioned 
earlier  interjurisdictional,  rare  and  endangered  species  and  some 
anadromous  fish — and  tried  to  look  at  the  proper  State  and  Federal 
roles. 

And  after  deriving  a  series  of  questions  we  set  criteria  and  came 
up  with  a  list  for  hatchery  transfers  to  the  States.  These  hatcheries 
are  really  more  involved  in  State  recreational  fishery  programs. 

Senator  Gorton.  With  regard  to  the  original  list  of  11  and  the 
supplementary  list  of  15,  is  that  going  to  be  it  or  is  this  an  ongoing 
process  in  which  there  may  be  other  transfers  in  the  future? 

Ms.  Beattie.  I  cannot  project  past  1997,  which  is,  I  believe,  what 
you  referred  to  as  the  supplementary  list  of  15.  There  is  no  list  of 
those  yet. 

That  announcement,  was  made  as  part  of  reinventing  govern- 
ment. We  are  working  with  a  federally  chartered  advisory  group 
that  works  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  called  Sport  Fish 
Boating  and  Partnership  Council  who  will  help  us  develop  and 
apply  criteria  to  come  up  with  that  list  by  1997. 

As  of  yet  we  do  not  have  a  list,  and  hope  to  develop  it  in  partner- 
ship with  the  guidance  of  that  group,  which  has  all  the  stakehold- 
ers represented.  We  have  asked  them  to  be  a  kind  of  public  partici- 
pation and  fact-gathering  organization  for  us. 

And  15,  the  number  is  an  estimate.  We  figured  it  could  be  up  to 
15  hatcheries. 

Senator  Gorton.  Up  to  15. 

Ms.  Beattie.  Right.  So  there  is  no  list  for  1997,  and  the  list  for 
1996  is  the  one  presented  in  the  budget. 
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SECTION  CONSULTATION 


Senator  Gorton.  Let  me  go  back  to  ESA  for  a  moment.  The  table 
on  page  29  of  your  request  indicates  that  the  number  of  section  7 
consultations  in  which  the  Service  is  involved  is  growing  rapidly. 

And  obviously  with  all  of  the  court  settlements  and  new  listings 
that  you  will  be  required  to  make,  it  will  continue  to  grow. 

How  is  the  fact  that  these  consultations  are  going  to  grow  in 
number  reflected  in  either  your  budget  request  or  in  changes  that 
you  may  recommend  to  us  in  the  Endangered  Species  Act  itself? 

Are  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  likely  to  recommend  that  the  act  be 
amended  so  that  Federal  agencies  are  not  required  to  consult  on 
actions  at  multiple  levels,  that  is,  both  the  forest  plan  and  individ- 
ual sales  and  the  like? 

Do  you  have  a  plan  to  cut  down  on  the  number  of  such  consulta- 
tions, or  do  we  just  have  to  look  forward  to  their  exponential 
growth? 

Mr.  Frampton.  We  are  looking  very  intensively  right  now,  Mr. 
Chairman,  at  that  particular  issue.  We  have  been  working  very 
hard  over  the  last  2  months  with  our  counterparts  on  regulations 
that  would  reduce  the  number  of  full  consultations  by  providing  for 
consultation  at  a  plan  or  guideline  level.  That  would  streamline 
site-specific  consultations. 

And  we  have  been  working  very  intensively  over  the  last  few 
weeks  on  a  specific  legislative  proposal  that  would  enable  the  agen- 
cies to  consult  where  appropriate  at  a  plan  or  guideline  level  and 
then  streamline  or  accelerate  or  change  the  nature  of  consultations 
that  have  to  be  done  underneath  that. 

That  proposal,  which  is  not  yet  finished,  would  substantially  re- 
duce consultations  where  we  develop  a  plan,  particularly  a 
multispecies  plan,  to  govern  a  large  area. 

Now,  the  other  area  that  we  are  considering  for  a  legislative  pro- 
posal, or  possible  proposals,  is  in  an  area  that  does  not  have  to  do 
with  plans  and  individual  consultations  but  has  to  do  with  the 
workload  between  the  action  agency  and  the  consulting  agency.  To 
the  extent  we  can  collaborate  more,  and  share  biologists  and  we 
may  be  able  to  streamline  your  ordinary  garden-variety  consulta- 
tion. 

We  may  be  able  to  cut  down  on  the  size  and  number  of  consulta- 
tions that  way  too,  and  we  are  looking  real  hard  at  that  right  now 
and  hope  to  have  something  in  the  next  couple  of  weeks. 

land  exchanges 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you.  As  you  pointed  out,  you  have  re- 
quested substantial  increases  for  land  acquisitions  at  one  level  or 
another,  either  at  the  Federal  level  or  in  cooperation  with  the 
States.  You  also  have  increased  your  budget  for  land  exchanges. 

Tell  me  how  you  relate  these  activities  to  one  another,  and  tell 
me  what  land  you  have  available  for  exchange. 

Did  you  arrange  exchanges  for  Federal  lands  that  are  owned  and 
managed  by  the  Forest  Service  or  wholly  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior? 

And  if  the  House  recommendation  that  we  simply  have  a  5-year 
national  moratorium  on  land  purchases  were  to  take  place,  how 
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much  could  you  achieve  in  acquiring  lands  that  you  feel  very  im- 
portant by  expanding  the  exchange  program? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  I  wish  I  could  say  that  there  is  some  real 
ability,  but  I  do  not  know  that  our  experience  in  the  last  2  years 
have  shown  that  to  be  true.  Secretary  Babbitt,  from  the  first  day 
that  he  came  into  the  Department,  was  very  insistent  on  trying  to 
look  at  how  we  do  land  acquisition  through  exchanges  to  a  much 
greater  extent  to  take  some  of  the  pressure  off  of  the  land  acquisi- 
tion budget. 

And  we  have  really  worked  very  hard  in  the  last  2  years  to  pio- 
neer more  and  different  ways  of  doing  that,  to  look  hard  at  land 
exchange  possibilities. 

And  it  is  tough  because  there  are  a  lot  of  very  significant  hold- 
ings or  acquisitions  that  need  to  be  done  where  we  just  cannot  do 
exchanges. 

Someone  characterized  the  land  exchange  and  its  history  in  the 
Department  of  Interior  as  something  that  takes  a  long  time  to  fail. 
And  these 

Senator  Gorton.  Now,  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior  can  you 
only  make  an  exchange  for  Department  of  Interior  land? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  within  Interior  we  can.  Most  of  the  history 
of  land  exchange  has  been  within  the  Department,  although,  as  you 
know,  interstate  land  exchange  are  possible  with  Congressional 
legislation.  There  have  not  been  a  lot  of  examples  of  interagency 
interstate  land  exchanges. 

Senator  Gorton.  So  if  you  need  land  for  a  wildlife  refuge,  there 
is  no  particular  way  to  get  it  from  the  Forest  Service 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  problem  is  that  within  the  Department  of  In- 
terior, the  only  agency  that  really  has  significant  excess  land  for 
trade  is  BLM. 

And,  of  course,  it  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  primarily,  and 
to  some  extent  the  Park  Service,  that  is  interested  in  acquiring 
parcels  on  a  high-priority  bsisis. 

Senator  Gorton.  Do  you  have  trouble  getting  land,  say,  for  the 
Park  Service  by  exchanging  BLM  lands? 

Mr.  Frampton.  In  the  past  there  have  been  some  problems,  but 
I  think  that  has  been  solved  by  the  fact  that  Secretary  Babbitt  is 
really  trving  to  run  this  Department  as  a  single  Department. 

And  tnis  has  been  elevated  as  a  departmental  issue.  But  it  is 
very  hard  to  do  these  things. 

We  put  a  lot  of  effort  into  it.  I  cannot  say  that  I  am  very  optimis- 
tic that  there  is  much  comparability  between  exchange  and  land 
acquisitions  through  appropriated  funds. 

south  FLORIDA  EVERGLADES 

Senator  Gorton.  Secretary  Frampton,  you  were  here  last  week 
when  I  chaired  a  hearing  on  the  National  Park  Service.  I  do  not 
now  remember  whether  you  were  still  here  when  I  mentioned  rath- 
er casually  that  I  was  going  to  spend  Saturday  in  the  Everglades. 

I  did  so,  and  I  came  away  partly  with  the  lesson  that  the  two 
Senators  from  Florida  wanted  to  impart,  that  what  they  were  doing 
was  important. 

But  the  overwhelming  impression  that  I  came  away  with  was  the 
high  degree  of  cooperation  among  a  wide  range  of  entities.  Now,  as 
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I  looked  at  the  State,  it  was  very  good  that  the  State  had  started 
this  when  now  Senator  Graham  was  Governor  in  1972. 

The  various  State  agencies  and  coordinating  councils  seem  to 
have  a  highly  constructive  relationship  with  the  various  Federal 
agencies.  I  may  be  wrong  on  the  number,  but  there  are  27  endan- 
gered species  in  the  Everglades. 

And  I  did  not  notice  in  our  helicopter  tour  any  great  dislocation 
of  human  activity,  an  attempt  to  tell  sugar  growers,  for  example, 
that  they  could  not  grow  sugar  an3rmore  or  use  certain  treatment, 
that  kind  of  thing. 

In  fact,  it  seemed  to  me  that  cooperation,  even  including  the 
agriculturalists  and  the  people  in  south  Florida  who  need  the 
water,  for  which  the  Everglades  is  a  source  of  supply  was  abso- 
lutely first  rate. 

I  do  know  that  the  department  had  something  to  do  with  that 
agreement  from  reading  about  it  in  the  newspapers  a  couple  of 
years  ago. 

If  you  can  describe  for  me  the  way  in  which  the  department — 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  its  other  agencies — has  operated 
there,  how  it  got  that  degree  of  cooperation,  and  how  you  propose 
to  extend  that  cooperation  to  other  places  in  the  country,  including 
my  own,  where  it  seems  to  be  dramatically  missing,  I  would  appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  2  years  ago  the  Secretary  charged  me  with 
trying  to  establish  a  Federal  interagency  south  Florida  restoration 
task  force. 

And  with  early  cooperation,  particularly  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers — that  was  before  there  were  any  political  people  on 
board,  that  was  the  career  people,  we  were  able  to  form  that  task 
force. 

And  we  established  a  set  of  principles  and  a  memorandum  of  un- 
derstanding, among  6  Federal  Departments,  11  agencies,  and  the 
State.  Although  we  had  some  problems  with  the  formal  connection 
of  the  State  to  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act,  these  have 
now  been  overcome.  We  set  out  not  only  to  make  sure  that  the  Fed- 
eral agencies  had  their  act  together  and  were  working  together,  but 
then  we  joined  with  the  State  and  the  Governor's  office,  the  agen- 
cies and  the  South  Florida  Water  Management  District  to  develop 
a  common  version  of  what  we  wanted  to  do  in  south  Florida,  of  how 
we  would  work  together  to  move  toward  restoration  and  how  we 
would  mount  a  common  science  program  to  make  sure  that  the  in- 
formation is  there  to  support  so  that  the  very  significant  invest- 
ments that  would  be  made,  mostly  by  the  State. 

There  are  some  enormous  projects  going  on,  but  two-thirds  of  the 
money  is  coming  from  the  State,  and  less  than  one-third  from  the 
Federal  Government;  some  from  the  sugar  agricultural  industry. 

We  wanted  to  make  sure  that  decisions  on  how  the  money  is 
spent  over  the  next  10  or  15  years  on  this  very  significant  restora- 
tion program  is  based  on  good  science. 

I  think  it  is  a  model  of  partnership;  partly  because  the  underly- 
ing economics  are  all  very  positive.  Restoration  of  the  ecosystem  is 
the  basis  for  the  tourism  and  recreational  industries  and  the  basis 
for  fresh  drinking  water  for  urban  populations,  so  we  had  a  good 
base  to  start  with. 
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That  is  what  the  President's  forest  plan  in  part  was  designed  to 
do,  to  get  the  Federal  agencies  working  together  and  try  to  engage 
the  States  and  local  communities  in  an  economic  transition  pack- 
age. 

I  think  we  had  success  doing  the  same  thing  in  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Bay  Delta.  It  was  because  four  Federal  agencies  worked  to- 
gether that  the  State  came  to  the  table  and  then  the  agricultural 
interests,  and  the  urban  water  users. 

EVERGLADES — PRIVATE  INTEREST 

Senator  Gorton.  How  much  resistance  from  private  interests 
was  there  or  is  there  in  south  Florida? 

Mr.  Frampton.  The  principal  private  interest  issue  was  the  long- 
standing dispute  between  the  sugar  industry  in  the  Everglades  ag- 
ricultural area  and  the  Federal  Government  over  pollution,  and  nu- 
trient loading.  And  that  litigation  we  have  settled  with  some — a  lot 
of  criticism. 

But  I  thought  it  was  essential  to  solve  that  litigation  and  get  the 
lawyers  out  of  this  and  get  on  with  restoration.  And  we  were  able 
to  do  that.  It  took  a  year,  but  that  was  very  important. 

I  think  at  this  point  all  the  restoration  scenarios  for  the  Ever- 
glades are  very  consistent  with  a  continued  profitable,  strong  agri- 
cultural presence  in  the  Everglades  agricultural  area  [EAA],  the 
EEA  450,000  to  500,000  acres  south  of  Lake  Okeechobee. 

So  we  want  to  be  able  now  to  move  forward,  and  I  think  we  have 
in  the  last  year.  There  will  be  tension,  but  there  is  a  significant 
amount  of  support  from  the  agricultural  industry. 

Senator  Gorton.  Is  there  much  ongoing  litigation? 

Mr.  Frampton.  Other  than  a  number  of  lawsuits  against  the  De- 
partment and  the  State  by  the  Miccosukee  Indian  Tribe,  there  is 
no  remaining  significant  litigation  that  is  holding  back  the  overall 
restoration  project. 

We  managed  to  get  that  out  of  the  way,  just  as  I  think  eventually 
we  will  manage  to  get  litigation  behind  us  over  the  President's  for- 
est plan.  And  we  will  be  on  top  of  that.  Perhaps  I  am  over-optimis- 
tic. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  think  you  are  over-optimistic  at  this  point. 
But  I  must  say  that  I  was  very  favorably  impressed  by  what  I  saw 
in  south  Florida  of  a  cooperative  attitude  in  pursuit  of  a  given  end. 

I  think  the  Department  deserves  a  commendation  for  the  role 
that  it  played  and  I  hope  that  it  can  be  carried  on  elsewhere. 

ECOSYSTEM  APPROACH 

Ms.  Beattie.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  editorialize  a  little  here.  I 
just  want  to  point  out  that  this  and  the  other  examples  of  this  kind 
of  partnership  that  the  Assistant  Secretary  has  pointed  to  are  real- 
ly the  much-feaired,  much-maligned,  much-misunderstood  ecosys- 
tem approach. 

It  is  through  our  efforts  trying  to  sit  down,  talk  to  all  the  parties, 
talk  about  restoration  and  sustainable  economic  use  of  an  eco- 
system that  we  will  be  able  to  go  forward  into  the  future.  It  is 
where  we  are  all  trying  to  get  to. 
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And  I  might  also  point  out  that  most  of  these  successes  have 
been  precipitated  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  by  people 
sitting  down  and  saying,  we  can  no  longer  go  on  listing  species  by 
species.  Let  us  address  the  root  problem  here.  And  let  us  address 
it  with  all  parties,  and  let  us  go  forward  from  there. 

And  it  is  exactly  where  all  of  us  are  trying  to  go.  There  is  much 
frustration  during  the  process,  as  you  well  know,  because  it  takes 
time,  because  none  of  us  have  ever  done  this  before. 

But  I  think  it  is  conservation  theme  for  the  21st  century  and 
where  we  are  desperately  trying  to  get  to.  At  the  moment  our  toe- 
hold is  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  But  all  of  us  agree  that  our 
goal  in  the  long  run  is  to  make  the  Endangered  Species  Act  use- 
less, for  the  right  reasons. 

Senator  Gorton.  Yes;  there  is  at  least  one  notable  difference  be- 
tween the  situation  in  south  Florida  and  ours. 

You  have  a  clear  line  of  demarcation  there  between  areas  in 
which  all  the  land  is  privately  owned  and  privately  used,  and 
where  all  of  the  land  is  either  in  the  national  park  or  is  scheduled 
for  acquisition  and  is  totally  undeveloped  at  the  present  time. 

Your  complications  in  the  Northwest  are  greater  because  such  a 
huge  amount  of  private  land  is  mixed  in  among  the  public  land  and 
is  so  overwhelmingly  affected. 

But  I  can  tell  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  if  in  your  efforts  to  help  us  in 
reauthorizing  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  it  is  reauthorized  in  a 
fashion  in  which  the  people  whose  lives  are  affected  by  these  deci- 
sions are  able  to  play  a  much  more  prominent  role  in  coming  up 
with  the  plans  in  the  first  place — rather  than  being  left  with  the 
feeling  that  I  got  overwhelmingly,  as  recently  as  my  hearing  in 
Olympia,  that  they  had  something  imposed  on  them  from  the  out- 
side by  an  indifferent  government — if  we  can  succeed  in  making 
changes  of  that  sort  so  the  people  participate,  you  might  be  able 
to  look  forward  to  the  same  degree  of  success  in  the  Northwest  that 
you  are  having  in  Florida. 

NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 

Mr.  Frampton.  Well,  Senator,  one  of  the  ways  that  we  are  trying 
to  get  a  little  bit  ahead  of  the  curve  in  the  Northwest  is  our  effort 
to  negotiate  with  about  a  dozen  major  timber  companies  in  the 
States  of  Washington  and  Oregon  on  multispecies  habitat  conserva- 
tion plans,  which  are  veiy  important  in  our  efforts  to  get  beyond 
the  species-by-species  conflict. 

And  we  hope  that  that  effort — well,  we  really  set  up  a  swat  team 
a  year  and  a  half  ago  to  try  and  do  this.  And  we  hope  that  begin- 
ning this  summer  that  will  begin  to  show  some  real  progress. 

It  is  an  effort  to  try  to  negotiate  with  the  private  landowners  of 
many  millions  of  acres  in  Washington  and  California  in  the  devel- 
opment of  timber  management  plans  and  stream  protection  plans 
that  will  last  for  50  years  that  will  provide  certainty  to  those  com- 
panies against  future  listings.  From  a  species  protection  point  of 
view  these  actions  will  provide  much  more  protection  than  we  can 
get  by  regulation. 

And  from  the  companies'  point  of  view  it  provides  them  with  a 
great  deal  of  certainty  against  the  Federal  Government  and  also 
the  State  government.  To  the  extent  that  they  can  develop  plans 
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that  meet  future  requirements  under  the  State  Forest  Practices 
Act,  it  gets  the  Endangered  Species  Act  off  their  back  for  quite  a 
while,  and  gives  them  a  sense  of  certainty. 

That  is  the  direction  we  are  trying  to  go.  It  would  have  been  nice 
to  have  started  that  process  5  years  ago.  But  I  hope  by  summer  or 
fall  we  will  be  seeing  some  of  those  plans  begin  to  surface  for  ap- 
proval and  go  through  the  public  comment  process. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Senator  Gorton.  I  hope  you  will,  too.  Certainly  it  is  important. 
And  as  difficult  as  these  negotiations  are,  with  smaller  landowners 
it  is  even  more  difficult. 

In  any  event,  thank  you  for  your  testimony.  We  have  a  lot  more 
questions,  and  I  am  sorry  that  your  opportunities  here  were  so  dis- 
rupted today.  I  will  submit  some  questions  in  writing.  I  have  a 
whole  series  from  Senator  Domenici  here  that  we  would  like  your 
written  answers  to  as  well. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

GENERAL 
GENERAL  REDUCTION 

Question.  As  you  are  well  aware,  within  the  next  several 
weeks  Congress  will  adopt  a  budget  resolution  that  will  guide 
spending  decisions  for  the  next  seven  years.  That  resolution  will  rely 
heavily  on  spending  reductions  to  put  the  government  on  a  path 
towards  a  balanced  budget.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  not  be 
spared  from  cuts,  and  in  fact  is  slated  for  a  10%  reduction  in 
operating  funds  in  the  Senate  budget  resolution. 

While  I  understand  you  are  bound  to  support  the  President's  budget,  I 
hope  that  you  will  work  with  this  Committee  to  see  that  any 
reductions  below  the  budget  request  will  be  made  judiciously. 

In  general  terms,  could  you  describe  how  you  would  allocate  resource 
should  Fish  and  Wildlife  funding  be  reduced  below  the  request  level? 
For  example,  is  maintaining  requested  levels  in  Endangered  Species 
activities  a  higher  priority  than  funding  Hatchery  Operations  and 
Maintenance?  Is  Refuge  Maintenance  more  important  than  Land 
Acquisition? 

Answer.  In  general  terms,  we  would  allocate  resources  to  meet  our 
mandates  for  the  conservation  and  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of 
national  significance,  namely  migratory  birds,  endangered  and  threatened  species, 
marine  mammals,  and  interjurisdictional  species. 

Question.  What  would  be  the  impacts  of  maintaining  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  funding  at  the  FY  1995  level? 

Answer.  If  funding  is  maintained  at  the  1995  level  the  Service  would  not 
be  able  to  undertake  high  priority  initiatives  for  the  conservation  and  protection  of 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  as  outlined  in  the  President's  budget.  The  FY  1996 
budget  request  includes  $20.8  million  in  increased  funding,  which  is  comparable  to  a 
3%  increase  over  a  current  services  funding  level  for  Pf  1996.  Additionally,  the 
1996  President's  budget  provides  $9.3  million  to  pay  for  mandatory  increases  in  pay 
and  benefits  costs  which  would  have  to  be  absorbed  if  funding  is  maintained  at 
current  levels. 

Absorption  of  these  uncontrollable  costs  and  eUmination  of  program  increases 
would  result  in  decreases  to  field  level  programs  including,  for  example:  reduce 
HCP  assistance  to  meet  rising  public  demand  in  the  Southwest,  Southeast  and 
Northwest;  reduced  recovery  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  with  the  goal  of 
eventual  downlisting  or  delisting;  reduced  trust  species  habitat  restoration  activities  in 
partnership  with  private  landowners  impacting  over  2,000  acres;  reduced  visitor  and 
public  use  programs  on  refuges;  reduced  abihty  of  law  enforcement  agents  and  port 
inspectors  to  provide  for  the  protection  of  migratory  birds,  marine  mammals, 
endangered  and  threatened  species  and  fishery  resources;  reduced  migratory  bird 
survey  and  data  collection  efforts  thereby  impeding  work  with  the  states  to  develop 
hunting  regulations;  and  reduced  habitat  restoration  and  wild  stock  management  for 
restoration  of  Atlantic  salmon.  Pacific  salmon,  and  Great  lakes  lake  trout  population 
restoration. 
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Question.     Of  reducing  funding  10%  below  the  FY  1995  level? 

Answer.  If  funding  is  reduced  to  10%  below  the  FY  1995  level,  the  Service 
would  reduce  operational  programs  by  $67  million  and  absorb  an  additional  $9.3 
million  in  uncontrollable  increases  including  pay  and  benefits  cost  increases.  With 
this  magnitude  of  reduction,  there  would  be  significant  reductions  in  on-the-ground 
operations  which  could  include:  the  potential  closure  or  mothball  of  National 
Wildlife  Refuges  and  reduced  operational  activities  at  a  significant  number  of 
National  Wildlife  Refuges  thereby  making  these  public  lands  inaccessible  to  the 
public;  closure  of  national  fish  hatcheries  that  are  currently  propagating  fish  for  the 
restoration  of  sport  and  commercial  fisheries  in  the  Northwest,  Northeast  and 
Southeast;  elimination  of  capabihty  to  provide  HCP  assistance  to  landowners  in 
some  parts  of  the  country;  termination  of  efforts  to  recover  threatened  and 
endangered  species  in  order  to  permit  their  downlisting  or  delisting;  elimination  of 
habitat  restoration  activities  in  partnership  with  private  landowners  in  certain  parts  of 
the  country  impacting  approximately  .200  landowners  and  4,700  acres  of  wetlands 
and  other  wildlife  habitat ;  reductions  in  survey  and  data  collection  efforts  to  support 
setting  hunting  regulations  for  migratory  birds  -  this  could  result  in  more  restrictive 
hunting  regulations;  and  reduced  inspection  capability  at  12  designated  and 
numerous  non-designated  ports  impacting  the  ability  of  commercial  shippers  to  clear 
their  shipments. 

Question.  Over  the  upcoming  weeks,  will  you  provide  for  me 
and  my  staff  more  detailed  briefing  on  your  specific  priorities 
assuming  an  overall  reduction  in  Fish  and  Wildlife  funding?  The 
Service  should  consider  anything  from  a  possible  freeze  at  the  FY 
1995  funding  level  to  a  reduction  of  20%,  and  should  describe  the 
impacts  of  each  reduction  in  terms  of  reduced  hatchery  production, 
acreage  of  habitat  not  restored,  etc. 

Answer.  We  support  the  priority  programs  as  presented  in  the  President's 
Budget.. 

STREAMLINING 

Question.  The  request  for  Resource  Management  shows  no 
reduction  in  FTEs  from  streamlining  activities  and  a  total  of  only 
$674,000  in  savings.  The  overall  FTE  level  in  Resource  Management 
is  scheduled  to  increase  by  40.  (p.lO) 

Given  that  Resource  Management  is  a  half  billion  dollar  account,  does 
the  Service  consider  its  streamlining  savings  adequate? 

Answer.  From  FY  1993  through  FY  1995,  the  Service  has  achieved 
streamlining  savings  of  $19.9  million  and  473  FTE.  The  FY  1996  budget  proposes 
an  additional  $674,000  and  2 1  FTE  in  streamlining  reductions,  bringing  the  total  for 
streamlining  to  $20.6  million  and  494  FTE.  These  savings  are  significant,  however, 
the  Service's  streamlining  plan  outlines  additional  actions  to  undertake  organizational 
changes  including  delayering,  consolidation  of  functions  and  increasing  spans  of 
control. 

Question.  Does  the  Service  have  plans  to  seek  additional 
savings? 
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Answer.  In  Pf  1997  and  beyond  the  Service  will  continue  to  evaluate 
organization  and  reengineer  processes  in  an  effort  to  simplify  administrative 
functions  and  thereby  direct  resources  to  the  field.  The  Service's  streamlining  plan 
proposes  additional  staffing  reductions  in  headquarters  in  order  to  bring  about  the 
Vice  President's  goal  of  50%  reductions  by  FY  1999  in  headquarters.  The  numbers 
of  supervisory  and  management  positions  will  be  reduced  until  a  supervisory  ratio  of 
1 : 1 5  is  reached  and  the  number  of  employees  in  administrative  occupations  such  as 
personnel,  acquisition,  budget  and  accounting  will  continue  to  be  reduced. 

COOPERATIVE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  CONSERVATION  FUND 

Question.  The  FY  96  budget  request  includes  a  $29  million 
increase  for  appropriations  from  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species 
Conservation  Fund.  These  funds  are  mostly  for  grants  to  states  for 
land  acquisition  associated  with  Habitat  Conservation  Plans. 

How  does  the  Administration  justify  a  $29  million  increase  for  what 
is  essentially  a  new  program  under  Section  6  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  particularly  when  the  Administration  has  still  not 
proposed  a  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Act  in  the  two  and  a  half  years  since 
its  expiration? 

Answer.  Authorization  for  the  Endangered  Species  Act  expired  at  the  end 
of  FY  1992.  A  committee  appointed  by  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  at  the 
request  of  several  members  of  Congress  examined  scientific  issues  bearing  on  the 
Act.  Its  recently  finalized  report  is  currently  being  considered  by  Congress  in 
ongoing  reauthorization  activities.  Bills  have  been  introduced  in  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate  to  reauthorize  and  amend  the  Act.  The  Department,  as  requested  by 
Congress  on  May  25,  1995,  is  developing  a  position  on  reauthorization.  Several 
issues  have  surfaced  that  are  likely  to  form  the  core  of  Congressional  debate  and 
constituent  positions  on  reauthorization  including  the  proper  role  of  economic  and 
social  considerations  in  decisions  made  under  the  Act  and  the  effects  of  endangered 
species  protection  on  private  property  and  property  rights  under  the  Fifth 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution.  In  an  attempt  to  alleviate  these  concerns,  the 
Administration  has  offered  a  proposal  under  section  6  of  the  Act  to  help  States  plan 
and  fund  land  acquisition  projects  that  will  support  habitat  conservation  plans.  In 
addition  to  the  existing  grants-to-states  program,  this  new  program  has  been 
proposed  to  ease  the  financial  burden  on  private  land  owners  who  are  responsible  for 
purchasing  listed  species  habitat  as  required  by  conservation  plans. 

Question.  Is  there  a  programmatic  reason  for  the  $29  million 
increase  requested,  or  is  it  just  the  amount  you  thought  you  could 
afford?  Is  there  a  list  of  priority  acquisitions  that  these  increases 
would  fund? 

Answer.  To  date,  habitat  conservation  plans  have  been  completed  without 
the  assistance  of  this  new  initiative.  However,  one  of  the  major  logistic  hurdles  in 
the  habitat  conservation  planning  process  is  the  acquisition  of  funding  for  land 
purchases.  This  funding  assistance  program  has  been  proposed  in  response  to 
requests  from  numerous  habitat  conservation  plan  participants.  The  amount  was 
determined  by  the  administration  in  an  attempt  to  initialize  the  program  in  a  manner 
that  is  both  aggressive  enough  to  meet  funding  needs  while  providing  for  a 
manageable  program  in  its  incipient  stages.  The  Service  believes  that  the  proposed 
program  would  increase  not  only  the  number  of  successfully  completed  conservation 
plans,  but  it  would  greatly  enhance  the  effectiveness  of  those  plans'  protection  for 
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the  affected  species.  Although  the  actuzd  program  has  not  been  finalized,  it  will  work 
much  like  the  current  section  6  grants-to-states  program,  which  allocates  funding 
based  on  a  75%  Federal  and  25%  State  cost  share  basis;  proposals  are  ranked  by 
considering  various  species  and  habitat  protection  criteria.    The  habitat  would  be 
managed  by  the  entity  that  is  directed  as  manager  through  the  conservation  plan. 


Question.  Does  the  Service  have  a  rough  estimate  of  land 
acquisitions  necessary  to  protect  all  species  currently  listed?  What 
about  all  currently  listed  species  plus  Category  1  species  that  will 
likely  be  listed? 

Answer.  The  Service  does  not  have  a  current  estimate  of  the  amount  of 
land  that  would  be  required  to  protect  all  listed,  proposed,  and  category  1  species. 
The  amount  of  land  that  may  be  required  to  support  the  recovery  of  a  species  is 
dependent  on  interrelated  variables  that  may  differ  with  the  conservation  strategy 
determined  to  be  the  most  effective.  A  specific  acreage  would  be  nearly  impossible  to 
predict. 

Question.  Why  is  the  increase  only  for  land  acquisitions  as 
opposed  to  other  activities  traditionally  funded  under  Section  6? 

Answer.  The  FY  1996  section  6  grants-to-states  program  funding  request 
is  S9,497K.  This  request  includes  an  increase  of  $1,017K  over  the  FY  1995 
budget.  This  requested  increase  is  in  accordance  with  past  requests  for  increases  for 
this  program.  The  Service  has  determined  that  the  administration  of  a  separate 
program  would  be  necessary  to  provide  assistance  for  habitat  acquisitions  resulting 
from  habitat  conservation  planning  activities.  Since  the  cooperation  of  State  fish  and 
wildlife  agencies  will  be  essential  to  run  the  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  assistance 
program  through  section  6,  it  will  be  critical  to  clarify  that  any  new  appropriations 
are  to  be  viewed  as  separate  and  distinct  from  any  other  appropriations  flowing  into 
the  current  section  6(i)  fund.  Otherwise,  the  funds  may  be  viewed  as  a  diversion  of 
section  6(i)  funds  which  only  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  are  entitled  to  receive. 
Enthusiasm  for  the  new  program  may  also  be  influenced  by  the  assessment  of  the 
adequacy  of  current  funding  for  grant  needs  under  section  6(i).  We  believe  that  a 
precise  statement  is  necessary  clarifying  that  the  assistance  initiative  will  result  in  the 
creation  of  a  new  allocation  of  money  separate  and  distinct  from  the  fund  established 
under  section  6(i). 

Question.  Secretary  Frampton,  your  written  testimony  states 
that  the  increase  requested  for  HCP  grants  to  states  "represents  a 
significant  redirection  of  annual  appropriated  dollars  to  the  States  and 
local  level  where  recovery  activity  normally  takes  place,  and  alleviates 
some  of  the  additional  costs  associated  with  Federal  actions."  If  this 
is  the  case,  why  are  you  requesting  a  $13  million  increase  in  direct, 
Federal,  ESA-related  land  acquisitions  for  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund? 

Answer.  The  land  acquisition  request  for  Endangered  Species  is 
independent  of  the  request  for  HCP  grants.  The  land  acquisition  request  provides 
funding  for  title  and  easement  acquisition  in  those  instances  where  it  is  essential  for 
protection  of  threatened  and/or  endangered  species  and  no  other  alternative  is 
available  or  where  the  Service  has  entered  into  a  partnership  arrangement  with  states 
and  local  governments. 


188 

Question.  Isn't  the  request  more  of  an  additional  direction  than 
a  redirection? 

Answer.  Additional  resources  are  requested  for  the  HCP  land  acquisition 
proposal,  and  the  concept  is  a  new  one  which  represents  a  redirection  in  the  manner 
in  which  the  Administration  is  trying  to  alleviate  burdens  on  the  private  sector  for 
endangered  species  protection.  The  Land  Acquisition  request  was  not  based  on  the 
specific  intent  to  increase  appropriations  for  endangered  species  land  acquisition  but 
a  function  of  the  Service's  land  acquisition  priority  system  and  other  factors  taken 
into  consideration  during  development  of  the  Land  Acquisition  Priority  List. 
1 1  Question.  Please  provided  for  me  a  simple,  understandable 
accounting  of  monies  in  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species 
Conservation  Fund.  Please  include  the  source  and  amount  of  money 
deposited  in  the  fund,  the  current  "balance  "  in  the  fund,  a  history  of 
appropriations  from  the  fund,  whether  there  is  a  cap  on  the  account 
balance,  authorized  uses,  etc.    . 

Answer.  The  source  of  the  money  deposited  in  the  fund  is  an  annual 
appropriation  from  the  General  Fund. 

The  amount  of  money  deposited  in  the  fund  is  determined  by  formula,  based  on 
amounts  equal  to  5%  of  deposits  to  the  Federal  Aid  in  WUdlife  and  Sport  Fish 
Restoration  accounts,  as  well  as  amounts  equal  to  the  amount  of  fines  for  violating 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  that  exceed  $500,000  in  a  given  year. 

The  current  balance  is  $77,638,069,  and  is  estimated  to  be  $103,095,769  at  the  end 
of  FY  1995.  Appropriations  from  the  fund  since  FY  1993  are: 

FY  1993,  $6,564,722 
FY  1994,  $9,000,000    • 
FY  1995,  $8,982,810 

Appropriations  under  this  tide  in  FY  1992  of  $6,620,517  were  derived  from  the 
General  Fund,  not  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Fund.  There 
is  no  cap  on  the  account  balance. 

The  authorized  use  of  the  fund  is  for  appropriations  in  accordance  with  section  6(d) 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Amounts  appropriated  are  authorized  for  grants  to 
States,  to  assist  in  the  development  of  programs  for  the  conservation  of  endangered 
and  threatened  species,  or  to  assist  in  monitoring  the  status  of  candidate  species  and 
recovered  species. 

PRIVATE  LANDS  PROGRAM 

Question.  In  addition  to  the  $28  million  increase  for  HCP  land 
acquisition  grants  to  states,  a  $13  million  increase  is  proposed  within 
the  Land  Acquisition  account  for  ESA-related  acquisitions.  At  the 
same  time,  I  note  that  as  part  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  the 
Department  is  proposing  to  "devolve"  its  private  land  restoration 
program  to  the  states  and  cease  entering  into  cost-share  agreements 
with  private  landowners  to  restore  wildlife  habitat.  This  seems  to 
indicate  a  trend  away  from  cooperative  management  with  private 
landowners  and  towards  outright  acquisition. 

Am  I  correct  in  stating  that  the  Administration  is  proposing  to  devolve 
to  the  states    the   Partners   for   Wildlife    Program?      Is    this    the  same 
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program  that  Ms.  Beattie  touts  at  some  length  in  the  written 
testimony? 

Answer.  Under  the  National  Performance  Review,  Phase  II  (NPR-II),  the 
Service  was  asked  by  the  Department  to  identify  programs  that  are  not  inherently 
Federal  functions.  This  program  met  the  NPR  criteria  and  was  initially  proposed  by 
the  Department  for  "devolution"  to  the  states.  The  Director  has  spoken  highly  of  this 
program  due  to  its  substantial  accomplishments  in  restoring  Federal  trust  species 
habitats  through  voluntary  cooperative  agreements  with  private  landowners. 

Due  to  the  substantial  progress  the  private  lands  habitat  restoration  program  has 
made  in  carrying  out  the  mission  of  the  Service,  and  an  overwhelming  response  to 
the  proposal  by  state  agencies  and  other  partners  in  support  of  this  successful  and 
cost-effective  program,  the  Department  has  reconsidered  its  position  on  the  proposal 
and  intends  to  fully  fund  Partners  for  Wildlife  in  FY  97. 

Question.  Why  has  the  Administration  proposed  to  terminate 
this  program? 

Answer.  The  Partners  for  Wildlife  program  was  identified  as  one  that  is 
not  a  required  Federal  function  and  could  possibly  be  delivered  at  the  state  level. 
Therefore  the  Administration  developed  a  proposal  to  evaluate  the  feasibihty  of 
transferring  (without  funding)  this  function  to  the  States. 

Due  to  feedback  received  from  states  and  other  partners,  the  Department  has 
reconsidered  the  proposal  and  no  longer  plans  to  terminate  this  program. 

Question.  Doesn't  the  Administration's  proposal  violate 
Secretary  Babbitt's  5th  principle  for  ESA  reform  —  to  create 
incentives  for  landowners 

Answer.  The  incentives  articulated  in  the  fifth  principle  of  the  Secretary's 
plan  relate  to  allowing  landowners  to  return  restored  habitats  benefiting  listed  species 
to  baseline  habitat  conditions  at  some  future  date.  The  Service  is  still  in  the  process 
of  formalizing  this  principle  to  ensure  cooperative  partners  are  not  penalized  for  their 
positive  contributions  to  listed  species  habitat  availability.  Strictly  speaking, 
enactment  of  the  proposal  to  eliminate  the  private  lands  program  could  reduce 
incentives  for  private  landowners  to  restore  habitat  for  wildlife  species.  For  this  and 
other  reasons,  the  Department  has  reconsidered  its  position  on  the  proposal  and 
intends  to  retain  the  program  in  the  future. 

Question,  Don't  you  agree  that  in  most  cases,  cooperative 
agreements  on  private  lands  provide  more  bang  for  the  Federal  buck 
than  direct  acquisition  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  habitat  protected? 

Answer.  Yes,  primarily  because  of  the  contributions  of  non-Federal 
partners.  For  example,  working  cooperatively  with  private  landowners,  the 
Service's  private  lands  restoration  program  under  the  Trust  Species  Habitats  budget 
element  was  able  to  effect  restoration  of  over  65,000  acres  of  wetlands  and  other 
Federal  trust  species  habitats  in  FY  94  with  a  habitat  restoration  budget  of  only 
$8,878,000.  Acquisition  of  this  acreage  would  have  been  significantly  more  costly, 
to  the  point  of  being  cost-prohibitive. 

In  combination  with  long-term  protection  through  easement  and  fee  tide  acquisition, 
short-term  cooperative  agreements  are  part  of  an  effective  habitat  protection  strategy. 
Cooperative  agreements  on  private  lands  are  a  tool  to  restore  and  protect  sensitive 
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and  with  relatively  minimal  funds  the  Service  is  able  to  enter  into  a  significant 
number  of  cooperative  agreements.  These  private  landowners  are  capable  and 
willing  to  restore  and  protect  habitats  on  their  lands.  Cooperative  agreements  are  a 
short-term,  cost-effective  alternative  to  acquisition  of  easement  or  fee  interest  in 
lands  for  habitat  restoration  and  conservation. 

Question.  Have  any  states  indicated  a  desire  to  assume  the 
private  lands  programs  you  are  proposing  to  devolve? 

Answer.  The  Service  only  recently  (by  letter  dated  June  9,  1995)  formally 
requested  the  input  of  the  states  on  the  NPR  proposal.  However,  since  the  March 
announcement  of  the  proposal  to  devolve  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  program  to  the 
states,  no  states  have  indicated  a  desire  to  assume  the  responsibilities  of  the  program. 

Six  states  (Arkansas,  Maryland,  Montana,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma,  and 
Pennsylvania)  have  formally  appealed  to  the  Department  to  retain  the  program  as 
currently  structured,  and  many  others  have  informally  indicated  their  opposition  to 
the  NPR  proposal.  For  this  and  other  reasons,  the  Department  has  reconsidered  its 
position  on  the  proposal  and  intends  to  retain  the  program  in  the  future. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 

REAUTHORIZATION 

Question.     Under  current  law,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 

the    National     Marine    Fisheries     Service     share  responsibility     for 

Endangered  Species  Act  implementation.  Does  this  make  sense  to 
you? 

Answer.  By  virtue  of  reorganization  plan  number  4  of  1970,  responsibility 
for  management  of  marine  species  was  transferred  from  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  the  Department  of  Commerce.  In  a  similar  vein,  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  specifically  assigns  responsibility  for  implementing  the 
Act  for  marine  species  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  To  refine  implementation  of 
the  Act,  in  1974  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
signed  a  memorandum  of  agreement  that  effectively  allocates  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  responsibilities  for  estuarine  and  coastal  species.  In  general  the  assignment  of 
lead  responsibility  has  worked  quite  effectively;  examples  include  assignment  of  lead 
responsibility  for  shortnose  sturgeon  to  NMFS  and  for  Gulf  sturgeon  to  FWS. 
When  the  distinction  is  not  clear  cut,  as  in  the  petition  to  list  Adantic  salmon,  the 
agencies  have  been  successful  in  jointly  administering  the  Act.  Based  on  the 
expertise  and  capabilities  of  the  two  agencies,  the  present  assignment  of 
responsibilities  seems  reasonable. 

Question.  What  would  be  the  impact  of  consolidating  all  ESA 
responsibilities  into  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer.  The  Administration  does  not  support  consolidating  ESA 
responsibilities  in  the  FWS. 

Question.  Would  there  be  any  budgetary  savings  from  such 
consolidation? 

Answer.  Transfer  of  the  responsibilities  for  marine  species,  without 
concurrent  transfer  of  the  funding,  equipment,  and  expertise  would  impede  the 
recovery  of  listed  marine  species  and  could  contribute  to  the  decline  of  marine 
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species  not  currently  listed.  Such  a  consolidation  is  unlikely  to  provide  significant 
increases  in  efficiency. 

LISTING 

Question.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  budget  justification 
includes  the  following  passage     (p. 22): 

Based  on  recent  court  decisions  such  as  Northern  Spotted  Owl  v . 
Lujan,  the  Service  is  devoting  greater  attention  to  assessing  the 
prudence  and  determinability  of  critical  habitat.. ..In  designating 
critical  habitat,  the  Service  must  consider  the  economic  impacts  such 
designation  may  have.  Increased  critical  habitat  designations  also 
increase  the  Service's  consultation  workload  since  Federal  agencies 
must  consult  with  the  Service  on  any  action  likely  to  result  in  the 
destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  critical  habitat.  While  there  are 
often  severe  human  impacts  associated  with  critical  habitat 
designation,  it  happens  to  be  the  only  part  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  that  allows  consideration  of  economic  impacts 

If  the  Service  intends  to  make  fewer  designations  of  critical  habitat 
because  they  are  too  costly,  where  will  economic  impacts  be  formally 
considered? 

Answer.  Designation  of  critical  habitat  is  one  of  the  most  costly  regulatory 
undertakings  the  Service  performs  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
Consequently,  the  Service  believes  it  is  obliged  to  subject  these  designations  to 
careful  scrutiny  and  only  pursue  them  when  they  are  likely  to  achieve  clear 
conservation  goals.  Only  a  small  minority  of  the  species  listed  in  the  past  several 
years  have  had  their  critical  habitats  designated,  and  this  pattern  is  likely  to  continue. 
As  you  point  out,  economic  considerations  are  required  to  be  considered  in  the 
course  of  designation;  however,  this  consideration  is  generally  confined  to  the 
effects  directly  attributable  to  designation.  The  contemplated  outcome  of  this 
analysis  of  economic  effects  is  a  balancing  process  that  can  affect  the  ultimate 
configuration  of  the  area  or  areas  included  in  critical  habitat.  Nevertheless,  there 
may  be  relatively  little  opportunity  to  alter  economic  outcomes  through  tailoring  of 
critical  habitat  boundaries. 

Where  in  the  endangered  species  program  might  economic  considerations  be 
considered  in  the  most  appropriate  and  effective  fashion?  Congress  has  correctly 
concluded  that  economic  effects  are  irrelevant  to  determining  whether  a  species  is  at 
risk  of  extinction.  But  economics  has  been  described  as  the  science  of  choices,  and 
the  primary  process  in  which  choices  are  made  regarding  the  means  of  conserving  a 
listed  species  is  in  formulating  a  recovery  plan.  The  Administration  has  committed 
itself  to  minimizing  social  and  economic  impacts  resulting  from  implementing 
recovery  plans.  This  will  be  accomplished  by  involving  representatives  of  affected 
groups  in  the  planning  process  and  by  ensuring  that  diverse  areas  of  expertise  are 
represented  on  recovery  teams.  Thus,  regardless  of  the  frequency  with  which  the 
Service  pursues  designations  of  critical  habitat,  economic  and  social  considerations 
can  be  expected  to  play  an  important  role  where  they  are  most  directly  relevant-in 
planning  for  species  recovery. 

Question.  Does  the  Department  consider  this  a  problem,  and 
will  it  propose  changes  in  the  ESA  to  address  the  problem? 
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Answer.  The  Administration  is  still  deliberating  over  any  specific  changes 
that  it  may  recommend  in  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Species  cannot  be  divorced 
from  their  habitat:  the  primary  goal  of  the  Act  -  to  conserve  the  ecosystems  upon 
which  threatened  and  endangered  species  depend  -  is  the  only  means  by  which 
species  recovery  can  occur  and  be  maintained.  However,  designation  of  critical 
habitat  is  not  needed  to  conserve  all  species.  Some  species  may  be  included  in  the 
habitat  needs  of  other  species,  habitat  loss  or  degradation  may  not  be  the  reason  for 
the  decline  of  some  species,  or  other  means  may  already  be  in  place  to  protect  the 
habitat  of  some  species.  The  Service  needs  the  ability  to  use  discretion  when 
designating  critical  habitat. 

Question.  $700,000  is  being  requested  for  ESA  listing 
activities  associated  with  the  Forest  Plan.  What  types  of  activities 
will  be  funded  with  this  money? 

Answer.  The  Service  anticipates  that  completion  and  implementation  of  the 
4(d)  rule  for  the  northern  spotted  owl,  which  will  provide  regulatory  relief  to  non- 
federal landowners  while  still  providing  for  the  conservation  of  the  owl  on  certain 
non-federal  lands,  will  be  funded  with  listing  funds.  This  includes  implementation 
of  the  Local  Option  Conservation  Plans  and  Habitat  Enhancement  Agreements  with 
non-Federal  landowners  to  provide  incidental  take  permits  in  those  areas  where  the 
4(d)  rule  will  apply  in  Washington,  and  implementation  of  a  Natural  Communities 
Conservation  Planning  process  affecting  owl  conservation  in  California.  The 
Service  also  continues  to  process  a  number  of  listing  proposals,  critical  habitat 
proposals,  status  reviews  and  conservation  agreements  for  forest-dependent 
species.  Absent  a  continuation  of  the  listing  moratorium,  during  FY  1996,  the 
Service  will  complete  the  final  rule  designating  critical  habitat  for  the  marbled 
murrelet,  finalize  the  redesignation  of  critical  habitat  for  the  northern  spotted  owl, 
and  continue  to  participate  in  efforts  relating  to  the  listing  and  conservation  of  the 
bull  trout. 

RECOVERY 

Question.  FY  96  is  the  last  year  of  your  initiative  to  reduce  the 
backlog  of  listed  species  for  which  recovery  plans  have  not  been 
prepared. 

Assume  that  the  FY  96  request  is  fully  funded.  Will  the  FY  97 
request  be  lower  than  FY  96,  reflecting  completion  of  the  recovery 
planning  initiative? 

Answer.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  FT  97  request  will  be  lower  than  that  for  FY 
96.  The  continued  increase  in  the  number  of  listed  species  resulting  from  the  Fund 
for  Animals  v.  Lujan  lawsuit  has  dramatically  increased  the  recovery  planning  and 
implementation  workload  resulting  in  a  corresponding  need  for  additional 
resources.  As  the  backlog  in  recovery  planning  is  addressed,  recovery  funds  will 
be  redirected  toward  recovery  implementation  and  monitoring.  Recovery  program 
emphasis  will  continue  to  focus  on  the  development  of  recovery  plans, 
implementation  of  the  highest  priority  recovery  actions,  and  monitoring  progress 
toward  recovery  of  the  962  species 

(as  of  06/01/95)  of  listed  animals  and  plants  in  the  United  States.  To  maximize 
recovery  dollars  the  Service  continues  to  recommend  that  recovery  plans  and 
implementation  programs  be  regional  and  multi-species  in  scope  where 
appropriate. 
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SECTION  6 

Question.  Section  6(d)(2)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  states 
that  cooperative  agreements  with  states  shall  provide  for  "the 
estimated  cost  of  these  actions  [to  be  taken  by  the  secretary  and  the 

states]." 

What  is   the  cumulative   estimated   cost    of   cooperative    agreements 
currently  in  place?    Where  is  this  information  available? 

Answer.  The  estimated  cumulative  grants-to-states  appropriation  for  fiscal 
years  1990  through  1995  is  $  43,479,000.  This  information  is  available  in  the 
Service's  annual  budget  request. 

GRAY  WOLVES 

Question.  As  you  well  know,  the  reintroduction  of  gray  wolves 
into  Yellowstone  National  Park  and  central  Idaho  has  been  highly 
controversial.  Aside  from  concern  about  wolf  interaction  with 
humans  and  livestock,  there  is  the  issue  of  cost.  How  much  has 
been  spent  on  wolf  reintroduction  through  FY  1995?  How  much  is 
included  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request?  In  what  account  is  this 
funding  requested? 

Answer.  The  following  table  details  wolf  reintroduction  costs  for  1973- 
1995,  and  also  reflects  the  FY  1996  President's  budget  request.  This  funding  is 
requested  in  the  Resource  Management  Account,  Endangered  Species-Recovery. 
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ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  WOLF  FUNDING  HISTORY 

ESTIMATED  1973-1994  FUNDING  TOTALS  for  ALL  AGENCIES 
(1973-1992  are  estimated  costs;  actual  records  not  available) 


Planning  -   Total 


$2.260.000 


1974-1980  Prepare  first  recovery  plan  (1980) 

1981-1987  Prepare  second  recovery  plan  ( 1 987) 

1988-1992  Wolves  for  Yellowstone  reports 

1990-1991  Wolf  Management  Committee 

1992-1994  Gray  Wolf  EIS 

1994  Related  EIS  Rule  Making 

Studies  —  Total 


75,000 
125.000 
400,000 
300,000 
1,200,000 
160,000 

S   13.000 


1979  Wolves  of  Glacier  NP  (JQint  funding) 

1978  Wolves  of  Yellowstone  (1978) 

1 984  Wolves  of  Central  Idaho  ( 1 984) 

Research  -  Total 


5,000 
3.000 
5,000 

$  930.000 


1973-1994    Wolf  Ecology  Project  (U  of  MT) 
(FWS/NPS/U  of  MT  joint  funding) 

1 989- 1 993    Ungulate  Research  (U  of  MT  &  ID) 
(FWS/NPS/U  of  MT  joint  funding) 

1992-1995     Ungulate/Wolf  Ecology  (PhD  Study) 

Management  —  Total 


430,000 

200,000 

300,000 

$2.311.000 


1 987- 1 993  Animal  Damage  Control  (plan  and  wolf  control)  73,000 

1991-1994  Animal  Damage  Conu-ol  Wolf  Specialist  373.000 

1988-1994  Montana  Wolf  Program/Coordinator  1,365,000 

1973-1994  General  Forest  and  Park  Service  (estimate)  500,000 


1995-1996  Funding  Items 


Estimated       Expenditures 
1995  1996 


Yellowstone/ED  Recovery  Including  Reintroduction 

and  other  recovery  actions*  $585,965 

Monitoring  and  tracking  naturally  occurring  wolves  in  MT   72,835 
and  occasionally  ID 

Other:  Animal  Damage  Control  costs  for  MT 

populations,  and  various  other  coordination  9 1 .000 

Total  Funding  -  Region  6  $749,800 

Wolf  Management:  monitoring  tracking  costs  286,000 
in  ID  recovery 

Other:  Animal  Damage  Control  costs  for  ED  Q 

Total  Funding  -  Region  1  286,000 

Total  Funding  -  NPS  reintroduction  costs  330.000 

TOTAL  $1,365,800 


$487,165 
72,835 


40.000 
$600,000 

266,000 

20.000 
286,000 

334.000 
51.220,000 
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Question.  What  is  the  funding  profile  for  the  remainder  of  the 
program? 

Answer.  Recovery/Reintroduction  funding  profile  for  Montana,  Wyoming, 
and  for  the  next  10  years  are  (ail  agencies-future  estimated  expenditures): 

FY  1997  Wolf  Management  and  Control     $86 1 ,000 

WolfReintroduction  359,000 

FY  1 998  through  Wolf  Management  and  Control      86 1 ,000 
FY  2002 

Question.  The  1993  draft  environmental  impact  statement  on 
wolf  rcintroduction  estimated  the  total  cost  of  the  program  to  be  $6 
million.     Why  have  costs  escalated  so  much? 

Answer.  The  1993  draft  EIS  estimated  cost  of  $6.7  million  is  an  estimate 
of  the  total  rcintroduction  implementation  costs  only,  which  should  not  be  confused 
or  added  to  costs  incurred  to  date  for  research,  recovery,  and  EIS  preparation.  In 
fact,  the  actual  rcintroduction  costs  are  running  slightly  below  the  estimated  amounts 
for  rcintroduction  implementation  referred  to  in  the  1993  draft  EIS. 

Question.  I  understand  that  several  private  organizations  have 
raised  money  to  help  with  the  wolf  reintroduction  effort.  Are  private 
monies  being  used  in  conjunction  with  Fish  and  Wildlife  funding  for 
the  reintroduction  program?  What  are  the  prospects  for  increasing  the 
amount  of  non-Federal  funding  for  the  program? 

Answer.  The  Service  is  actively  pursuing  the  prospect  of  seeking/raising 
private  funding  for  the  reintroduction  program.  To  date,  only  small  contributions 
have  been  used  for  the  program,  such  as  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation 
purchasing  radio  collars;  Telonics  Corporation  reducing  their  prices  for  the  radio 
collars;  and  GM/Chevrolet  Corporation  donating  a  vehicle  to  the  National  Pairk 
Service  for  use  in  the  reintroduction  effort.  An  agreement  is  in  place  with  the 
National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  to  utilize  funding  raised  by  that  organization 
in  the  reintroduction  effort  but,  as  yet,  there  is  very  little  non-Federal  funding 
available.  Also,  the  Defenders  of  Wildlife  conduct  a  compensation  program  for 
livestock  losses. 

BLACK-FOOTED  FERRETS 

Question.  I  understand  the  State  of  Wyoming  has  expressed  its 
intention  to  cease  funding  the  black-footed  ferret  recovery  program  at 
Sybille  Canyon  Wildlife  Research  Center.  What  is  the  status  of 
negotiations  with  Wyoming  and  other  states  over  funding  for  this 
program? 

Answer.  The  two  most  important  parts  of  the  black-footed  ferret  recovery 
program  are  captive  breeding  efforts  and  reintroduction  efforts.  Current  annual 
reintroduction  costs  are  about  twice  the  costs  of  captive  breeding. 
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The  majority  of  efforts  conducted  by  Wyoming  at  Sybille  pertain  to  captive  breeding. 
Costs  incurred  for  these  efforts  by  Wyoming  ($150,000)  represent  only  about  25% 
of  overall  costs  for  captive  breeding  for  Sybille  and  six  other  institutions  involved 
with  similar  efforts.  Nevertheless,  captive  breeding  efforts  at  Sybille  are  critical  and 
must  be  continued  either  at  Sybille  or  elsewhere,  with  or  without  support  from 
Wyoming. 

In  response  to  budget  shortfalls  experienced  by  Wyoming  for  captive  breeding  of 
black-footed  ferrets  at  Sybille,  the  Service  has  initiated  discussions  between  all 
partners  involved  with  black-footed  ferret  recovery  in  order  to  address  all  program 
costs.  Meetings  between  the  Service,  States,  and  other  major  participants  in  the 
program  occurred  on  March  29,  1995,  and  May  24,  1995.  An  additional  meeting 
is  proposed  for  July  19,  1995. 

Wyoming's  anticipated  financial  involvement  at  Sybille  in  FY  1996  will  be  less  than 
in  the  past  ($82,500  vs.  $150,000),  due  to  fund  raising  efforts  by  the  Service.  A 
bequest  to  the  Service  and  a  contribution  from  an  oil  and  gas  company  have  been 
matched  with  a  challenge  grant  from  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  to 
raise  $167,500  to  support  Sybille  operations  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  Funding  to 
support  the  Sybille  breeding  program  effort  beyond  FY  1996  has  not  been 
identified. 

The  overall  black-footed  ferret  recovery  program  involves  over  twenty  active 
partners  who  contribute  approximately  $2,000,000  annually.  Reintroduction  efforts 
in  six  States  (three  active)  account  for  approximately  70%  ($1,400,000)  of  all  annual 
program  costs.  Captive  breeding  costs  account  for  the  remaining  30%  ($600,000). 
Wyoming  contributes  about  25%  ($150,000)  of  annual  captive  breeding  costs  and 
also  has  received  the  majority  of  black-footed  ferrets  available  for  reintroduction. 
Wyoming's  assertion  that  it  has  paid  costs  associated  with  animals  provided  to  other 
States  is  not  substantiated.  The  major  financial  contributor  to  captive  breeding 
efforts  for  the  black-footed  ferret  are  six  participating  institutions  of  the  American 
Zoo  and  Aquarium  Association. 

Question.  What  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  funding  has  been 
provided  for  the  program  over  the  past  several  years?  Is  money  for 
this  program  included  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request? 

Answer.  The  attached  table  provides  information  regarding  Service  support 
of  black-footed  ferret  recovery  efforts.  As  noted  previously,  overall  annual  program 
costs  supported  by  many  partners  is  approximately  $2,000,000  annually.  The 
Service  contributes  almost  30%  ($528,000)  of  this  amount,  with  approximately  one- 
third  of  Service  support  being  in  the  form  of  Section  6  funding  provided  to  States. 

Equivalent  support  for  the  program  by  the  Service  is  not  reflected  in  the  FY  1996 
budget  request.  Service  support  for  black-footed  ferret  recovery  efforts  in  FY  1 996 
is  anticipated  to  be  significantly  less  than  in  previous  years,  with  Regional  recovery 
funds  projected  to  be  $70,000. 
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BLACK-FOOTED  FERRET  EXPENDITURES,  1972-1994  ($000) 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  (REGION  6)  and  STATE  OF  WYOMING 

Research Sec  6 Recov Total 


1972-78 

374.0 

44.9 

0 

418.9 

1979-87 

2,000.0 

426.1 

0 

2,426.1 

1988 

178.0 

60.0 

24.0 

262.0 

1989 

178.0 

62.0 

24.0 

264.0 

1990 

178.0 

95.0 

100.0 

373.0 

1991 

178.0 

95.0 

100.0 

373.0 

1992 

178.0 

85.0 

280.0 

543.0 

1993 

178.0 

90.0 

300.0 

568.0 

1994 

178.0 

50.0 

300.0 

528.0 

Totals  3,620.0  1,008.0  1,128.0  5,756.0 

HABITAT  CONSERVATION 

Question.  Within  Trust  Species  Habitats,  a  considerable 
amount  of  resources  are  devoted  to  Farm  Bill  related  activities. 

(p.    42-43) 

Though  I  recognize  it  is  still  early,  does  the  Service  anticipate  any 
increase  or  reduction  in  Farm  Bill  related  requirements  due  to  the 
expected  reauthorization  of  the  bill  this  year?  Can  you  provide  a 
summary  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  activities  and  funding  that 
support  Farm  Bill  programs? 

Answer.  Based  on  proposed  changes  to  the  Farm  Bill,  the  Service 
anticipates  maintaining  or  increasing  its  involvement  with  the  implementation  of  the 
conservation  provisions  of  the  Farm  Bill. 

If  the  new  Coordinated  Conservation  Assistance  (or  whole  farm  conservation 
planning)  approach  is  adopted  to  simplify  conservation  technical  and  financial 
assistance,  the  Service  anticipates  working  closely  with  USDA  to  coordinate  and/or 
consolidate  local,  state  and  Federal  conservation  priorities,  as  well  as,  design  and 
implement  site  specific  conservation  plans. 

Guidelines  for  implementing  the  Swampbuster  provisions  may  likely  become 
simpler  in  the  future,  yet  these  changes  are  apt  to  require  a  greater  degree  of 
complexity  on  case-by-case  program  implementation.  For  example,  if  the  mitigation 
provision  becomes  more  flexible,  the  increase  in  potential  options  for  replacing 
wetland  functions  to  compensate  for  conversions  will  require  much  more  complex 
analyses.  Pooling  the  biological  expertise  of  Service  biologists  with  the  hydrologic 
and  engineering  expertise  of  USDA  professionals  will  yield  sound,  effective  and 
feasible  solutions. 

With  expansion  of  the  eligibility  requirements  under  the  Wetlands  Reserve  Program, 
a  more  varied  set  of  restorable  lands  will  be  enrolled  into  the  program  requiring  new 
realms  of  restoration  analysis  and  design.  The  Service  anticipates  continuing  to 
work  side-by-side  with  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  to  identify 
priorities,  evaluate  restoration  sites,  design  restoration  actions,  and  monitor 
achievements. 
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The  Service  expects  to  continue  to  assist  the  Consolidated  Farm  Services  Agency 
(CFSA)  to  identify  required  wetland  conservation  easements  on  inventory  property 
and  to  work  with  farm  program  borrowers  to  identify  easement  and  debt  relief 
opportunities  under  the  debt  cancellation  conservation  easement  program.  CFSA  is 
aggressively  promoting  this  program  for  the  benefit  of  borrowers  and  as  a  means  to 
prevent  loan  failure. 

The  Service,  with  its  technical  expertise,  is  a  vital  component  in  the  implementation 
of  Farm  Bill  conservation  provisions,  which  requires  various  biological  evaluations 
and  technical  determinations  regarding  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  functions  and 
restoration  potential. 

Service  FY  96  Funding  and  Activities  supporting  the  Farm  Bill: 

Wetlands  Reserve  Program  1,500,000 

Swampbuster  .•  $1,141,000 

CFSA  Farm  Program  and  Debt- 
Cancellation  Conservation  Easements:  960,000 

Coordinated  Conservation  Assistance 

and  other  conservation  provisions:  200.000 

Total  $3,801,000 

Question.  A  $2.1  million  increase  is  proposed  for  Habitat 
Restoration  in  Priority  Areas.  According  to  the  request,  "efforts  will 
generally  focus  on  restoring  wetlands  that  do  not  qualify  for  or  are 
not  otherwise  enrolled  in  the  Wetlands  Reserve  Program."  (p.  45) 

What  types  of  wetlands  do  not  qualify  for  or  are  not  enrolled  in  the 
Wetlands  Reserve  Program?  Are  these  wetlands  qualitatively 
different,  or  is  it  a  matter  of  process  and  landowner  preference?  Is 
there  overlap  in  the  two  programs? 

Answer.  There  are  complimentary  programs.  When  the  budget  language 
was  prepared,  only  degraded  and  former  wetlands  with  a  cropping  history  were 
eligible  for  enrollment  in  the  Wetlands  Reserve  Program.  Degraded  wetlands 
without  a  cropping  history  are  included  in  the  wetlands  referred  to  in  the  Service 
budget  narrative.  USDA  recently  expanded  WRP  eligibility  to  include  degraded 
wetlands  with  an  "agricultural"  history,  eliminating  the  requirement  for  cropping. 
Even  with  this  expanded  eligibility,  there  are  many  degraded  wetlands  without  an 
agricultural  history  in  need  of  restoration  that  the  Service  will  address. 

From  a  programmatic  standpoint,  many  landowners  willing  to  enter  the  WRP  will 
not  be  reached  due  to  the  limited  USDA  funding  availability  (e.g.,  only  625  of  5,000 
interested  landowners  were  accepted  into  the  program  in  1994).  The  WRP  cannot 
achieve  the  entire  wetland  restoration  goal  by  itself.  In  addition,  there  are 
landowners  with  restorable  wetlands  who  prefer  not  to  sell  permanent  easements  but 
who  are  interested  in  restoring  these  areas.  The  $2. 1  million  will  also  be  directed 
toward  non-wetland  Federal  trust  species  habitats  equally  important  to  ecosystem 
health.  The  opportunities  for  non-wetland  habitat  restoration  on  private  lands  is 
significant  and  the  Service  is  expanding  emphasis  in  this  area.  We  are  already 
working  with  private  landowners  to  restore  native  prairie,  in-stream  aquatic  habitats, 
riparian  corridors,  and  other  unique  and  at-risk  trust  species  habitats. 
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Question.  The     justification      also      states      that     wetlands 

conservation  funding  will  be  subjected  to  "non-Service"  cost  share 
minimum  of  40%. 

Does  this  mean  other  Federal  funds  could  be  used  as  cost  share?  If 
so,  from  what  other  agencies  would  funding  be  contributed? 

Answer.  Yes.  Restoration  projects  completed  with  Trust  Species  Habitats 
funds  typically  include  funding  from  a  number  of  additional  sources,  including  other 
Federal  funds.  The  40%  requirement  is  programmatic,  meaning  that  overall  Service 
funds  must  be  matched  by  at  least  a  40%  cost-share  from  other  sources.  This  is  one 
of  the  primary  strengths  of  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program.  In  addition  to  cost- 
sharing  with  private  landowners,  many  other  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  as 
well  as  non-govemmental  organizations,  private  companies  and  academic  institutions 
provide  funds  and/or  their  time  and  effort.  Examples  of  these  partners  include  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  Forest  Service,  Consolidated  Farm 
Services  Agency,  state  fish  and  wildlife  and  forestry  agencies,  conservation  districts, 
local  governments,  land  trusts,  national  and  local  conservation  organizations, 
universities,  schools,  and  Native  American  tribes. 

Question.  For  most  of  the  programs  in  the  request,  the  Service 
has  included  performance  measures  that  are  useful  to  the  Committee  in 
assessing  value.  Are  such  performance  measures  available  for  the 
"Jobs  in  the  Woods"  program,  both  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  for  the  other  participating  agencies? 

Answer.  Successful  performance  of  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  will 
be  measured  in  the  numbers  of  acres  of  habitat  restored,  miles  of  streams 
rehabilitated,  and  the  number  of  jobs  provided  to  displaced  workers.  Because  this 
program  is  a  new  program  and  agreements  were  not  in  place  at  the  time  the  Budget 
Justifications  were  submitted,  these  measures  were  not  included.  In  March  1995, 
the  Service's  estimate  of  the  number  of  jobs  that  will  be  created  in  1995  was  165. 
Since  that  time  the  Service  has  made  a  more  empirical  projection  and  now  estimates 
that  145  to  150  jobs  will  be  created  in  FY  1995,  and  that  the  1996  budget  increase 
will  slightly  increase  jobs  created  by  15  to  20  jobs.  Reporting  of  restored  habitat 
(acres  and  riparian  miles)  will  begin  this  fiscal  year  and  shall  be  reported  in  future 
budget  submissions. 

Question.  Do  we  know  how  many  jobs  were  created  for  how 
many  days  at  what  salaries  in  FY  95? 

Answer:  In  Washington  State,  approximately  40  jobs  will  have  been 
created  by  the  end  of  FY  95,  ranging  in  duration  from  one  month  to  one  year,  at 
family  wages  ranging  between  $12  and  $18  per  hour.  A  pilot  effort  to  coordinate 
FY  95  restoration  project  funding  with  the  USDA  Forest  Service  and  Washington 
State  agencies  is  underway.  This  coordinated  approach  will  attempt  to  "batch" 
projects  in  the  same  or  nearby  watersheds  so  that  the  same  workers  can  move 
between  restoration  projects  on  federal,  state,  tribal,  and  private  land,  resulting  in 
longer  duration  employment.  In  FY  96,  the  federal-state  coordination  effort  will  be 
expanded  to  include  other  agency  sources  of  restoration  project  funding,  so  that 
through  this  project  "batching"  effort,  jobs  of  one  to  two  years  duration  can  be 
created. 

In  Oregon,  FY  95  funds  have  been  obligated  through  the  Oregon  State  Community 
Economic  Revitalization  Team's  Ecosystem  Investment  Team.  Service  funds  will  be 
combined  with  other  cooperator's   funds  to  provide   80   family-wage  jobs   for 
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displaced  workers  from  timber  dependent  communities.  These  workers  will  receive 
a  salary  from  $10-$  1 2  per  hour  plus  benefits.  They  will  be  employed  from  6 
months  to  a  year  and  will  implement  28  watershed  restoration  projects  throughout 
Western  Oregon. 

In  California,  FY  95  projects  have  not  yet  been  implemented,  making  it  difficult  to 
project  the  number  of  jobs  to  be  created;  however,  we  estimate  approximately  25  to 
30  jobs  will  be  created  with  a  duration  ranging  from  six  months  to  a  year. 

Question.  In  FY  96? 

Answer.  In  FY  96  the  Service  expects  to  receive  a  slight  increase  in  funds 
($487,000)  for  Jobs  in  the  Woods  which  should  provide  slightly  more  family  wage 
jobs  than  described  above  for  FY  95.  New  projects  have  not  yet  been  identified  for 
FY  96;  therefore,  the  number  of  jobs  to  be  created  has  not  been  determined. 
Estimates  based  on  averages  from  the, 1995,  job  figures  would  suggest  that  15  to  20 
jobs  will  be  created  with  the  program  increase  request. 

Question.  What  percentage  of  appropriations  for  the  "Jobs  in 
the  Woods"  program  was  actually  paid  out  in  salaries,  both  for  Fish 
and  Wildlife  and  program  wide? 

Answer.  The  Service  is  utilizing  15  percent  of  the  appropriated  funds  to 
achieve  compliance  with  NEPA  and  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  and  to 
provide  technical  assistance  on  restoration  projects.  Approximately  45  percent  of  the 
Service's  Jobs  in  the  Woods  funding  for  Oregon  will  be  used  to  pay  salaries  and 
benefits  for  displaced  workers.  An  additional  40  percent  will  be  used  to  purchase 
materials  or  rent  equipment  from  economically  depressed  communities.  In 
Washington  State,  we  will  use  approximately  55  percent  of  the  funds  to  pay  salaries 
and  benefits  for  displaced  workers  and  30  percent  will  be  used  to  purchase  materials 
and  rent  equipment  from  economically  depressed  communities.  This  information 
has  not  yet  been  determined  for  California.  BLM  also  estimates  that  approximately 
80%  will  go  towards  salaries  and  benefits. 

Question.  The  request  for  Environmental  Coordination  lists 
implementation  of  the  4(d)  rule  for  the  northern  spotted  owl  as  an 
activity  to  be  undertaken  in  FY  1996.  Does  this  represent  the  entirety 
of  funds  for  4(d),  or  will  funds  from  other  accounts  be  used? 

Answer.  No,  there  are  other  funds  used  for  implementation  of  the  4(d) 
rule,  other  than  those  indicated  in  Environmental  Coordination.  The  Environmental 
Coordination  funds  only  refer  to  Washington  Office  coordination  costs  related  to 
internal  NEPA  compliance  and  external  envirormiental  reviews.  In  FY  1996,  we 
anticipate  utilizing  listing  funds  to  support  the  implementation  of  the  4(d)  mle. 

Question.  Within  the  Coastal  Ecosystems  request  for  Puget 
Sound,  there  is  a  notation  that  funds  provided  in  FY  95  for  salmon 
restoration  on  Hood  Canal  will  be  redirected  in  FY  96  to  other 
restoration  activities  in  other  Washington  coastal  watersheds.  What 
types  of  other  restoration  activities  will  be  funded? 

Answer.  In  keeping  with  the  focus  of  the  Puget  Sound  Program,  funds 
will  be  directed  at  ecosystem-based  habitat  protection  and  restoration  efforts  as 
opposed  to  species-specific  population  augmentation  projects.  Restoration  projects 
to  be  undertaken  will  benefit  multiple  species  and  address  the  sources  of  problems  in 
watersheds    and    estuaries,    thereby    providing    long    term    solutions    with    low 
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maintenance.  The  Service  will  continue  to  place  an  emphasis  on  addressing  habitat 
problems  affecting  Service  trust  species,  including  anadromous  fish,  migratory 
birds,  and  threatened  and  endangered  species.  Specific  watersheds  and  estuaries  in 
Puget  Sound  and  along  Washington's  coast  where  work  will  be  focused  will  be 
selected  in  consultation  with  agency,  tribal,  and  community  partners.  Work  will  be 
coordinated  with  other  Service  programs  for  maximum  effectiveness.  Likely  focus 
areas  include  Hood  Canal  watersheds  and  estuaries  where  many  partnerships  are  in 
place,  the  Stillaguamish,  Skagit,  and  Green/Duwamish  watersheds  where  restoration 
planning  processes  are  underway,  and  Grays  Harbor  and/or  WiUapa  Bay  on  the 
Washington  Coast. 

Question.  Can  you  provide  a  description  of  the  activities 
undertaken  in  FY  95  in  cooperation  with  the  organization  Long  Live 
the   Kings? 

Answer.  Long  Live  the  Kings,  with  Service  funds  and  technical  assistance, 
is  leading  a  study  comparing  typical  hatchery  production  methods  to  more  natural, 
in-stream  pond  rearing  methods  for  chinook  (king)  salmon  in  Hood  Canal,  a  portion 
of  the  Puget  Sound  basin.  Naturally  spawning  stocks  of  chinook  salmon  are 
severely  depressed,  and  the  project  partners  hope  to  refine  a  method  for  increasing 
chinook  salmon  populations.  In  addition  to  Long  Live  the  Kings  and  the  Service, 
other  participants  in  this  project  include  the  Hood  Canal  Salmon  Enhancement 
Group,  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  Point  No  Point  Treaty  Council, 
Skokomish  Indian  Tribe,  and  Washington  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife.  The 
participants  are  also  evaluating  potential  habitat  enhancement  projects  in  Hood  Canal 
for  adult  salmon  spawning  and  juvenile  salmon  rearing. 

Question.  Were  these  activities  worthwhile  in  the  Service's 
opinion? 

Answer.  The  partnership  formed  by  Long  Live  the  Kings  to  undertake 
these  activities  is  in  itself  a  success.  It  is  too  soon  to  tell  if  projects  themselves  will 
be  successful  because  habitat  restoration  sites  have  not  been  selected.  The  habitat 
work  should  be  successful  if  the  partners  choose  projects  that  fix  watershed 
problems  in  a  long-term,  low  maintenance  fashion.  The  study  to  evaluate  chinook 
rearing  methods  will  result  in  information  on  the  condition  of  juvenile  salmon  when 
they  leave  the  hatchery  and  in-stream  rearing  sites.  The  condition,  or  health,  of  the 
juveniles  resulting  from  each  rearing  method  may  be  used  to  predict  which  type  of 
rearing  method  might  result  in  healthier  adults  and  a  higher  likelihood  of  sedmon 
returning  to  spawn.  Determining  whether  the  more  natural,  in-stream  rearing  method 
would  result  in  more  salmon  in  Hood  Canal  would  take  many  years  and  many  more 
salmon  eggs  than  are  available  to  conduct  the  study. 

Question.  $200,000  was  appropriated  in  FY  95  for  Chehalis 
River      Basin      restoration      activities.  If     additional      funds      are 

appropriated  in  FY  96,  how  will  this  program  be  coordinated  with  the 
Coastal  Ecosystems  program  where  there  is  geographic  overlap? 
(P. 61) 

Answer.  The  Chehalis  River  Basin  and  the  Coastal  Ecosystems  are 
complementary,  not  duplicative,  restoration  programs.  When  working  with  our 
partners  on  restoration  strategies,  an  ecosystem  approach  based  on  the  environmental 
needs  of  the  watershed  is  used  to  determine  which  program  is  most  appropriate.   In 
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the  Chehalis  Basin/Grays  Harbor  area,  if  both  programs  were  involved,  for 
example,  the  Coastal  Ecosystem  Program  would  focus  on  estuarine  habitat 
restoration,  and  the  Chehalis  River  Basin  program  would  continue  its  present  focus 
on  restoring  habitat  upstream  in  the  Chehalis  River  and  tributaries. 

Question.  Fish  and  Wildlife  is  requesting  funds  to  continue  to 
carry  out  its  responsibilities  under  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act. 
These  responsibilities  include  mapping  the  coastal  barrier  system  (p. 
64).  Is  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  involved  in  this  effort?  If  not, 
why  not? 

Answer.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  responsible  for  implementation 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act  (CBRA).  This  includes 
maintaining  the  official  maps  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  System  (System)  and 
providing  interpretation  of  the  locations  and  boundaries  of  the  System  units.  CBRA 
was  enacted  in  an  effort  to  limit  Federally-subsidized  development  activities  within 
undeveloped  coastal  barriers  for  the  purposes  of  avoiding  wasteful  Federal 
expenditures,  loss  of  human  life,  and  damage  to  fish,  wildlife,  and  other  natural 
resources  associated  with  coastal  barriers.  The  delineation  criteria  for  mapping 
undeveloped  coastal  barriers  was  established  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and 
later  approved  by  Congress.  Although  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  quadrangle 
maps  were  originally  used  as  the  base  maps  from  which  the  official  System  maps 
were  developed,  the  delineation  criteria  for  mapping  undeveloped  coastal  barriers  go 
beyond  a  merely  a  geological  definition  of  coastal  barriers  and  are  therefore,  not 
within  the  purview  or  statutory  authority  of  the  USGS.  For  example,  the  criteria  for 
mapping  undeveloped  coastal  barriers  are  specific  to  the  level  of  development 
activities  such  as,  determining  the  number  of  insurable  structures  present  and  the 
level  of  development-related  infrastructure  present.  Additional  requirements  under 
CBRA  for  which  the  Service  is  responsible  and  that  would  not  be  under  the  purview 
of  USGS  include:  responding  to  consultations  from  other  Federal  agencies 
proposing  the  expenditures  of  Federal  funds  within  the  System;  and  working  closely 
with  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  to  ensure  that  the  System 
locations  and  boundaries  are  accurately  depicted  onto  FEMA's  Flood  Insurance  Rate 
Maps. 

Question.  If  Congress  does  not  choose  to  include  Pacific 
coastal  barriers  in  the  coastal  barrier  system,  will  FY  96  requirements 
be  lower?     If  so,  by  how  much? 

Answer.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  responsible  for  implementation 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act  (CBRA).  This  includes  a 
number  of  responsibilities  such  as:  maintaining  the  official  maps  of  the  Coastal 
Barrier  Resources  System  (System);  conducting  5-year  reviews  of  the  System  to 
reflect  changes  due  to  natural  causes;  providing  interpretation  of  the  System  locations 
and  boundaries;  responding  to  consultations  from  other  Federal  agencies  proposing 
the  expenditures  of  Federal  funds  within  the  System;  ensuring  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency  accurately  depicts  the  System  locations  and 
boundaries  onto  the  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Maps;  and  preparing  a  study  and  maps  of 
the  undeveloped  Pacific  coastal  barriers. 

Although  authorized  by  CBRA  for  $1  million  in  annual  funding  since  1982,  the 
Service  first  received  coa.stal  barrier  funding  in  FY  92.  The  Service  has  since 
received  about  $500,000  per  year.  Recognizing  the  long-standing  need  to  increase 
funding  to  the  Service  for  its  responsibilities  to  implement  CBRA,  the  recently 
passed  Public  Law  103-461,  November  2,  1994,  authorizes  the  Service  to  receive 
up  to  $2  million  through  FY  1998.  Adding  the  Pacific  coastal  barriers  to  the  System 
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will  not  significantly  increase  the  Service's  cost  for  implementing  CBRA.  If 
Congress  does  not  include  the  Pacific  coastal  barriers  into  the  System  the  Service's 
FY  96  funding  requirements  will  not  reduce  costs  for  administration  of  the  Act.  In 
fact,  not  including  Pacific  coastal  barriers  into  the  System  may  result  in  higher 
Federal  costs  in  terms  of  Federal  financial  support  for  development  of  high-risk, 
hazard-prone  areas  and  consequent  reconstruction  costs  following  damage.  CBRA 
was  enacted  in  an  effort  to  limit  Federally-subsidized  development  activities  within 
undeveloped  coastal  barriers. 

Question.  A  $1  million  increase  is  requested  for  the  National 
Wetlands  Inventory.  The  request  also  notes  that  the  Service  will  be 
switching  from  100%  user-pay  financing  to  50-50  cost  share,  (p.  74) 
Why  is  the  Service  making  the  change  in  cost-share  policy?  Why  are 
appropriated  dollars  necessary  to  continue  progress  on  digital 
mapping?  What  types  of  entities  will  provide  the  50%  cost  share  for 
FY  96  program? 

Answer.  There  is  no  policy  change.  Section  401  (a)  of  the  Emergency 
Wetlands  Resources  Act  was  amended  in  1992  to  require  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  acting  through  the  Director  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  to 
produce,  by  September  30,  2004,  a  digital  wetlands  database  for  the  United  States 
based  on  the  final  wetlands  maps.  Rather  than  waiting  for  appropriated  dollars  the 
development  of  the  digital  wetlands  database  was  initiated  with  100%  user-pays 
basis.  To  date  over  22  percent  of  the  wetlands  layer  of  the  National  Spatial  Data 
infrastructure  has  been  built  with  over  $7,000,000.00  of  user  pays  funding.  Digital 
data  is  critical  to  promote  economic  development,  improve  our  stewardship  of 
natural  resources,  and  protect  the  environment.  Modem  technology  now  permits 
improved  acquisition,  distribution,  and  utilization  of  data.  The  National 
Performance  Review  has  recommended  that  the  Executive  Branch  develop,  in 
cooperation  with  State,  local,  and  tribal  governments,  and  the  private  sector,  a 
coordinated  National  Spatial  Data  Infrastaicture  to  support  public  and  private  sector 
applications  of  digital  data  in  many  areas,  one  of  which  is  wetlands.  OMB  Circular 
A- 16  "Coordination  of  Surveying  Mapping,  and  Related  Spatial  Data  Activities" 
(revised  1990)  establishes  an  interagency  committee,  the  Federal  Geographic  Data 
Committee  (FGDC),  to  promote  the  coordinated  development,  use,  sharing  and 
dissemination  of  geographic  data.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  chairs  the  FGDC's 
Wetlands  Subcommittee.  The  States  have  stepped  forward  in  the  effort  to  build  the 
wetland  layer  of  the  National  Spatial  Data  Infrastructure.  This  budget  appropriation 
will  represent  the  Federal  governments  contribution  toward  the  common  goal. 

Progress  will  continue  to  be  made  without  appropriated  dollars.  But  there  is  no  way 
to  tell  how  much  progress  will  be  made  or  project  if  the  legislatively  mandated 
completion  date  of  September  30,  2004  will  be  met.  Since  the  existing  digital 
wetland  data  has  been  made  available  over  Internet  98,000  copies  have  been 
distributed  to  users  in  every  state  and  24  countries.  The  standardization  of  the  data 
which  allows  it  to  be  delivered  over  Internet  have  saved  the  users  the  $9.20  cost  per 
map  of  reproduction  and  delivery.  It  is  estimated  that  this  alone  has  saved  users  over 
$900,000.00  not  to  mention  the  savings  that  resulted  from  users  not  having  to 
duplicate  the  digitizing  process. 

The  majority  of  the  100%  user  paid  funding  has  come  from  the  States.  We  expect 
that  they  will  continue  to  be  the  major  source  of  user  pays  funding.  Funding  from 
other  Federal  Agencies  should  be  significant  with  some  50/50  cost  sharing  coming 
from  local  and  tribal  governments. 
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Question.  What  is  the  total  estimated  cost  of  producing  the 
digital  database?    What  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife's  expected  share? 

Answer.  The  total  estimate  to  complete  digitizing  the  remaining  78%  of 
the  maps  of  the  United  States  is  $31.2  million  dollars.  It  is  hard  to  estimate  what  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  will  eventually  contribute.  To  date  22%  of  the  database  has  been 
constructed  with  outside  funding. 

HABITAT  CONSERVATION  PLANNING  PROCESS 

Question.  I  understand  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  in 
the  process  of  negotiating  a  number  of  HCP's,  a  fair  number  of  which 
involve  large  landowners  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  As  is  usually  the 
case,  the  development  of  these  HCP's  involves  large  sums  of  money. 
The  funds  have  of  course  been  invested  by  individuals  in  a  good  faith 
effort  to  try  and  provide  protection  for  listed  species,  and  to  retain 
some  use  of  their  land  in  exchange  for  providing  that  protection. 
Does  the  Service  have  the  resources  necessary  to  adequately  conduct 
these  negotiations  in  a  timely  fashion?  Do  you  anticipate  any 
problems  in  the  future  with  having  enough  resources  to  conduct 
HCP's  with  private  landowners? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  recently  significantly  increased  its  staff  levels  to 
support  the  HCP  program  in  response  to  the  growing  demands  on  this  program. 
For  example,  a  staff  of  10  persons  has  been  assembled  in  the  Olympia  Field  Office 
to  assist  timber  companies  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  with  HCP  development.  The 
Sacramento  and  Carlsbad  field  offices  in  California  (where  numerous  HCPs  are 
being  developed)  and  the  Portland  Regional  Office  (where  these  HCPs  are  reviewed 
and  approved)  have  also  increased  their  HCP  staff  levels.  The  Service's 
southwestern  region  (Region  2)  and  southeastern  region  (Region  4)  are  meeting 
HCP  workload  demands.  In  addition  to  these  increases,  the  Service  is  introducing 
many  improvements  to  streamline  the  HCP  process,  which  will  help  reduce  HCP 
preparation  and  processing  times  for  the  Service  and  applicants. 

As  the  HCP  program  is  growing  rapidly  and  the  Service  continues  to  receive  more 
requests  for  assistance  in  habitat  conservation  planning  the  Service  will  address 
highest  priorities  activities. 

Question.  What  is  the  average  length  of  time—from  start  to 
completion  and  approval—for  HCP's  to  be  completed?  Are  there  any 
duplicative  processes  that  add  to  this  length  of  time,  or  additional 
resources  that  the  Service  needs  to  complete  the  HCP's  in  a  timely 
manner?  If  so,  what  are  they? 

Answer.  The  length  of  time  required  to  prepare  a  Habitat  Conservation 
Plan  (HCP)  and  obtain  an  incidental  take  permit  varies  widely  depending  on  the  size 
and  scale  of  the  planning  effort.  Since  1994,  HCP  preparation  and  processing  times 
have  decreased  consistently  as  a  result  of  increased  Service  staff  levels,  better  staff 
training,  improved  assistance  to  applicants  in  preparing  HCPs  and  reduced  permit 
processing  requirements.  Making  the  HCP  process  more  efficient,  flexible,  and 
timely  has  become  a  primary  Service  objective.  However,  in  order  to  address  the 
large  volume  of  HCPs  the  Service  needs  continued  funding  for  the  consultation 
program. 
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For  example,  the  Service's  Washington  office  recently  released  (and  will  soon 
finalize)  a  new  draft  handbook  for  the  HCP  program  that  implements  an  expedited 
process  for  small-scale  HCPs  with  relatively  low  impacts  to  affected  species.  As  a 
result,  the  Service's  southwest  regional  office  (Region  2)  has  developed  an 
expedited  process  for  residential  lot  owners  in  central  Texas  and  routinely  issues 
permits  in  just  3  months.  Another  example  is  the  Service's  southeast  regional  office 
(Region  4),  which  recently  developed  and  approved  an  HCP  for  the  new  "Safe 
Harbor"  program  in  North  Carolina.  "Safe  Harbor"  is  a  policy  which  relieves  a 
landowner  of  most  future  regulatory  obligations  if  the  property  attracts  federally 
listed  species  as  a  result  of  conservation  management  of  that  property. 

Large-scale,  regional  HCP  efforts  that  may  encompass  thousands  of  acres  may  take 
much  longer.  In  the  past-because  of  their  greater  size  and  complexity,  the 
difficulties  associated  with  obtaining  consensus  from  diverse  interests,  and  the 
problem  of  securing  adequate  funding-these  types  of  HCPs  could  take  more  than  5 
years  to  complete.  Also  significant  is  the  fact  that  the  HCP  program  until  recently 
has  been  relatively  new  (between  1983  and  1992  the  Service  issued  just  14  permits). 
Arguably,  the  early  years  of  HCPs  were  needed  to  field  test  and  fine  tune  the 
program,  and  some  regional  HCPs  initiated  in  the  late  1980s  or  early  1990s  are  only 
now  nearing  completion-including  the  Kern  County  HCP  in  California  ( 1 ,920,000 
acres,  initiated  1987);  Balcones  Canyonlands  HCP  in  central  Texas  (633,000  acres, 
initiated  1988);  and  Washington  County  HCP  in  southern  Utah  (135,000  acres, 
initiated  1990). 

However,  these  timeframes  should  lessen  as  the  Service  and  permit  applicants 
continue  to  improve  the  HCP  process.  This  is  particularly  important  for  large-scale, 
regional  HCPs  of  this  type  because  they  result  in  greater  conservation  benefits,  as 
well  as  benefits  to  communities  and  other  permittees  (in  terms  of  regulatory 
streamlining  and  planning  certainty),  than  do  smaller  HCPs.  Recognizing  this,  the 
Service  has  significantly  increased  it  HCP  staff  levels  in  recent  years.  In  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  for  example,  an  entire  staff  is  devoted  to  assisting  timber  companies  to 
develop  HCPs.  The  government  is  also  increasing  its  assistance  to  communities  in 
implementing  HCPs  (the  Service's  1996  budget  request  includes  $29  million  in 
grants  to  States  for  habitat  acquisition);  and  is  working  jointly  with  permit  applicants 
or  holders  by  acquiring  habitats  in  HCP  planning  areas  (e.g.,  12,0()()  acres 
purchased  for  the  projected  41,000-acre  Balcones  Canyonlands  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  in  Texas). 

From  January  1993  and  May  4,  1995,  the  Service  issued  62  incidental  take  permits- 
more  than  4  times  the  number  issued  in  the  program's  entire  first  decade.  An 
additional  150-175  HCPs  are  currently  in  development.  Clearly,  the  HCP  program 
is  growing  rapidly.  We  believe  it  is  also  improving  as  new  lessons  are  learned,  new 
programs  and  innovations  are  implemented,  and  better  working  relations  between  the 
govemment  and  permit  applicants  and  holders  are  forged. 

NORTHERN  SPOTTED  OWL 

Question.  For  the  record,  I  would  like  you  to  provide  to  me  the 
information  on  the  total  number  of  Northern  Spotted  Owls  that  have 
been  counted/estimated  by  the  Service  at  given  points  in  time,  since 
the  first  listing  of  the  owl  under  the  Act. 

Answer.  There  was  no  estimate  of  population  size  of  northern  spotted  owls 
made  at  the  time  of  listing  of  the  species,  and  no  historical  estimate  is  available. 
Counts  of  owls  observed  each  year  have  been  conducted  since  listing,  but  they  are 
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not  estimates  of  population  size.  The  USDI  Northern  Spotted  Owl  Recovery  Team 
indicated  that  spotted  owls  were  known  to  be  located  at  approximately  4,600  sites  on 
all  land  ownerships  between  1987  and  1991.  Option  9  states  that  the  actual 
population  is  undoubtedly  larger  because  a  portion  of  the  range  had  yet  to  be 
surveyed.  For  the  4(d)  rule,  this  count  of  known  sites  was  updated  to  appro.ximately 
5,600.  This  "increase"  from  4,600  to  5,600  sites  simply  reflects  an  increased 
survey  effort,  but  still  is  not  a  population  estimate.  The  number  of  known  owl  sites 
does  not  give  an  indication  of  status,  rather  population  trend  (demographic)  studies 
and  habitat  trends  are  the  best  indication  of  the  status  of  the  owl  population. 
Demographic  studies  at  the  time  of  listing  and  at  present  continue  to  suggest  a 
declining  population. 

Question.  In  making  a  decision  to  list  the  owl  under  the  ESA, 
the  Service  had  to  use  as  a  point  of  reference  the  "historic"  population 
of  the  owl.  In  other  words,  in  order  to  make  the  scientific  finding 
that  a  species  is  either  threatened  or  endangered,  the  Service  must 
compare  existing  populations  of  the  species  to  its  historic  population 
levels.  What  was  the  historic  population  of  the  owl  in  the  three  state 
region  that  the  Service  used  to  base  its  decision  to  list  against? 

Answer.  No  "historic"  population  size  was  estimated  at  the  time  of  listing. 
Knowing  the  actual  numbers  of  individual  birds  at  a  given  point  in  time  is  not 
necessarily  useful  in  determining  whether  a  population  is  declining  or  stable  over 
time.  Therefore,  actual  numbers  were  not  the  basis  for  the  listing  decision. 
Declining  population  size  from  demographic  studies,  coupled  with  the  decline  and 
modification  of  owl  habitat  and  the  lack  of  conservation  measures  by  State  and 
Federal  agencies,  were  the  impetus  for  listing.  Available  habitat  has  been  reduced  by 
an  estimated  85  %  over  the  past  200  years,  and  modem  logging  practices  precluded 
much  development  of  future  suitable  habitat.  As  a  result,  owl  populations  are 
smaller  and  are  isolated  from  each  other,  thus  putting  them  at  increased  risks  of 
elimination  due  to  chance  demographic  and  environmental  events  that,  under 
historical  habitat  conditions,  would  not  have  posed  significant  risks.  These  effects, 
in  combination  with  inadequate  existing  mechanisms  to  protect  the  owl  populations 
over  time,  resulted  in  the  decision  to  list  the  bird  as  threatened. 

Question.  When  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl  was  first  listed  as 
threatened  by  the  Service,  what  were  the  existing  population  estimates 
for  the  owl  in  each  of  the  states  of  Washington,  Oregon  and  Northern 
California? 

Answer.  As  explained  in  response  to  the  previous  question,  no  estimate  of 
population  size  by  state  was  made  at  the  time  of  listing. 

Question.     What  was  the  combined  total  estimate? 

Answer.  No  estimate  of  population  size  was  available  at  the  time  of  listing. 

Question.  In  October  1994,  the  Service,  with  the  help  from 
other  federal  agencies,  issued  its  "Report  of  the  Reanalysis  Team"  to 
provide  a  scientific  basis  for  the  development  of  a  4(d)  rule.  The 
reanalysis  team  focused  on  the  status  of  the  owl  on  the  Olympic 
Peninsula.  What  were  the  findings  of  the  Reanalysis  Team  on  the 
number  of  owls  in  Washington  state? 
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Answer.  The  purpose  of  the  Reanalysis  Team  Report  was  to  estimate  the 
population  trends  of  owls,  not  the  numbers  of  individuals,  on  the  Olympic  Peninsula 
over  time,  given  different  land  use  scenarios.  Therefore,  the  team  did  not  develop  an 
estimate  of  owls  in  Washington  state  in  general.  They  did,  however,  estimate,  based 
on  model  projections,  the  number  of  owls  on  the  Olympic  Peninsula  to  be  between 
282-321  pairs,  and  demographic  studies  have  indicated  a  stable  or  slightly 
decreasing  population.  With  the  protections  afforded  to  habitat  on  the  Olympic 
Peninsula  through  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  the  continued  protection  of  habitat 
on  nonfederal  lands  within  the  proposed  Hoh/Clearwater  Special  Emphasis  Area, 
and  assuming  that  demographic  values  estimated  on  the  peninsula  do  not  contain 
significant  bias,  it  was  concluded  that  a  population  was  likely  to  persist  on  the 
peninsula  over  the  next  100  years. 

Question.  How  does  that  number  differ  from  the  original 
number  provided  when  the  owl  was  first  listed  as  threatened? 

Answer.  As  stated  previously,  no  population  estimate  was  provided  at  the 
time  of  listing,  therefore  no  comparison  can  be  made.  Further,  the  Reanalysis  Team 
Report  only  addresses  the  Olympic  Peninsula  and  not  the  larger  owl  population. 

Question.  How  does  that  number  compare  to  a  population  goal 
put  forward  by  the  Service  so  that  the  protections  of  the  Act  are  no 
longer  necessary  (i.e.  a  recovery  population  target)? 

Answer.  No  goal  based  on  population  size  (i.e.  actual  numbers  of 
individuals)  has  been  put  forward.  The  recovery  goal  is  to  maintain  or  establish  a 
stable  or  increasing  population  over  time,  as  determined  from  demographic  studies. 
In  a  previously  unpublished  draft  recovery  plan,  the  owl  population  must  remain 
stable  or  increasing  for  at  least  8  years,  as  indicated  by  density  and  demographic 
estimates,  to  be  considered  for  delisting.  Analyses  also  must  indicate  that  the 
population  is  not  likely  to  need  the  protections  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  within 
the  foreseeable  future.  Ultimately  the  question  of  delisting  hinges  on  long-term 
stability  and  viability  of  the  population  and  threats  to  the  population  rather  than 
specific  owl  numbers. 

Question.  In  developing  Option  9,  the  President's  plan  for 
protection  of  the  owl,  what  was  included  as  the  population  target  for 
the  owl  to  accomplish  the  goal  that  the  protection  measures  of  the  Act 
are  no  longer  necessary  (i.e.  a  recovery  population  target)? 

Answer.  No  population  target  was  put  forward  as  part  of  Option  9.  A 
stable  or  increasing  population  over  time  is  the  recovery  target.  Although  the 
analysis  for  Option  9  suggested  that  the  population  will  continue  to  decline  in  the 
short  term,  the  network  of  Late-Successional  Reserves  and  other  measures  is 
expected  to  provide  for  a  smaller,  yet  more  stable  population  over  time.  The 
previously  unpublished  draft  recovery  plan  outlined  4  Delisting  Criteria.  1)  Owl 
populations  and  owl  habitat  have  been  monitored  with  a  .scientifically  credible 
monitoring  plan  for  the  preceding  8  or  more  consecutive  years,  2)  the  population  has 
been  stable  or  increasing  during  at  least  the  last  8  years,  as  indicated  by  density 
estimates  and  demographic  analyses,  in  all  parts  of  the  area  that  would  be 
considered  significant  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  3)  regulatory  mechanisms 
or  land  management  commitments  have  been  implemented  that  provide  for  adequate 
long-term  protection  of  breeding,  foraging,  and  dispersal  habitat,  and  4)  the 
population  is  unlikely  to  need  protection  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  during 
the  foreseeable  future. 
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DUPLICATIVE  PROCESSES  UNDER  THE  ESA 

Question.  One  of  the  greatest  frustrations  for  individuals  who 
have  undertaken  the  monumental  task  of  putting  together  a  "Habitat 
Conservation  Plan"  (HCP)  is  complying  with  multiple  federal  laws 
and  regulations.  Not  only  do  landowners  have  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  section  10  of  the  Act  to  receive  an  incidental  take 
permit,  they  are  also  required  to  comply  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 

As  you  know,  these  are  costly  undertakings,  and  I  am  told  by  many 
landowners  who  have  undertaken  the  HCP  process,  that  compliance 
with  NEPA  doubles  their  costs! 

One  of  the  Administration's  10  principles  for  reform  (principle  #3) 
calls  for  a  "streamlining  habitat  conservation  planning"  in  which  it 
outlines  a  handbook  for  "quicker  and  more  consistent  answers"  to  the 
planning  process.  Again,  this  is  a  good  start,  but  what  my 
constituents  are  telling  me  is  that  NEPA  compliance  is  too  costly,  and 
in  most  cases  duplicative. 

Has  the  Administration  given  any  thought  to  streamlining  --  or 
altogether  eliminating  --  the  NEPA  process  as  it  pertains  to  HCP's? 
What  does  the  NEPA  process  add  to  the  development  of  an  HCP  that 
is  not  covered  under  section  10  requirements? 

Answer.  We  will  take  the  second  question  first.  The  Endangered  Species 
Act  requires  that  an  HCP  specify  the  impacts  of  proposed  activities  to  the  species, 
steps  the  applicant  will  take  to  mitigate  those  impacts,  how  those  steps  will  be 
funded,  and  alternative  actions  that  were  considered  but  are  not  being  utilized.  The 
focus  of  the  HCP  is  federally  listed  species.  NEPA  focuses  on  all  environmental 
effects.  It  requires  an  analysis  of  the  environmental  effects  of  issuing  an  incidental 
take  permit  that  may  occur  in  addition  to  the  permit's  effects  on  listed  species  (e.g., 
effects  on  water  quality,  land  use,  non-listed  wildlife,  and  so  on).  Under  Council  of 
Environmental  Quality  regulations.  Environmental  Assessments  (EAs)  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EISs)  generally  require  analysis  of  these 
additional  effects  similarly  to  an  HCP  (e.g.,  identification  of  effects  and  their 
impacts,  and  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action). 

The  Service  agrees  that  much  of  the  two  processes  are  duplicative— for  example,  the 
alternatives  analysis  and  public  notification  requirements.  Even  when  such 
duplication  is  reduced  through  cross  referencing  and  joint  notifications,  document 
preparation  and  procedural  time  and  costs  under  NEPA  remain  significant.  This  is 
especially  true  for  EISs,  which  require  public  scoping,  preparation  of  a  draft  and 
final  EIS,  and  multiple  public  notifications. 

As  to  the  first  question— yes,  the  Service  is  considering  or  implementing  several 
methods  of  streamlining  NEPA  requirements  for  HCPs.  Our  new  draft  HCP 
Handbook  (soon  to  be  finalized)  categorically  excludes  small-scale,  low-impact 
HCPs  from  NEPA  requirements  entirely  (however,  this  requires  amendment  of  the 
Service's  NEPA  regulations,  which  is  now  in  progress).  The  Handbook  also 
encourages  preparation  of  Environmental  Assessment  (EAs)  for  HCPs  instead  of 
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EISs  whenever  possible.  These  changes  can  be  implemented  under  current  Service 
authority.  Improvements  beyond  such  steps  would  likely  require  legislative  reform 
and  might  include:  (1)  allowing  preparation  of  EAs  for  all  HCPs  (no  EISs);  (2) 
eliminating  HCP  NEPA  requirements  entirely;  or  (3)  requiring  an  analysis  in  the 
HCP  of  other  potential  environmental  effects  to  substitute  for  NEPA. 

STATISTICAL  INFORMATION 

Question.        Please     provide,     for    the    record,  the    following 

information,    as    of    May    1995:       How    many    species  are    listed    as 

threatened  or  endangered  without  a  recovery  plan,  in  more  than  one 
state? 

Answer.  Fifty  four  (54)  species  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  that 
occur  in  more  than  one  state  do  not  have  recovery  plans. 

Question.  How  many  species  are  listed  as  threatened  or 
endangered  without  a  recovery  plan,  in  one  state? 

Answer.  The  number  of  species  without  recovery  plans  that  are  found  in 
only  one  state  is  325. 

Question.  How  many  recovery  plans  have  been  issued  for 
species  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  in  more  than  one  state? 

Answer.  One  hundred  and  fifty  two  (152)  recovery  plans  have  been  issued 
for  species  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  in  more  than  one  state. 

Question.  How  many  recovery  plans  have  been  issued  for 
species  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  in  one  state? 

Answer.  There  have  been  316  recovery  plans  issued  for  species  listed  as 
threatened  or  endangered  that  occur  in  only  one  state. 

Question.  Since  January  1,  1995,  how  many  biological 
opinions,  under  section  7  of  the  Act,  have  been  issued? 

Answer.  According  to  Service  consultation  workload  estimates,  1,175 
programmatic  and  site-specific  federal  actions  have  required  a  biological  opinion 
since  January  1,  1995.  Additionally,  the  Service  estimates  that  approximately  175 
federal  actions  have  required  a  conference  report  (for  species  proposed  for  listing  as 
endangered  or  threatened)  for  the  same  time  period. 

REFUGES  AND  WILDLIFE 

REFUGE  MAINTENANCE 

Question.  The  request  states  that  the  maintenance  backlog  in 
the  refuge  system  was  $391  million  by  the  beginning  of  FY  1994,  yet 
you  have  requested  only  $20  million  for  Refuge  Maintenance  —  a 
reduction  of  nearly  $7  million  from  the  FY  1995  level,  (p.  117-118) 
Do  you  have  an  updated  estimate  of  the  size  of  the  backlog? 

Answer.  According  to  the  most  recent  compilation  of  maintenance  needs  in 
the  Maintenance  Management  System,  June  1995,  the  maintenance  backlog  for 
refuges  is  $386  million. 


210 

Question.  If  funded  at  the  level  requested,  will  the  maintenance 
backlog  increase,  decrease,  or  remain  at  the  current  level? 

Answer.  Private  industry  standards  indicate  that  2-4%  of  the  value  of 
capital  investments  should  be  spent  annually  on  maintenance.  The  Service  has 
documented  the  replacement  cost  of  its  capital  investment  on  refuges  at  over  $4 
billion.  The  FY  1996  request  is  only  1.1%  of  capital  investment.  Funding  at  that 
level  will  cause  the  backlog  to  increase  over  the  long  term.  The  President's  Budget 
allows  funding  for  the  highest  priority  projects. 

Question.  How  do  you  justify  the  decrease  in  Refuge 
Maintenance  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the  Service  is  requesting 
increases  in  many  other  areas,  as  well  as  $63  million  for  Land 
Acquisition? 

Answer.  The  pressures  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  this  country  are 
tremendous.  Habitat  fragmentation,  loss  of  biodiversity,  contaminant  problems,  etc. 
are  combining  to  place  a  great  deal  of  stress  on  fish  and  wildlife  at  a  time  when 
public  opinion  is  pushing  for  action  on  various  fronts.  The  task  of  fish  and  wildlife 
con.servation  is  large  and  the  Service  budget  has  been  developed  in  a  way  to  respond 
to  the  most  urgent  and  pressing  needs.  Its  not  that  facility  maintenance  is 
unimportant,  but  rather  that  there  are  more  urgent  needs  elsewhere. 

NATIONAL  EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING  CENTER 

Question.  The  request  indicates  that  a  "major"  prehistoric 
archaeological  site  is  being  excavated  on  the  property  of  the  National 
Education  and  Training  Center  (NETC).  What  is  the  total  cost  of  this 
excavation?  Is  this  cost  being  allocated  to  NETC  construction?  If 
not,  why  not? 

Answer.  The  excavation  costs  are  approximately  $75,000.  Costs  related 
to  this  work  are  included  in  the  NETC  construction  allocation. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

Question.  In  several  places,  the  justification  describes  work  to 
be  performed  that  sounds  very  much  like  basic  science  (species 
inventories,  etc.).  How  does  the  Department  determine  what  work  is 
to  be  done  by  the  National  Biological  Service  and  what  is  to  be 
performed  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  or  other  agencies? 

Answer.  The  Department  strongly  believes  that  an  independent  bureau  is 
the  best  alternative  for  meeting  the  Department's  biological  science  needs.  The 
primary  alternative  —  dispersed  capabilities  maintained  by  individual  bureaus  —  has 
been  tried  and  found  wanting.  Historically,  biological  science  conducted  within  the 
Department's  bureaus  has  focused  on  the  narrow  confines  of  a  particular  bureau's 
mission,  mandate,  and  land  holdings.  It  also  tended  to  focus  more  on  immediate 
needs,  with  a  consequent  lack  of  long  term  focus. 

With  the  creation  of  NHS,  scientists  formerly  in  one  agency  are  working  much  more 
closely  with  scientists  from  other  DOI  bureaus.  In  doing  so,  they  are  discovering 
that  they  each  were  attempting  to  solve  similar  problems,  independently,  or  that,  by 
working  together  on  related  issues  or  lands  they  can  solve  larger  and  more  complex 
problems.  Similarly,  NBS  has  begun  working  with  DOI  bureaus  on  identifying 
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priority  science  needs,  both  individually  and  on  a  group  basis.  In  doing  so, 
managers  are  also  discovering  similarities  in  resource  issues  and  science  needs.  In 
this  way  NBS  can  serve  the  needs  of  multiple  bureaus  with  a  single  project. 
Previously,  several  projects  in  several  bureaus  would  have  been  required. 

COMPATIBILITY  MANAGEMENT 

Question.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  list  of  all  refuge  uses 
that  have  been  modified  or  terminated  as  a  result  of  the  compatibility 
review  conducted  pursuant  to  the  Audubon  Society  settlement. 

Answer.  This  response  lists  those  uses  terminated,  those  that  have  been 
negotiated  and  finally  scheduled  for  termination  at  a  known  date,  and  others  that 
have  been  modified  in  some  way.  Anything  with  an  undetermined  completion  date 
is  specifically  not  included.  Also,  those  "uses"  which  surfaced  during  the 
compatibility  review  but  were  later  re.defined  as  LE  issues  are  not  included. 
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USES  MODIFIED  OR  TERMLNATED  AS  A  RESULT 

OF  THE  COMPATIBILITY  REVIEW  CONDUCTED 

PURSUANT  TO  THE  AUDUBON  SOCIETY  LAWSUIT 


Unit  State 

L  Savannah  NWR  GA 

2.  Crab  Orchard  NWR  IL 

3.  Cape  May  NWR  NJ 

4.  St.  Marks  NWR  FL 

5.  Noxubee  NWR  MS 

6.  Parker  River  NWR  MA 

7.  Target  Rock  NWR  NY 

8.  Wallkill  River  NJ 

9.  Wallkill  River  NJ 

10.  Wallkill  River  NJ 

11.  Ohio  River  WV 
Islands  NWR 

12.  Ohio  River  WV 
Islands  NWR 

13.  NinigretNWR  RI 

14.  Tishomingo  NWR  OK 

15.  Bear  Lake  NWR  ID 

16.  Grays  Lake  NWR  ID 

17.  Minidoka  NWR  ID 

18.  Minidoka  NWR  ID 

19.  SeatuckNWR  NY 

20.  Holla  Bend  AR 

2 1 .  Seatuck  NY 

22.  Salt  Plains  NWR  OK 

23.  Tennessee  NWR  TN 

24.  White  River  NWR  AR 

25.  Oyster  Bay  NWR  NY 

26.  Yukon  Delta  NWR  AK 

27.  Monte  Vista  NWR  CO 

28.  Camas  NWR  ID 

29.  TumbuU  NWR  WA 

30.  McNary  NWR  WA 

31.  Crystal  River  FL 

Question.  Have     any 

termination  of  these  activities? 


Use 

Maintenance  of  FAA  signal  tower, 
ends  1999 

Sewage  treatment,  ends  1998 
Wireless  aircraft,  ends  1996 
Beekeeping  -  Discontinued 
Camping  -  Discontinued 
Beekeeping  -  Discontinued 
Swimming/beach  use  -  Discontinued 
Grazing  -Discontinued 
Mosquito  &  other  vectors,  being 
•     modified 

Unauthorized  structures,  removed  by 

1996 

Boating,  houseboat  moorage  - 

Discontinued 

Coast  Guard  buoys,  being  moved 

Jogging  -  Modified 

Raccoon  running  with  dogs  - 

Discontinued 

Grazing  -  Discontinued 

Grazing  -  Discontinued 

Grazing  -  Discontinued 

Water  lanes  -  Discontinued 

Plant  collecting  -  Discontinued 

Grazing  -  Discontinued 

Creek  access  for  boating,  suspended 

Mining  (selenite  crystals),  modified 

Vegetation  Control,  ends  2003 

House  Boat  Moorage,  ends  2000  to 

2012 

Docks  and  piers,  remove  docks  by 

1996 

Reindeer  Grazing,  modify  to 

compliance  by  1997 

Grazing  -  Discontinued 

Grazing  -  Discontinued 

Grazing  -  Discontinued 

Swimming  and  beach  use  ~  Modified 

Recreational  uses  -  Modified 

savings      been      achieved      from     the 


Answer.  Because  the  basis  of  the  compatibility  review  was  legal  and  not 
financial,  cost  savings  were  not  tracked.  Generally,  however,  any  savings  through 
terminated  uses  were  probably  negligible,  as  they  would  have  been  offset  by  other 
costs.  These  would  have  included  loss  of  grazing  receipts,  compliance  with 
environmental  requirements  of  land  exchange  documentation,  and  various 
administrative  costs. 
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BACK  BAY  NWR 

Question.  As  you  know,  the  Senate  approved  as  part  of  the 
second  rescissions  bill  a  provision  regarding  access  to  the  Back  Bay 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Virginia.  The  provision  was  removed  in 
conference  based  in  part  on  the  Committee's  understanding  that  the 
Service  and  the  State  of  Virginia  had  resolved  their  differences.  What 
is  the  status  of  negotiations  between  the  service  and  the  State  of 
Virginia?  If  an  agreement  has  been  reached,  what  are  the  major 
elements  of  the  agreement? 

Answer.  Representatives  of  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service) 
and  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  (State)  met  in  Richmond,  Virginia  on  April  20- 
21,1 995  to  discuss  strategies  for  resolution  of  long-standing  public  use  management 
and  access  issues  at  Back  Bay  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (NWR)  and  False  Cape 
State  Park.  Service/State  representatives  agreed  to  the  following: 

1)  Service/State  agree  to  work  together  to  develop  mutually  acceptable  strategies  for 
public  use  management  at  Back  Bay  NWR  and  False  Cape  State  Park.  Service/State 
agree  that  we  have  an  opportunity  to  put  past  differences  behind  us  and  move 
forward  cooperatively.  Service/State  agree  that  the  existence  of  these  two  properties 
adjacent  to  one  another  creates  cumulative  benefits  for  wildhfe  and  the  public  which 
are  far  greater  than  could  otherwise  be  acliieved. 

2)  Service  agrees  to  issue  a  Special  Use  Permit  for  State  vehicle  access  for  the 
period  May  1,  1995  to  March  1,  1995.  Terms  of  the  permit  will  be  similar  to  1993 
Special  Use  Permit  65715. 

3)  Service  agrees  to  permit  public  access  to  the  Back  Bay  NWR  dike  road  from  May 
1,  1995  through  November  30.  1995.  The  dike  road  will  be  closed  to  public  access 
from  December  1,  1995  to  March  1,  1996,  except  for  jointly  sponsored  Service/State 
tours. 

4)  Service/State  agree  to  begin  a  joint  initiative  to  develop  a  pubhc  use  management 
strategy  plan  for  Back  Bay  NWR  and  False  Cape  State  Park,  to  be  completed  by 
March  1.  1996.  A  joint  planning  team  with  equal  Service/State  representation  will  be 
charged  with  the  responsibility  for  this  initiative.  A  major  purpose  of  this  initiative 
will  be  to  develop  a  permanent  or  acceptable  long  term  solution  to  the  issue  of  access 
to  False  Cape  State  Park. 

5)  Service/State  agree  that  Service  is  legally  mandated  to  ensure  that  permitted 
activities  on  Back  Bay  NWR  are  compatible  with  the  purposes  for  which  the  refuge 
was  established.  Service/State  agree  to  work  more  closely  in  the  evaluation  of  the 
biological  impacts  of  public  use  at  Back  Bay  NWR/False  Cape  State  Park  and  to 
explore  alternative  strategies  to  eliminate  and/or  mitigate  adverse  impacts  of  public 
use  on  wildhfe. 

6)  Service/State  agree  to  continue  cooperative  wildlife  management  activities,  such 
as  deer/hog  hunting,  pest  plant  control,  feral  horse  management  and  endangered 
species  management. 

7)  Service  agrees  to  move  ahead  expeditiously  to  reroute  access  on  the  dike  road  to 
reduce  disturbance  to  wildlife  caused  by  public  use  of  the  road. 

8)  State/Service  agree  to  cooperatively  work  together  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat 
through  land  acquisition,  lease,  partnerships  or  cooperative  agreements. 
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9)  State/Service  agree  to  jointly  pursue  opportunities  to  inform  concerned  publics 
about  ongoing  cooperative  efforts.  Publics  will  include  media,  US  Congress,  the 
Virginia  General  Assembly,  support  groups  and  other  interested  organizations. 

NAFTA 

Question.  A  $376,000  increase  in  Resource  Protection  is 
requested  for  NAFTA  activities.  Is  this  increase  attributable  to  a 
particular  provision  of  NAFTA? 

Answer.  Article  1,  section  (c),  of  the  North  American  Agreement  on 
Environmental  Cooperation,  states  as  one  of  its  objectives  to  "increase  cooperation 
between  the  Parties  to  better  conserve,  protect,  and  enhance  the  environment, 
including  wild  flora  and  fauna".  In  addition.  Article  10,  section  (i),  describes  among 
the  functions  of  the  Commission  for  Environmental  Cooperation  (CEC),  created  by 
this  Agreement  to  implement  its  objectives;  "the  conservation  and  protection  of  wild 
flora  and  fauna  and  their  habitat,  and  specially  protected  natural  areas".  There  are 
nine  National  Wildlife  Refuges  located  along  the  U.S./Mexico  border.  These  sites 
carry  a  burden  of  management  challenges  and  face  new  or  increasing  pressures 
associated  with  NAFTA-induced  development  and  its  associated  human  population 
growth  in  the  border  region.  The  $376,000  increase  will  address  needs  cenU-al  to 
preserving  the  core  natural  resource  functions  of  these  refuges  while  expanding 
conservation  efforts  throughout  the  border  region. 

Question.  Please  supply  for  the  record  a  breakdown  of  funds 
requested  for  NAFTA-related  activities,  as  well  as  a  brief  description 
of  how  these  funds  will  be  used  and  whether  the  request  is  linked  to  a 
particular  provision  of  NAFTA. 

Answer.  The  following  table  provides  a  breakdown  of  funds  requested  for 
NAFTA-related  activities. 

FY  1996  Request 
Program  Element  (SOOO) 

Ecological    Services  1,099 

Endangered  Species  899 

Habitat  Conservation  200 

Environmental  Contaminants  0 

Refuges  and  Wildlife  2,683 

Refuge  Oper.  &  Maint.  1 ,000 

Law  Enforcement  1 ,498 

Migratory  Bird  Management  185 

General  Administration  225 

International  Affairs  225 

TOTAL  4,007 

The  use  of  these  funds  is  directly  linked  to  actions  in  6  border  ecosystems  and  the 
plans  developed  for  these  areas.  The  purpose  of  these  actions  are  to:  a)  increase 
wildlife  agents  and  inspectors  at  key  border  crossings;  b)  manage  declining  or 
threatened  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant  communities  in  the  region  before  they  become 
endangered;  c)  implement  management  plans  for  crucial  ecosystems  to  restore 
important  habitats;  d)  study  the  hydrology  of  key  watersheds;  e)  provide  training  to 
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Mexican  biologists,  natural  resource  managers  and  other  professionals  on  managing 
shared  fish  and  wildlife;  and  f)  support  environmental  education  and  public  outreach 
efforts  in  both  English  and  Spanish  languages. 

This  request  is  linked  to  the  following  NAFTA  provisions: 

•  Article  1,  section  (g),  of  the  North  American  Agreement  on  Environmental 
Cooperation,  which  describes  as  one  of  its  objectives  to  "enhance  compliance  with, 
and  enforcement  of,  environmental  laws  and  regulations". 

•  Article  10,  section  (i)  of  the  Agreement,  which  describes  "the  conservation  and 
protection  of  wild  flora  and  fauna  and  their  habitat,  and  specially  protected  natural 
areas"  as  one  of  the  functions  of  the  Commission  for  Environmental  Cooperation 
(CEC),  created  by  this  Agreement  to  implement  its  objectives. 

•  Article  10,  section  (j)  which  describes  "the  protection  of  endangered  and 
threatened  species"  as  another  function  of  the  CEC. 

NATIONAL  PERFORMANCE  REVIEW 

Question.  As  part  of  Phase  II  of  the  National  Performance 
Review,  the  Service  has  proposed  to  terminate  its  private  land 
restoration  program,  divest  Waterfowl  Production  Areas  and 
Coordination  Areas,  and  devolve  an  additional  15  fish  hatcheries  to 
the  states.  Can  you  provide  more  detail  regarding  the  NPR-II 
proposal? 

Answer.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  announced  proposals  to  reduce 
significantly  the  size  of  the  Department  and  improve  its  efficiency.  Three  of  the 
programs  are  within  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  may  present 
opportunities  to  transfer  responsibilities  to  the  states. 

The  first  proposal  is  to  close  or  transfer  10  national  fish  hatcheries  to  the  states  in  FY 
1996.  In  FY  1997,  as  many  as  15  additional  hatcheries,  as  necessary  to  achieve  FY 
1997  savings  of  S3. 5  million,  will  be  proposed  for  closure  or  transfer.  For  the  1996 
transfers,  the  Service  is  offering  to  provide  3  years  of  grant  funding  to  assist  in  the 
transition  of  those  10  facilities  to  Sate  operation.  Currently,  there  is  no  specific 
source  of  funds  identified  for  similar  assistance  in  1997.  However,  states  may  use 
funds  from  its  Wallop-Breaux  apportionment  to  operate  a  transferred  hatchery. 

The  Service  also  proposed  to  transfer  to  willing  states  the  management  of  Waterfowl 
Production  Areas  (WPAs)  and  fee  title  ownership  of  Coordination  Areas.  No 
funding  will  be  available  to  transfer  to  the  states  for  the  implementation  of 
management  agreements,  nor  for  management  of  Coordination  Areas.  The  Service 
will  continue  to  maintain  general  management  oversight  to  ensure  that  WPAs  are 
managed  in  accordance  with  refuge  purposes,  but  states  will  be  responsible  for  day- 
to-day  operational  decisions. 

A  third  proposal  is  to  eliminate  the  $7.2  million  Partners  for  Wildlife  program  for 
restoration  of  trust  species  habitat  on  private  lands.  Under  this  proposal,  in  FY  1997 
the  Service  would  not  enter  into  new  voluntary  cost-share  agreements  with  private 
landowners  and  will  seek  to  transfer,  to  willing  states,  the  management  of  the 
estimated  15,000  existing  agreements,  covering  roughly  350,000  acres  of  restored 
habitat.  No  funds  for  managing  existing  agreements  or  for  conducting  additional 
restoration  projects  will  be  available  for  transfer  to  the  states.  The  Service  will 
provide   interested  states  to  design  their  own    private   lands   habitat   restoration 
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programs  and  to  continue  habitat  restoration  programs  in  cooperation  with 
landowners. 

Since  the  NPR-II  proposal  was  announced  in  late  March,  the  Department  and  the 
White  House  have  received  numerous  statements  from  private  landowners, 
conservation  organizations,  state  and  local  governments,  conservation  districts,  and 
other  interests  requesting  that  the  Department  retain  the  Service's  Partners  for 
Wildlife  program.  Due  to  this  overwhelming  response  and  the  advantages  of 
retaining  this  successful  and  cost-effective  program.  The  Department  will  retain  the 
program  in  the  FY  1997  budget  request  currently  being  developed. 

Question.  Are  statutory  changes  required  for  any  of  these 
initiatives?     If  so,  when  will  such  changes  be  proposed? 

Answer.  Statutory  changes  are  not  necessary  to  implement  the  proposals 
regarding  hatcheries,  waterfowl  production  areas  or  private  lands.  Authority  exists 
(16  use  6676)  to  administratively  transfer  fee  title  in  hatchery  facilities  at  no  cost. 
The  Service  would  propose  legislation  when  states  express  interest  in  hatchery 
transfers.  Initially,  the  transfers  will  be  based  on  Memoranda  of  Understanding 
between  the  Service  and  each  interested  party.  The  Service  does  not  intend  to 
continue  to  maintain  the  hatcheries  proposed  for  transfer.  If  the  facilities  cannot  be 
transferred  to  the  States  or  other  interested  parties,  they  will  be  placed  under 
custodial  protection  until  they  can  be  disposed  of  through  the  General  Services 
Administration. 

Management  of  WPAs,  whether  conducted  directly  by  the  Service  or  through 
management  agreements  with  states,  must  be  accomplished  in  accordance  with  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act  and  other  applicable  laws. 
With  that  recognition,  the  Service  has  statutory  authorization  to  enter  into 
management  agreements  with  states  and  can  begin  negotiations  with  willing  states 
immediately.  Transfer  of  fee  tide  interest  in  Coordination  Areas  will  require 
legislation;  therefore,  the  Service  would  like  an  indication  of  state  interest  in  order  to 
prepare  the  required  legislative  proposals. 

Question.  Will  an  FY  96  budget  amendment  be  submitted 
reflecting  these  proposals?  Regardless,  please  identify  where  funding 
for  the  affected  programs  appears  in  the  FY  1996  budget  justification. 

Answer.  No  budget  amendment  is  necessary  for  FY  1996.  These 
proposals  cannot  be  implemented  until  FY  1997.  The  reductions  for  transfer  of 
hatcheries  to  states  are  realized  in  the  Fisheries,  Hatchery  Operations  and 
Maintenance  and  Maintenance  and  Rehabilitation  subactivities  of  the  Resource 
Management  account.  The  Partners  for  Wildlife  program  is  located  in  the  Trust 
Species  Habitat  subactivity  of  Ecological  Services,  also  in  Resource  Management,  as 
is  the  Refuges  subactivity  which  contains  the  Waterfowl  Production  Areas  within  the 
Refuge  Operations  and  Maintenance  subactivity. 

Question.  What  are  the  estimated  savings  attributable  to  this 
proposal?     Each  element  of  the  proposal? 
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Answer.  The  total  4-year  savings  (Pf  1997-2000)  are  $16  million.  The 
proposal  to  share  management  of  Waterfowl  Management  Areas  and  divest 
ownership  of  Coordination  Areas  will  save  $0.5  million  annually  for  a  4-year  total  of 
$2  million.  The  proposal  to  divest  hatcheries  will  save  $3.5  million  annually  for  a  4- 
year  total  of  $14  million. 

MIGRATORY  BIRD  MANAGEMENT 

Question.  What  is  the  status  of  the  proposed  rule  for  the 
incidental  take  of  endangered  and  threatened  migratory  birds? 

Answer.  Review  of  the  proposed  rule  is  still  ongoing.  The  Service  is 
amending  the  current  package  to  include  bald  eagle  permitting  procedures  and 
resubmitting  it  for  approval.  This  revised  package  is  currently  in  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  for  review. 

Question.  $2,612,000  is  requested  for  the  North  American 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan.  Does  this  amount  include  funding  for 
the  Pacific  Coast  Joint  Venture  and  the  Inter-mountain  West  Joint 
Venture?  If  so,  how  much?  If  not,  why  not?  How  much  would  be 
required  to  fund  these  positions? 

Answer.  The  requested  funding  would  support  joint  venture  coordination 
for  7  of  the  current  1 1  habitat  joint  ventures  in  the  United  States.  These  7  were  the 
highest  priority  and  first  set  of  joint  ventures  established  under  the  North  American 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan.  As  the  4  more  recent  joint  ventures  have  been 
established  (Pacific  Coast  Joint  Venture,  Upper  Mississippi  River/Great  Lakes 
Region  Joint  Venture.  Rainwater  Basin  Joint  Venture  and  Inter-mountain  West  Joint 
Venture),  no  additional  funding  has  been  obtained  for  their  support.  Their  existence 
is  due  in  large  part  to  cooperative  support  provided  by  joint  venture  partners,  not  to 
support  from  joint  venture  coordination  funds. 

Coordination  funding  needs  for  the  Pacific  Coast  Joint  Venture  and  Inter-mountain 
West  Joint  Venture  are  estimated  as  follows. 

Pacific  Coast  Joint  Venture  $  1 40,000 

Inter-mountain  West  Joint  Venture  $227,000 

It  should  be  noted  that  these  are  not  project  dollars  but  are  used  to  provide 
coordination  services/planning,  tracking,  evaluation,  communications,  and  travel). 
These  activities  provide  the  foundation  to  enable  joint  venture  partners  to  accomplish 
the  habitat  projects  that  run  into  many  millions  of  dollars. 

WALNUT  CREEK  NWR 

Question.  In  recent  years  Congress  has  appropriated  money  for 
facilities  at  the  Walnut  Creek  refuge.  What  is  the  recent  history  of 
appropriations  for  Walnut  Creek? 
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Answer.  Walnut  Creek's  constaiction  funding  history  is  listed  below: 


FY  1991 
FY  1992 
FY  1993 
FY  1994 
FY  1995 
Total 


$  3.1M 
$13.5M 
$      0 
$  5.3M 
$  6.0M 


$27.9M 


Question.  Is  further  funding  required  to  complete  work 
currently  underway? 

Answer.  Work  currently  underway  can  be  completed  without  additional 
funding.  Phase  11  of  the  project  would  provide  for  construction  as  described  in  the 
refuge  master  plan. 

Question.     If  so,  why  was  funding  not  requested? 

Answer.  Within  the  constrained  budget  target  for  FY  1996  the  Service 
requested  only  its  highest  priority  construction  projects.  Public  use  facilities  are  the 
lowest  priority  so  this  project  was  not  included  in  the  1996  budget  request. 

Question.     How  much  is  required? 

Answer.  To  open  and  operate  this  major  facility,  in  FY  1996  the  Service 
estimates  an  additional  $4.6M  to  complete  the  Phase  II  construction  as  shown  below: 


II 


PHASE 
CONSTRUCTION: 

Mobilization,  General  Conditions 

Research  Quarters 

Prairie  Study  Area 

Auto  Tour  Route 

Entrance  Road 

Entry  Kiosk  &  Road 

Bison/Elk  Handling  Facihty 

Construction  Contingency 

Design/Solicitation 

Subtotal 


573,105 
626,000 
570,000 
290,000 
944,000 
400,000 
200,000 
291,200 
71.488 
3,965.793 


PRAIRIE 

DEVELOPMENT: 

SUBTOTAL: 


RECONSTRUCTION/REFUGE 
614,207 
TOTAL:  4,580,000 

However,  this  project  was  not  included  in  the  President's  Budget. 

FISHERIES 

HATCHERY  MAINTENANCE 

Question.  Despite  the  fact  there  is  a  maintenance  backlog  of 
some  $155  million  in  the  hatchery  system,  you  have  requested  only 
$6.4     million     for    Hatchery     Maintenance    and    Rehabilitation     —     a 
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reduction  of  $2.5  million  from  the  FY  1995  level.  If  funded  at  the 
level  requested,  will  the  maintenance  backlog  in  the  hatchery  system 
increase,  decrease,  or  remain  at  the  current  level? 

Answer.  As  of  June  1995,  the  total  maintenance/constniction  backlog  for 
National  Fish  Hatcheries,  Fish  Technology  Centers,  and  Fish  Health  Labs  is  $152 
million.  Of  this  amount,  $59  milUon  is  identified  in  projects  for  Resource 
Management  Account  funding  and  $93  million  is  identified  for  Construction  Account 
(rehabilitation)  projects.  Maintenance  of  National  Fish  Hatcheries  and  related 
facilities  is  very  important  for  continuing  hatchery  program  objectives  in  a  cost- 
effective  manner.  During  the  past  two  years,  funding  has  been  directed  to  National 
Fish  Hatcheries  and  Fish  Technology  Centers  being  used  to  propagate  and  recover 
threatened  and  endangered  fishes,  a  commitment  to  improve  facilities  and 
technologies.  This  will  be  continued.  Through  the  Maintenance  Management 
System,  the  Service  has  been  able  to  establish  priorities  for  critical  maintenance 
needs.  The  modest  increases  for  hatchery  maintenance  over  the  past  few  years  have 
allowed  the  Service  to  concentrate  on  the  highest  priority  cyclical  maintenance 
projects.  However,  the  current  level  of  funding  will  not  significantly  reduce  the 
Nationwide  maintenance  and  rehabilitation  backlog. 

Question.  Could  you  provide  for  the  record  a  breakdown  of  the 
maintenance  backlog  that  shows  how  much  of  the  backlog  is  for 
health  and  safety  projects,  how  much  is  for  protecting  water  supplies, 
how  much  is  for  energy  efficiency,  etc.? 

Answer.  The  total  maintenance/construction  backlog  for  National  Fish 
Hatcheries.  Fish  Technology  Centers,  and  Fish  Health  Labs  is  $155  million.  Only 
1.3  percent,  or  $2  million  dollars,  is  for  safety  related  projects.  A  further 
breakdown  of  the  types  of  projects  that  make  up  the  backlog  include:  water 
management  facilities  ($81  million),  roads  and  trails  ($9  million),  buildings  ($34 
million),  utility  systems  ($15  million),  transportation  and  other  equipment  ($9 
million),  and  other  structures  and  facilities  ($7  million). 

Question.  The  Service  is  requesting  legislative  language  that 
would  provide  no-year  authority  for  $26  million  budgeted  for 
hatchery  maintenance.  What  is  the  basis  for  this  request?  Is  similar 
authority  granted  for  maintenance  funding  in  other  Interior  agencies? 
If  not,  what  makes  hatcheries  different?  Would  two  year  or  three  year 
authority  be  adequate  to  address  the  Service's  concerns? 

Answer.  Under  the  constraints  of  the  annual  appropriation  process,  work 
necessary  to  design  and  carry  out  the  contracting  process  for  rehabilitation  or 
replacement  of  specialized  structures  and  equipment  generally  can  not  be  completed 
until  late  in  the  fiscal  year.  This  places  a  burden  on  the  Service  to  receive  and 
process  bids  from  potential  contractors  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  especially  if  the 
solicitations  need  to  be  re-advertised.  The  result  is  often  a  delay  in  accomplishment 
of  high  priority  rehabilitation  projects.  If  contracts  can  not  be  awarded  for  the  higher 
priority  rehabilitation  projects  due  to  time  constraints,  funds  are  generally  used  on 
lower  priority  equipment  replacement  needs  or  minor  cyclical  maintenance  projects 
and  the  rehabilitation  projects  are  postponed  until  the  next  fiscal  year.  For  example, 
in  FY  1994,  a  major  rehabilitation  project  to  replace  a  water  treatment  system  at  the 
Gavins  Point  National  Fish  Hatchery,  SD,  was  postponed.  The  project  had  been  set 
aside  for  small  business  and  bids  were  only  received  from  larger  firms.  It  was  too 
late  in  the  fiscal  year  to  re-advertise  the  project  and  funds  identified  for  this  project 
were  applied  toward  other  minor  cyclical  maintenance  and  equipment  need  of  the 
Region.    The  rehabilitation  project  is  currently  being  addressed  during  FY  1995, 
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creating  a  year  long  delay  in  accomplishment  of  this  higher  priority  maintenance 
need.  If  funding  had  been  available  until  expended,  the  project  would  have  been  re- 
advertised  in  late  FY  1994  and  completed  in  FY  1995.  Authority  has  been  granted  to 
National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  to  address  maintenance  needs  over  a  two  year 
fiscal  period.  Conference  Reports  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  provided  authority  to 
NBS  for  two  year  funding  of  all  accounts,  including  maintenance.  In  addition,  FY 
1995  appropriations  provided  by  Congress  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  for  management  of  lands  and  resources,  including  maintenance  of  facilities, 
remain  available  until  expended.  While  the  Service  would  prefer  no-year  authority, 
two  year  or  three  year  authority  would  provide  for  a  more  effective  use  of 
maintenance  funds  and  in  most  cases  allow  adequate  time  for  requisite  planning  and 
design,  permitting  and  inspection  phases  of  maintenance  project  completion. 

TRANSFERS  OF  HATCHERIES  TO  STATES 

Question.  The  FY  1996  request  proposes  to  close  or  transfer  to 
the  states  11  hatcheries.  The  Department  has  subsequently  proposed 
to  divest  of  an  additional  15  hatcheries  as  part  of  Phase  II  of  the 
National  Performance  Review.  What  criteria  were  used  to  determine 
which  hatcheries  are  to  be  transferred?  How  were  these  criteria 
developed? 

Answer.  In  the  development  of  the  list  of  proposed  hatchery  transfers 
included  in  the  1996  budget  a  three-step  method  was  used  to  evaluate  all  74 
hatcheries  in  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System.  A  different  set  of  criteria  were 
applied  in  each  of  the  three  steps,  ultimately  leading  to  a  list  of  candidates.  The  three 
steps  used  to  identify  candidates  for  potential  transfer  or  closure  were:  STEP  ONE: 
All  74  National  Fish  Hatcheries  were  evaluated  against  the  following  three  criteria: 

1)  Does  the  facility  make  an  integral  contribution  to  the  general  stewardship  of  our 
Nation's  fisheries?  2)  Does  the  hatchery  contribute  directly  to  achieving  one  or  more 
of  the  strategies  in  the  Service's  "Action  Plan  for  Fishery  Resources"?  3) 
Does  the  hatchery  provide  a  broad  and  significant  benefit  to  the  public?  All  74 
hatcheries  met  each  of  these  criteria.  They  were  then  evaluated  against  the  following 
five  additional  criteria:  4)  Does  the  hatchery  have  statutorily  mandated  or  implied 
responsibilities  for  mitigating  the  adverse  effects  of  Federal  water  development 
projects?  5)  Does  the  facility  contribute  to  major  programs  for  restoring 
interjurisdictional  resources  of  national  significance?  6)  Does  the  facility  contribute 
to  major  programs  for  recovering  species  that  have  been  designated  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  as  endangered,  threatened,  or  candidate  species?  7)  Does 
the  facility  contribute  to  major  programs  for  managing  fish  on  Service  lands?  8) 
Does  the  facility  provide  a  broad  support  function  (e.g.  provide  broodstock)  for 
other  hatcheries  engaged  in  restoring  fish  populations  or  mitigating  adverse  effects  of 
water  development.  fHatcheries  that  did  not  have  75%  or  more  of  their  production 
directed  toward  higher  priority  activities  were  considered  candidates  for  transfer  and 
evaluated  further!.  STEP  TWO:  Most  of  the  Service's  hatcheries  met  criteria  1-8. 
The  ones  that  did  not  were  then  evaluated  in  terms  of  their  uniqueness  or  outstanding 
features,  using  the  following  attributes:    1)  An  unusually  large  production  capacity; 

2)  An  unusually  large  supply  of  high-quality  water;  3)  An  unusually  modem  and 
technologically-advanced  water  treatment  and  delivery  system;  4)  An  unusually 
effective  or  extensive  public  use  or  public  education  program  (e.g.  handicapped 
fishing  areas);  5)  An  unusually  important  or  strategic  geographic  location:  6)  An 
unusually  important  capacity  to  absorb  any  higher-priority  production  activities  that 
might  be  lost  by  closing  facilities  that  are  primarily,  but  not  exclusively,  involved  in 
lower-priority  activities;  and  7)  An  unusually  important  relationship  to  the  effective 
and  efficient  operation  of  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System  as  a  whole. 
{ Hatcheries  exhibiting  these  attributes  were  not  considered  further.   The  remainine 
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hatcheries  were  then  evaluated  against  two  additional  criteria].  STEP  THREE:  The 
following  two  criteria  were  used  to  evaluate  the  production  of  the  hatcheries  that 
were  not  found  to  possess  unique  or  outstanding  attributes:  1)  Does  the  facility 
contribute  to  assisting  other  Federal  agencies  (e.g.  Forest  Service,  National  Park 
Service)  meet  their  fisheries  responsibihties  on  or  off  their  lands?  2)  Does  the 
facility  engage  in  production  activities  which  are  integral  to  the  Service's  meeting  its 
trust  responsibilities  to  Indian  Tribes?  [The  candidates  for  transfer  were  arrayed  in 
terms  of  the  magnitude  of  their  contributions  to  the  lower-priority  work  areas 
reflected  in  these  two  criteria]. 

Question.  Were  the  States,  the  fishing  industry  or  other 
entities  outside  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  consulted  in  the 
developing  the  list? 

Answer.  As  the  reduction  of  $2.1  million  for  hatchery  operations  was  an 
outcome  of  the  Secretarial  decision-making  process  on  the  FY  1996  budget,  the 
Service  did  not  have  the  opportunity  to  engage  in  consultations  with  the  affected 
States,  the  fishing  industry,  or  other  entities  prior  to  making  the  recommendation 
proposing  the  transfer  or  close  of  hatcheries  in  the  FY  1996  President's  Budget. 
The  list  of  proposed  facilities  was  developed  internally  in  response  to  this  reduction 
in  the  Fisheries  Program's  FY  1996  budget. 

Question.  Of  the  facilities  proposed  to  be  transferred,  which 
ones  have  mitigation  as  a  project  purpose? 

Answer.  Fish  production  from  the  ten  National  Fish  Hatcheries  (NFH) 
proposed  for  transfer  primarily  supports  programs  for  non-migratory  fish  (i.e., 
inland  stocking  of  fish  for  State  fisheries  programs  and  on  Federal  lands).  Of  the  ten 
hatcheries.  Wolf  Creek  and  Walhalla  National  Fish  Hatcheries  have  mitigation  as  a 
primary  and  secondary  purpose  respectively.  Approximately  70  percent  of  the 
production  from  the  Wolf  Creek  NFH  supports  mitigation  of  Federal  water 
development  projects,  specifically  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineer  constructed  dams 
in  Georgia.  Kentucky,  and  Tennessee.  Only  10  percent  of  the  fish  production  from 
Walhalla  NFH  is  mitigation  stocking  as  a  result  of  a  Federal  water  development 
project  on  the  Savannah  River. 

Question.  The  request  states  that  a  three  year  grant  program 
will  be  established  to  facilitate  the  transfer  of  the  hatcheries  to  the 
States.  During  the  first  year,  there  will  be  no  cost  to  the  States 
according  to  the  request.  Yet  at  the  same  time,  you  are  proposing 
reductions  of  $2.1  million  in  hatchery  operations  and  $2.5  million  in 
hatchery  maikitenance,  both  of  which  are  attributed  to  the  hatchery 
transfers.  Offsetting  these  decreases  are  a  $1  million  increase  in 
General  Administration  and  a  $2  million  earmark  in  the  Sport  Fish 
Restoration  Account.  According  to  these  numbers,  the  hatcheries  to 
be  transferred  will  be  $1.6  million  short  of  FY  1995  funding  levels. 
Is  this  true,  or  does  additional  funding  appear  elsewhere  in  the  budget 
request? 

Answer.  The  reduction  of  $2.1  million  for  hatchery  operations  related  to 
the  closure  of  10  National  Fish  Hatcheries.  Only  a  portion  of  the  $2.5  million 
reduction  of  hatchery  maintenance  is  related  to  the  proposal  to  transfer  10  hatcheries. 
The  $1  million  increase  in  General  Administrations  is  for  separation  costs  and  costs 
for  relocation  of  personnel  displaced  as  a  result  of  transfer  of  hatchery  facilities.  The 
$2  million  is  earmarked  in  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  for  a  grant  program  to 
allow  the  States  an  opportunity  to  assume  operation  of  the  hatcheries  at  no  cost  the 
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first  year  and  at  a  declining  rate  the  second  and  third  year.  The  $2  million  from  the 
Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  is  to  provide  for  the  operational  costs  of  the  ten 
hatcheries  if  transferred  to  the  States.  This  money  can  not  be  used  to  cover  hatchery 
maintenance. 

Question.  If  there  will  be  a  $1.6  million  shortfall  and  the 
States  will  be  held  harmless,  what  functions  will  not  be  performed? 

Answer.  There  is  not  a  $1.6  million  shortfall.  The  $2  million  from  the 
Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  will  provide  for  100  percent  reimbursement  for  the 
operational  costs  of  the  ten  hatcheries  if  transferred  to  the  States. 

,  Question.  What  has  been  the  response  from  the  recreational 
fishing  community  from  the  proposal  to  use  Sport  Fish  Restoration 
monies  for  the  hatchery  transfers?  Is  use  of  Sport  Fish  money  for  the 
transfers  within  the  authorized  purposes  of  the  Sport  Fish  Account? 

Answer.  With  the  exception  of  the  States  that  have  shown  an  interest  in 
assuming  operations  of  the  hatcheries  proposed  for  transfer  or  closure,  the 
recreational  fishing  community  is  almost  universally  opposed  to  the  use  of  Sport 
Fish  Restoration  Program  monies  to  fund  the  hatchery  transfer  grants.  Those  that 
are  opposed  to  the  use  of  Sport  Fish  Restoration  monies  feel  that  this  is  not  an 
appropriate  use  of  these  funds  and  that  they  should  be  apportioned  to  States. 

The  Service's  position,  however,  is  that  use  of  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Program 
monies  to  fund  the  proposed  hatchery  transfers  is  an  appropriate  and  authorized  use 
of  the  Sport  Fish  Account.  The  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Program  is  part  of  the 
Service's  Federal  Aid  Program,  and  is  conducted  under  authority  of  the  Federal  Aid 
in  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Act  (commonly  known  as  the  Dingell-Johnson  or  D-J 
Act),  16  U.S.C.  Ill -111k,  as  amended.  The  Act  provides  generally  for  financial 
aid  to  States  and  Territories  for  sport  fish  restoration  projects.  Section  4  of  the  Act, 
16  U.S.C.  777c.  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (Secretary)  to  expend 
monies  for  "his  expenses  in  the  conduct  of  necessary  investigations,  administrative, 
and  the  execution  of  this  [Act]...." 

Specific  authority  for  the  Service  to  make  grants  is  found  in  section  1  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (Coordination  Act),  16  U.S.C.  661,  wherein  it  is 
provided  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  "to  provide  assistance  to,  and 
cooperate  with.  Federal,  State,  and  public  or  private  agencies  and  organizations 
in. ..carrying  out  other  measures  necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  [the 
Coordination  Act]." 

Specifically,  a  grant  agreement  is  used  when: 

(1)  the  principal  purpose  of  the  relationship  is  to  transfer  a  thing  of  value  to 
the. ..recipient  to  carry  out  a  public  purpose  of  support  or  stimulation 
authorized  by  a  law  of  the  United  States  instead  of  acquiring. ..property  or 
services  for  the  direct  benefit  or  use  of  the  United  States  Government;  and 

(2)  substantial  involvement  is  not  expected  between  the  executive  agency 
and  the... recipient  when  carrying  out  the  activity  contemplated  in  the 
agreement. 

While  section  4  of  the  D-J  Act  does  not  contemplate  the  issuance  of  grants,  implicit 
in  the  Secretan-'s  authority  to  administer  the  Act  is  his  authority  to  enter  into 
contracts  to  acquire  property  or  services  for  the  direct  benefit  of  the  Government. 
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Additionally,  in  light  of  Comptroller  General's  rulings  on  grant  authority,  the  above 
language  —  "to  provide  assistance  to"  —  is  sufficient  authority  for  the  Secretary  to 
make  grants  for  the  purpose  of  transferring  hatcheries  to  the  States. 

Question.  What  has  been  the  response  to  the  budget  proposal 
from  the  affected  states?  Are  any  states  prepared  to  accept  hatcheries? 
Please  be  specific  from  hatchery  to  hatchery. 

Answer.  Most  of  the  affected  States  have  either  stated  that  they  are  not 
interested  in  assuming  operations  of  the  hatcheries  proposed  for  transfer  or  closure, 
or  they  have  taken  a  wait-and-see  position.  Of  the  affected  States,  South  Carolina  is 
the  only  State  that  has  indicated  strong  interest  in  the  transfer  of  a  hatchery.  South 
Carolina  has  discussed  the  proposed  transfer  of  Walhalla  National  Fish  Hatchery 
with  both  the  Director  and  the  Southeast  Regional  Director.  A  meeting,  between  the 
Region  and  South  Carolina  personnel,  was  held  on  May  31,  1995,  to  begin  transfer 
negotiations. 

The  other  affected  States  (Alabama,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Mississippi,  New  Mexico, 
North  Carolina,  Te.xas,  and  West  Virginia)  have  either  indicated  that  they  are  not 
interested  in  assuming  operations  of  the  facilities  proposed  for  transfer  or  closure,  or 
that  they  plan  to  wait  until  October  1,  1995,  before  they  make  a  decision. 

Tlie  following  is  a  hatchery-by-hatchery  summary  of  the  interest  that  has  been 
indicated  by  the  affected  States  to  the  proposed  transfer/closure  of  Service  hatcheries 
at  the  time  this  record  was  prepared: 

Inks  Dam  NFH,  Texas:  The  State  of  Texas  has  indicated  in  telephone  and  other 
communications  that  they  are  not  interested  in  assuming  operations  of  the  Inks 
Dam  NFH  or  the  Uvalde  NFH  (Uvalde  NFH  is  not  proposed  for  transfer  or 
closure).  However,  as  an  aside,  they  might  be  interested  in  the  National 
Biological  Service  (NBS)  facility  at  San  Marcos,  Texas  (formerly  San  Marcos 
National  Fish  Hatchery  &  Technology  Center). 

Mescalero  NFH.  New  Mexico:  The  State  of  New  Mexico  has  indicated  in 
telephone  and  other  communications  that  they  are  not  interested  in  assuming 
operations  of  the  Mescalero  NFH.  Since  the  Mescalero  NFH  is  located  on  Tribal 
land  (the  Mescalero  Apache  Reservation),  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  the  State  of 
New  Mexico  could  assume  operations  of  the  facility  even  if  they  wanted  to.  The 
Mescalero  Apache  and  other  Tribes  and  Pueblos  in  the  area  are  opposed  to 
transfer  of  the  hatchery  to  the  State  or  to  the  Mescalero  Apache  Tribe. 

Carbon  Hill  NFH.  Alabama:  Alabama  has  shown  no  interest  in  the  Carbon  Hill 
NFH. 

Bo  Ginn  NFH  and  Chattahoochee  Forest  NFH,  Georgia:  Georgia  has  made 
inquiries  concerning  the  Chattahoochee  Forest  NFH,  but  they  do  not  appear  to 
be  interested  in  the  Bo  Ginn  NFH.  As  with  several  of  the  other  hatcheries 
proposed  for  transfer  or  closure.  State  fish  and  wildlife  personnel  have  visited 
both  hatcheries,  but  they  have  not  officially  indicated  an  interest  in  either 
hatchery.  Their  earlier  interest  in  the  Chattahoochee  Forest  NFH  has  abated 
somewhat. 

Wolf  Creek  NFH,  Kentucky:  Kentucky  has  not  shown  an  interest  in  assuming 
operations  of  the  Wolf  Creek  NFH. 


224 

Meridian  NFH,  Mississippi:  Mississippi  has  shown  some  interest  in  assuming 
operation  of  the  hatchery.  It  should  be  strongly  noted  that  while  Mississippi  has 
shown  an  interest,  there  has  been  no  official  contact  stating  their  interest  in  the 
proposed  transfer.  Like  several  other  States,  all  they  have  done  so  far  is  to 
request  additional  information. 

McKinney  Lake  NFH,  North  Carolina:  North  Carolina  has  shown  some  interest 
in  assuming  operations  of  the  McKinney  Lake  NFH,  but  not  as  a  hatchery. 
North  Carolina  appears  to  be  interested  in  turning  the  facility  into  a  wildlife 
management  area. 

Walhalla  NFH,  South  Carolina:  South  CaroUna  has  initiated  official  transfer 
discussions  with  the  Service  for  transfer  of  the  Walhalla  NFH. 

Bowden  NFH,  West  Virginia:  West  Virginia  has  indicated  in  a  strongly  worded 
letter  to  the  Director  that  they  are  opposed  to  the  transfer  or  closure  of  the 
Bowden  facility. 

Valley  City  NFH,  North  Dakota:  This  facility  will  remain  operational  in  FY 
1996  and  is  no  longer  proposed  for  transfer. 

LOWER  SNAKE  RIVER  COMPENSATION  PLAN 

Question.  Salmon  harvest  is  one  of  the  "4H's"  contributing  to 
the  decline  of  many  Northwest  salmon  runs.  The  Northwest  Power 
Planning  Council,  the  Snake  River  Salmon  Recovery  Team  and  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  have  all  suggested  that 
increased  use  of  selective  harvest  techniques  could  help  protect  weak 
wild  stocks.  But  for  selective  harvest  to  occur  there  must  be  a 
practical  means  of  distinguishing  wild  fish  from  hatchery  fish.  Are 
fish  from  Lower  Snake  Compensation  hatcheries  currently  being 
marked?  If  so  what  percentage  of  fish  are  being  marked?  If  not.  why 
not. 

Answer.  All  salmon,  as  well  as  steelhead,  being  released  from  Lower 
Snake  River  Compensation  Plan  (LSRCP)  hatcheries  are  being  marked  with  a 
distinguishing  mark,  that  if  caught  or  capmred  would  be  identified  as  a  hatchery 
produced  fish.  Marking  of  all  LSRCP  releases  began  in  1992  and  will  continue  into 
the  foreseeable  future. 

Question.  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  cooperation 
with  other  hatchery  managers,  have  any  plans  to  increase  the  number 
of  salmon  from  the  Lower  Snake  Compensation  Plan  hatcheries  that 
are  marked? 

Answer.  A  total  of  approximately  13,000,000  salmon  and  steelhead 
weighing  approximately  1.700,000  pounds  were  marked  and  released  from  LSRCP 
hatcheries  last  year.  The  average  releases  from  these  facilities  over  the  past  5  years 
has  been  approximately  15,000,000  salmon  and  steelhead  and  has  been  as  high  as 
20,000,000.  Theoretically,  if  adult  returns  are  high  enough  in  any  year,  we  would 
be  releasing  20,000,000  fish  from  LSRCP  hatcheries,  all  of  which  would  be 
marked.  This  would  mean  marking  between  5,000,000  to  7,000,000  additional  fish 
in  any  one  year. 

Question.  Based  on  current  and  planned  production,  how  much 
would  it  cost  to  implement  a  comprehensive  marking  program? 
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Answer.  Last  year  complete  marking  costs  totaled  approximately  $1.3 
million.  Increased  production  resulting  in  increased  marking  would  cost  an 
additional  $500,000  to  $700,000  depending  on  adult  returns  and  numbers  released 
from  a  particular  brood  year. 

Question.  The  Compensation  Plan  has  provided  funding  for  the 
operation  of  the  Lyons  Ferry  hatchery  in  Washington  to  mitigate  for 
Snake  River  fall  chinook.  I  understand  that  broodstock  for  this 
hatchery  comes  from  about  1,500  wild  Snake  River  fall  chinook  taken 
annually  at  Ice  Harbor  Dam.  Why  aren't  these  Lyons  Ferry  fall 
chinook  being  used  to  rebuild  the  listed  population  of  Snake  River  fall 
chinook  through  outplanting,  particularly  since  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  recognizes  the  use  of  propagation  and  transplantation  as 
an  acceptable  conservation  method? 

Answer.  Fall  chinook  broodstock  at  Lyons  Ferry  Fish  Hatchery  (FH)  do 
not  come  fiom  wild  Snake  River  fall. chinook  salmon.  Operation  of  Lyons  Ferry 
FH  was  initiated  in  1984  using  egg's  from  the  Snake  River  fall  chinook  eggbank 
program.  The  brood  source  for  the  eggbank  program  originated  from  fall  chinook 
trapped  at  Ice  Harbor  Dam.  Prior  to  1991  Lyons  Ferry  FH  broodstock  was 
developed  from  two  primary  sources:  1)  returns  to  the  Lyons  Ferry  FH  and  2)  adults 
trapped  at  Ice  Harbor  Dam  and  transported  to  Lyons  Ferry  FH. 

Broodstock  is  currently  obtained  only  from  returning  Lyons  Ferry  FH  fish  (marked) 
that  voluntarily  return  to  Lyons  Ferry  FH  or  are  trapped  at  Lower  Granite  Dam.  No 
wild  (listed)  fall  chinook  salmon  are  currently  used  for  broodstock  at  Lyons  Ferry 
FH. 

Broodstock  collection  for  Lyons  Ferry  FH  has  ranged  from  212  to  1,613  adults 
(only  five  times  over  1,000  adults)  and  ranged  from  7%  to  53%  (average  of  29%)  of 
the  total  estimated  adult  run  to  Ice  Harbor  Dam.  In  general,  survival  of  naturally 
produced  Snake  River  fall  chinook  (listed)  has  been  less  in  recent  years  than  that  of 
the  Lyons  Ferry  FH  population  (non-listed). 

Currently  only  naturally  produced  fall  chinook  salmon  in  the  Snake  River  are  Usted 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA),  although  the  NMFS  is  considering 
including  Lyons  Ferry  FH  fall  chinook  as  listed.  Washington  Department  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  (WDFW)  considers  the  Lyons  Ferry  FH  fall  chinook  to  be  genetically 
more  representative  of  the  endemic  Snake  River  fall  chinook  stock  than  the  naturally 
reproducing  population  due  to  the  large  percentage  of  non-Snake  River  origin  fall 
chinook  (Umatilla  fall  chinook)  that  have  strayed  into  the  Snake  River  above  Lower 
Granite  Dam. 

We  believe  the  current  Lyons  Ferry  population  to  be  more  representative  of  the 
original  Snake  River  fall  chinook  stock  and  the  appropriate  stock  for  use  in  recovery 
of  Snake  River  fall  chinook.  However,  recovery  .of  Snake  River  fall  chinook 
(naturally  reproducing  populations  in  their  natural  habitat)  cannot  occur  until  the 
major  factor  which  caused  their  decline  is  fixed  (poor  productivity  due  to  the 
impoundments  in  the  lower  Snake  and  Columbia  rivers).  Until  that  fix  occurs,  the 
Lyons  Ferry  FH  fall  chinook  program's  first  priority  is  to  conserve  the  biological 
and  genetic  characteristics  of  the  Snake  River  fall  chinook  population.  There  are 
currently  plans  for  experimental  supplementation  of  Lyons  Ferry  FH  fall  chinook  in 
the  Snake  River  above  Lower  Granite  Dam  in  1996-97.  These  experiments  are 
appropriate  if  there  is  "excess"  production  beyond  conservation/maintenance 
requirements. 
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Question.  The  Imnaha  River  program  in  Northeastern  Oregon 
is  the  only  one  using  live  trapping  and  propagation  as  a  tool  for 
rebuilding  chinook  stocks  in  the  Snake  River  basin.  The  Imnaha 
River  --  above  the  eight  mainstem  dams  --  is  also  the  only  Snake 
River  tributary  showing  an  increasing  trend  for  spring  chinook.  Why 
isn't  the  entire  Lower  Snake  River  Compensation  Plan  being  used  in 
this  manner? 

Answer.  The  Imnaha  River  program  is  not  the  only  LSRCP  program  using 
live  trapping  and  propagation  of  chinook  salmon  in  the  Snake  River.  All  LSRCP 
chinook  salmon  programs  use  live  trapping  and  propagation. 

The  LSRCP  program  was  authorized  as  compensation  to  offset  losses  caused  by  the 
four  Lower  Snake  River  dams  and  navigation  lock  projects.  The  hatchery  programs 
in  the  LSRCP  were  not  authorized  or  originally  designed  as  recovery  tools  for  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA).  Most  LSRCP  programs  such  as  the  Lookingglass 
FH  (Imnaha  River  stock),  McCall  FH  (S.F.  Salmon  River  stock),  Sawtooth  FH 
(upper  Salmon  and  E.F.  Salmon  River  stocks),  and  Tucannon  FH  (Tucannon  River 
stock)  were  developed  using  local  brood  sources.  These  same  local  broodstock 
sources  (populations)  were  included  in  the  1992  listing  by  the  NMFS  under  the 
ESA.  The  ESA  listing  requires  the  Fish  and  WildUfe  Service,  as  administrators  of 
the  LSRCP,  to  operate  these  programs  in  a  manner  that  will  not  jeopardize  the 
continued  existence  or  recovery  of  the  listed  species  or  for  scientific  or  enhancement 
of  the  listed  species. 

Since  the  listing,  LSRCP  programs  using  listed  populations  have  all  been  operated  to 
conserve  and  maintain  those  populations.  These  listed  hatchery  programs  will  not 
correct  the  low  productivity  in  the  Snake  and  Columbia  rivers  affected  by  the 
hydrosystem.  LSRCP  listed  hatchery  programs  will  only  conserve  listed 
populations  until  survival  in  the  hydrosystem  corridor  is  improved.  Once  the 
hydrosystem  is  improved,  listed  hatchery  programs  (conservation  programs)  can  use 
methods  such  as  supplementation  and/or  reintroduction  (still  experimental)  to  assist 
or  speed  recovery. 

The  Imnaha  program  was  initiated  in  1982  and  has  shown  variable  results  similar  to 
other  LSRCP  programs  using  local  brood  sources  (Figure  1).  The  Imnaha  River  did 
not  show  an  increasing  trend  for  spring/summer  chinook  in  1994.  Returns  to  the 
Snake  River  basin  for  all  spring/summer  chinook  salmon  were  at  a  record  low  in 
1994  and  are  projected  to  be  even  lower  in  1995.  The  declining  trend  in  the  Imnaha 
River  and  other  Snake  River  basins  is  similar  to  the  overall  trend  in  the  Snake  River 
basin  (Figure  2). 

The  LSRCP  program  was  mandated  to  compensate  for  losses  due  to  the  four  Lower 
Snake  River  dams,  not  to  recover  listed  fish  or  improve  the  hydrosystem.  The 
present  lower  productivity  in  the  hydrosystem  corridor  will  not  allow  the  LSRCP 
program  to  meet  its  compensation  goals  or  assist  in  recovery  of  listed  chinook 
salmon.  We  can  only  hope  that  through  implementation  of  the  LSRCP  to  conserve 
listed  species  until  the  hydrosystem  is  improved. 

Question.  The  request  indicates  that  the  Service  must  "better 
define  how  to  handle  returns  of  hatchery  reared,  listed  fish  in  excess 
of  hatchery  or  habitat  needs".  But  according  to  your  own  figures,  we 
are  not  even  close  to  meeting  Compensation  Plan  objectives  for  fall  or 
spring/summer  chinook.  In  light  of  these  figures,  where  are  there 
"excess"    fish? 
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Answer.  Hatchery  programs  can  produce  "excess"  fish  as  a  result  of  a 
number  of  factors  that  may  be  totally  independent  of  numerical  production  or 
program  goals.  Some  of  these  factors  could  include  exceeding  habitat  availability, 
harvest  needs,  biological  and  genetic  policies,  ESA  criteria,  disputed  management 
options  among  co-managers,  etc.  While  we  may  not  be  meeting  Compensation  Plan 
Chinook  production  goals,  we  have  in  the  past  exceeded  state,  federal,  and  tribal 
developed  policies  and  ESA  criteria  outlined  in  the  Draft  Recovery  Plan.  Many  of 
the  policies  (developed  by  the  co-managers  in  the  basin)  and  the  ESA  are  to  minimize 
effects  to  natural  populations  in  their  nanjral  habitat.  Disregarding  these  policies  and 
ESA  to  use  "excess"  production  would  lead  to  the  continued  decline/extinction  of 
naturally  reproducing  populations. 

Question.  Why  can  these  "excess"  fish  from  certain  trihutaries 
not  he  used  to  rebuild  populations  in  other  Snake  River  tributaries, 
since  it  is  Snake  River  stocks  that  have  been  listed  as  opposed  to 
stocks  in  individual  tributaries?. 

Answer.  While  NMFS  only  listed  evolutionarily  significant  units  (ESU), 
they  recognized  the  importance  of  subpopulations  (stock  structure)  within  the  Snake 
River  Basin  and  their  importance  for  the  maintenance  and  recovery  of  the  overall 
ESU.  The  improper  use  of  "excess"  hatchery  production  would  result  in  the 
continued  decline/extinction  of  individual  subpopulations  and  the  ESU.  The  Lower 
Snake  River  Compensation  Plan  is  being  used  to  maintain  naturally  spawning 
salmon  stocks  in  programs  other  than  in  the  Imnaha  River  (e.g.  Tucannon  River, 
S.F.  Salmon  River,  and  upper  Salmon  River).  There  are  currently  additional  plans 
submitted  to  NMFS  for  captive  broodstock  programs  in  the  upper  Salmon  River, 
Grande  Ronde  River,  and  the  Tucannon  River  to  maintain  additional  listed 
populations. 

The  LSRCP  was  authorized  and  developed  to  replace  (compensate)  lost  production 
due  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  four  lower  Snake  River  dams  and  was 
not  designed  to  rebuild  naturally  spawning  salmon  populations.  The  LSRCP  cannot 
rebuild  naUirally  spawning  salmon  populations  under  the  current  hydrosystem 
configuration.  That  can  only  be  accomplished  by  fixing  the  major  factor  which 
caused  their  decline  (poor  productivity  due  to  the  impoundments  in  the  lower  Snake 
and  Columbia  rivers).  The  LSRCP  may  be  able  to  maintain  populations  in  the 
interim;  when  hydrosystem  improvements  occur  there  will  be  an  increase  in  survival 
of  outmigrants  and  returning  adults. 

Question.  If  the  Lower  Snake  Compensation  Plan  hatcheries 
are  not  being  used  to  rebuild  naturally  spawning  salmon  stocks-- 
except  in  the  Imnaha  River—  and  the  conservation  needs  of  Snake 
River  wild  stocks  prevent  salmon  produced  in  the  hatcheries  from 
being  harvested,  why  should  the  ratepayers  of  the  Northwest  continue 
to  fund  these  facilities? 

Answer.  The  major  reason  for  the  need  to  authorize  the  LSRCP  and  the 
case  of  continued  declines/extinctions  of  salmon  and  steelhead  populations  in  the 
Snake  River  are  the  same:  dams.  The  LSRCP  program  has  not  been  able  to 
overcome  dam  related  problems  and  replace  lost  chinook  production.  But,  the 
LSRCP  facilities  play  an  important  role  in  maintaining  the  present  Snake  River  Basin 
populations  until  the  major  factor  is  fixed,  allowing  for  Compensation  Plan 
programs  to  continue  in  the  future.  Once  recovery  has  begun  (productivity 
increases)  the  LSRCP  can  then  resume  mitigation  programs. 
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Question.  The  request  indicates  that  $400,000  will  be 
redirected  from  the  Nisqually  National  Fish  Hatchery  to  "other  North 
Pacific  ecosystem  wild  stock  conservation  efforts."  What  specific 
wild  stock  conservation  activities  will  be  conducted  with  these  funds? 

Answer.  The  redirected  funds  will  be  dedicated  to  wild  salmonid  stock  and 
coastal  stream/river  protection,  restoration,  and  enhancement  efforts  in  Puget  Sound 
and  Northwest  Washington.  Work  includes  channel  excavation,  streambank 
diversity  structure,  riparian  planting,  stream  fencing,  culvert  replacement,  and 
erosion  control  through  the  rehabilitation  of  abandoned  roads.  Anadromous  fish 
have  been  severely  affected  by  overfishing,  impacts  to  their  habitat  from  poor 
logging  and  agricultural  practices,  diversion  of  water  for  agricultural  uses  and 
construction  of  dams  for  flood  control  and  irrigation.  Habitat  not  directly  affected  is 
often  cut  off  to  salmon  and  steelhead  by  natural  (landslides)  and  man-made 
obstructions.  Harvest  restrictions  in  ocean  and  in-river  fisheries  have  become  more 
and  more  severe  for  the  last  decade  in  order  to  return  more  fish  to  the  river.  This  has 
not  stopped  the  decline  or  alleviated  in-river  habitat  problems  nor  problems 
associated  with  fish  passage.  As  a  result  many  natural  populations  of  salmon  and 
steelhead  have  declined  dramatically  or  have  been  eliminated.  If  Pacific  salmon 
protection  and  restoration  is  to  be  accomplished  in  the  Northwest,  strong  Federal, 
State  and  Tribal  partnerships  must  be  developed.  The  Service  must  continue  to 
provide  the  leadership  and  coordination  in  the  development  and  implementation  of 
wild  stock  monitoring  and  restoration  programs  that  correct  identified  problems 
which  are  adversely  impacting  fish  populations/habitats. 

Question.  How  much  did  the  Nisqually  Tribe,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  Tacoma  Power  and  Light,  and  any  other  entities 
contribute  to  the  operation  of  the  hatchery  in  FY  1995? 

Answer.  As  indicated  in  prior  year  Congressional  testimony  and  specified 
in  the  Cooperative  Agreement  between  the  Service  and  Nisqually  Tribe  for 
Administration.  Operation  and  Maintenance  of  the  Nisqually  Fish  Hatchery  at  Clear 
Creek,  the  Service's  obligation  to  provide  O&M  funding  for  the  facility  ended  with 
the  completion  of  FY  1994.  In  FY  1995  (and  all  out-years),  Tacoma  Power  and 
Light  (TP&L)  became  responsible  for  providing  100%  of  the  hatchery's  operational 
funding.  This  arrangement  is  the  result  of  a  court  settlement  between  Tacoma  Power 
and  Light  and  the  Nisqually  Tribe.  The  parties  are  not  required  to  provide  the 
Service  with  budget  data  and  specific  information  relative  to  the  current  level  of 
O&M  funding. 

Question.  Under  the  terms  of  the  Nisqually  settlement  and  your 
budget  proposal,  how  would  this  breakdown  change  in  FY  1996. 

Answer.  In  FY  1996,  the  total  5400,000  would  be  directed  toward 
protection  and  conservation  of  wild  salmon  stocks  in  coastal  streams/rivers  along 
Puget  Sound  and  Northwest  Washington. 

Question.  The  request  notes  that  the  Lower  Snake  River 
Compensation  Plan  authorizes  the  acquisition  and  development  of 
lands  for  public  access  and  habitat  development.  What  lands  have 
been  acquired  pursuant  to  this  authority? 

Answer.  The  authority  for  purchasing  lands  and  development  of  lands  for 
public  access  and  habitat  development  rests  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
(Corps).  Walla  Walla.  Washington  District  and  not  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.   The  Service  has  responsibility  only  for  the  fish  production  and  mitigation 
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and  evaluations  program  outlined  in  the  plan.  All  authority  for  wildlife  mitigation 
also  rests  directly  with  the  Corps.  The  purchase  of  lands  for  public  access  and 
habitat  development  may  be  for  fishing  access  but  the  habitat  development  is  strictly 
for  wildlife  mitigation. 

Question.  Does  the  budget  request  contemplate  acquiring 
additional  lands  in  FY  1996. 

Answer.  Under  the  LSRCP  we  are  being  asked  by  our  State  and  tribal 
cooperators  and  NMFS  to  develop  steelhead  and  chinook  released  acclimation 
facilities  throughout  the  Snake  River  basin.  This  plan  is  being  developed  to  reduce 
potential  impacts  of  our  steelhead  and  chinook  production  programs  on  listed 
Chinook,  to  spread  the  returns  over  a  broader  geographical  range  to  increase  selective 
harvest  opportunities  and  to  follow  NMFS  Draft  Recovery  Plan  guidelines.  These 
plans  could  lead  to  development  of  as  many  as  10  acclimation  sites  (on  state,  federal 
and  private  lands). 

Question.    If  so,  how  much  and  for  what  purpose? 

Answer.  The  development  of  10  acclimation  sites  could  require  purchase 
of  lands  and  subsequent  development  of  sites  totaling  as  much  as  $10.0  million  in 
the  next  five  years.  Currently  there  are  no  funds  available  in  the  LSRCP  budget  to 
carry  through  with  the  plans  being  developed. 

Question.  As  construction  of  the  Lower  Snake  Compensation 
hatcheries  is  completed,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  assumes 
responsibility  for  their  operations  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  What 
hatcheries  are  still  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Corps? 

Answer.  There  are  a  total  of  12  fish  hatcheries  and  1 1  associated  satellite 
stations  that  have  been  constructed  under  the  LSRCP  program.  Only  two  hatcheries 
and  a  satellite  station,  Irrigon  FH  in  Oregon.  Clearwater  FH  in  Idaho  and  Crooked 
River  satellite  facility  in  Idaho  are  currently  still  officially  owned  by  the  Corps. 

Question.  When  are  these  hatcheries  scheduled  to  be 
transferred  to  the  Service? 

Answer.  We  are  anticipating  transfer  of  the  Crooked  River  satellite  facility 
this  year  and  Irrigon  and  Clearwater  Fish  Hatcheries  in  1996. 

Question.  Why  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  continue  to 
operate  Dworshak  and  Hagerman  Hatcheries,  when  the  others  are 
operated  by  the  states  or  tribes? 

Answer.  When  the  LSRCP  program  was  being  developed  both  Dworshak 
and  Hagerman  fish  hatcheries  were  in  operation  by  the  Service  under  separately 
authorized  programs.  Dworshak  was  constructed  in  the  mid  1960's  by  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  mitigation  for  fish  lost  as  a  result  of  the  construction  of 
Dworshak  Dam.  At  the  time  the  facility  became  operational  the  State  of  Idaho  felt  it 
would  be  in  everyone's  best  interest  if  the  Service  operated  the  facility.  The  Service 
had  a  proven  record  of  expertise  in  efficiently  operating  large  fish  production 
facilities  and  the  State  felt  that  they  were  not  in  a  position  both  from  an  experience 
and  technical  standpoint  to  operate  this   "mega"   hatchery.      The   uibal    fishery 
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programs  were  not  organized  at  the  time  and  the  tribes  were  not  in  a  position  to 
undertake  a  venture  of  this  magnitude.  The  Service,  many  years  later,  helped  the 
tribes  initiate  a  fishery  program  that  has  evolved  through  the  years.  Biologists  with 
hatchery  expertise  have  only  been  with  the  tribes  for  a  few  years. 

The  Dworshak  FH  is  funded  by  the  Corps  under  contract  with  the  Service  for 
steelhead  mitigation  for  Dworshak  Dam.  In  early  1980,  30  raceways  were 
constructed  by  the  Corps  under  the  LSRCP  to  mitigate  for  losses  of  chinook  salmon 
resulting  from  the  construction  of  the  4  dams  on  the  lower  Snake  River.  This 
e.xpansion  program  of  the  existing  facility  was  completed  by  the  Corps  in  1982  and 
was  designed  for  production  of  1,400,000  spring  chinook  smolts  weighing  70,000 
pounds  to  produce  an  adult  return  goal  of  9,135  spring  chinook  to  the  Snake  River 
basin.  Only  this  spring  chinook  portion  of  Dworshak  production  is  funded  by  the 
LSRCP. 

Hagerman  NFH  was  operated  by  the  Service  under  FWS  authorized  programs  until 
the  early  1980's  when  it  was  identified  for  inclusion  in  the  LSRCP  program.  The 
facility  was  reconstructed  by  the  Corps  and  became  operational  under  the  LSRCP  in 
1984.  Through  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  Idaho  the  Service  continued  to 
operate  the  facility.  Once  again  the  tribes  did  not  have  the  expertise  at  the  time  the 
facility  came  on  line  and  raised  no  objections  to  this  arrangement.  This  arrangement 
has  been  in  place  since  its  inception,  with  no  objections  from  any  of  the  cooperators. 

Question.  Why  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  remain  as 
the  "middleman"  in  the  operation  of  the  Lower  Snake  River 
Compensation   hatcheries? 

Answer.  To  compensate  for  fishery  losses  in  the  Lower  Snake  River  due 
to  the  construction  of  numerous  Federally  authorized  dams.  Congress  authorized  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1976,  implementing  the  Lower  Snake  River 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Compensation  Plan.  The  Plan  specifies  that  operation  and 
maintenance  of  hatcheries  and  associated  facilities  are  to  be  conducted  by  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  Clearly  Congress  recognized  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as 
the  agency  with  expertise  and  an  authorized  role  in  mitigating  for  fish  losses  and  in 
fish  culture.  The  LSRCP  program  was  conceived  and  developed  by  the  Service  in 
cooperation  with  the  state  fish  and  game  agencies  in  Washington,  Oregon  and  Idaho 
and  the  Nez  Perce  Tribe,  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Umatilla  Indian  Reservation, 
and  the  Shoshone-Bannock  tribes  of  Fort  Hall.  At  the  time  the  LSRCP  was  being 
conceived  and  developed,  in  cooperation  with  the  states  and  tribes  of  the  Northwest 
and  the  Corps,  the  subject  of  developing  a  funding  mechanism  received  considerable 
debate.  All  cooperators  were  opposed  to  direct  funding  and  oversight  by  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  because  their  expertise  and  interests  were  centered  around 
power  production  and  the  sale  of  power.  This  agency  was  controlled  by  its  rate 
payers  and  their  interests  were  in  the  production  and  sale  of  inexpensive  and  ample 
power  for  the  Northwest.  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  the  other  hand, 
represented  an  agency  with  the  expertise  and  interest  in  mitigating  for  fish  losses  and 
in  the  area  of  fish  culture.  The  cooperators  also  wanted  a  mechanism  to  insulate  the 
program  from  direct  oversight  by  BPA  and  the  control  that  would  be  imposed  on  the 
mitigation  program  through  BPA's  budget  process. 

Question.  How  would  the  system  be  impacted  if  the  agencies 
and  tribes  operating  the  hatcheries  were  reimbursed  directly  by 
Bonneville  and  administered  through  a  regional  cooperative  agreement 
of  some  kind? 
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Answer.  BPA  has  and  continues  to  be  a  large  multi  faceted  power  agency 
that  considers  power  production  and  wholesale  power  first  and  foremost,  not  fish 
mitigation  or  restoration  as  its  primary  consideration.  The  Service  is  in  the  best 
position  to  ensure  that  the  best  interest  of  the  fishery  resource  comes  first,  and  any 
direct  funding  mechanism  should  maintain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  oversight.  The 
current  system  is  a  great  check  and  balance  system  and  includes  Congressional 
review  of  the  program  on  an  annual  basis  there  is  no  overall  cost  to  the  taxpayer  -  - 
discretionary  appropriations  are  requested  and  appropriated  every  year  while  receipts 
are  deposited  in  Treasury. 

Each  time  changes  in  the  funding  mechanism  were  attempted,  suggesting  direct 
funding  and  oversight  by  BPA,  the  states  and  tribes  have  been  vehemently  opposed 
and  have  indicated  this  opposition  directly  to  the  Service  Director,  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  and  their  Congressional  representatives. 

Under  the  current  funding  arrangement  Congress  approves  the  budget  submitted  by 
the  Department  of  Interior  which  includes  a  line  item  for  the  LSRCP.  At  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year  BPA  is  billed  for  actual  expenses  plus  interest,  and  repays  the 
Treasury  for  the  billed  expenditures.  Under  the  current  funding  mechanism  BPA  is 
obligated  to  fund  the  LSRCP  according  to  a  budget  prepared  by  FWS  in  negotiation 
with" the  Cooperators.  The  BPA  is  obligated  under  this  arrangement  to  mitigate  for 
losses  associated  with  the  construction  of  the  4  lower  Snake  River  dams. 

If  agencies  and  tribes  were  reimbursed  directly  by  BPA,  this  would  place  BPA  in  the 
role  of  determining  goals  for  fishery  mitigation  and  restoration.  This  would  exclude 
the  Service  from  a  coordinating  role  and  also  exclude  Congressional  oversight  which 
provide  the  necessary  checks  and  balances  to  this  arrangement. 

Question.  Judging  from  the  table  on  page  181  of  the  budget 
request,  the  Lower  Snake  River  Compensation  hatcheries  have  done 
very  well  in  terms  of  steelhead  returns,  but  have  fared  poorly  with 
Chinook  runs.  As  you  know,  predation  of  juvenile  chinook  by 
steelhead  is  a  significant  cause  of  chinook  mortality.  What  steps  is 
the  Service  taking  to  modify  steelhead-hatchery  output  to  protect 
listed   chinook  species? 

Answer.  Predation  of  juvenile  chinook  by  steelhead  has  not  been 
determined  to  be  a  significant  cause  of  chinook  mortality  in  the  Snake  River  Basin. 
To  the  contrary,  the  literature  and  recent  studies  in  the  Snake  River  Basin  find  only 
incidental  occurrences  of  steelhead  predation  on  chinook  juveniles.  However,  with 
numbers  of  naturally  produced  juvenile  chinook  declining  from  millions  to  a  few  in 
many  subpopulations  it  will  be  important  and  evaluate  such  interactions  to  ensure 
that  this  does  not  become  a  problem.  The  potential  affects  of  incidental  predation  by 
hatchery  steelhead  may  become  significant. 

Question.     Is  steelhead  output  being  reduced? 

Answer.  The  LSRCP  has  modified  its  steelhead  program  in  an  attempt  to 
minimize  the  potential  for  any  adverse  impacts  to  listed  chinook  salmon. 
Modifications  include;  reducing  numbers  released,  moving  most  releases  outside 
primary  production  areas  for  listed  chinook,  volitional  releases,  acclimation, 
evaluation  of  fish  culture  and  release  methods  to  reduce  residualism,  continued 
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monitoring  of  potential  for  steelhead/chinoolc  interactions,  closing  of  some  steelhead 
fishing  areas  to  protect  chinook,  continued  marking  100%  of  hatchery  steelhead 
releases,  and  modifying  angler  regulations  to  harvest  residual  steelhead.  While  these 
actions  have  resulted  in  significant  changes  in  many  programs  the  results  are 
unquantifiable  and  largely  unknown. 

Question.     If  not,  why  not? 

Answer.  These  actions  in  theory  will  reduce  the  potential  for  ecological 
and  biological  affects. 

Question.  The  table  on  page  184  indicates  that  expenditures  for 
the  Lower  Snake  Compensation  hatcheries  will  rise  to  $15,203,000  in 
FY  1996.  The  budget  request  is  only  $11,557,000.  How  are  these 
two  numbers  reconciled? 

Answer.  The  $15.2  millioa  funding  level  reflects  the  estimated 
expenditures  in  FY  1996  including  appropriations  of  $11. 6  million  and  carryover  of 
$3.6  million. 

U.S.  -  CANADA  PACIFIC  SALMON  TREATY 

Question.  Last  year  $465,000  was  appropriated  to  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  for  staff  and  tagging  activities  in  support  of  the 
U.S. -Canada  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty.  How  much  is  included  in  the  FY 
1996  request  for  this  purpose? 

Answer.  In  FY  1986,  the  Service  initiated  implementation  of  the 
U.S./Canada  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty.  In  FY  1988,  the  Service  received  a  $200,000 
add-on  (to  its  base  of  $265,000)  for  additional  stock  identification  activities  at 
specific  National  Fish  Hatcheries  in  Region  1.  Currently,  the  Service  (on  behalf  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior)  implemented:  representation  on  the  U.S. 
Commission/Panel,  three  Technical  Committees  and  a  Data  Exchange  Committee; 
and  stock  identification  programs  at  the  Quilcene,  Makah,  Quinault,  Spring  Creek, 
and  Leavenworth  National  Fish  Hatcheries.  The  President's  FY  1996  Budget 
proposes  to  maintain  funding  for  those  activities  at  the  FY  1995  level  of  $465,000. 

Question.     In  what  subactivity  is  this  funding  included? 

Answer.  Funding  for  the  U.S./Canada  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty  is  included 
under  the  Fisheries  Activity,  Hatchery  Operations  and  Maintenance  Subactivity, 
Anadromous  Hatchery  Operations  Program  Element.  At  the  Regional  level,  funding 
is  distributed  to  the  offices  conducting  the  specific  activities. 

REGIONAL  MARK  PROCESSING  CENTER 

Question.  On  page  158  of  the  request,  the  importance  of 
Hatchery  Product  Evaluation  is  discussed:  The  Service  continues  to 
recover  important  information  from  tagged  hatchery  fish,  thus 
providing  the  basis  for  hatchery  product  evaluation  programs. ...This 
tagging  has  increased  to  keep  pace  with  the  demands  of  a  changing 
management  environment  that  require  greater  attention  to  management 
planning  and  program  evaluation. 

Just  15  pages  later,  the  request  proposes  to  eliminate  funding  for  the 
Mark  Processing    Center   -    -    a   facility    that  receives,    processes    and 
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distributes  data  that  is  vital  to  the  recovery  of  Northwest  salmon 
populations,  and  which  directly  supports  implementation  of  the 
U.S./Canada  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty.  How  do  you  explain  this  blatant 
contradiction? 

Answer.  As  indicated  above,  the  Service  supports  implementation  of  the 
U.S./Canada  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty  and  those  stock  identification  activities  that 
support  treaty  programs.  In  addition,  other  marking  and  tagging  activities  are 
important  elements  of  a  successful  Pacific  salmon  recovery  program,  and  rank 
highly  in  Regional  plans  to  maintain,  protect,  and  restore  Northwest  anadromous 
salmonid  populations.  However,  work  performed  at  the  PSMFC's  Regional  Mark 
Processing  Center  was  determined  to  be  of  a  lower  National  priority  than  other 
elements  in  the  overall  fish  hatchery  operations  and  maintenance  program,  and 
consequently  was  eliminated  from  the  President's  FY  1996  Budget. 

Question.  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  think  it 
appropriate* to  require  Northwest  .  ratepayers  to  spend  a  half  of  a 
billion  dollars  per  year  on  salmon  recovery,  but  at  the  same  time  fail 
to  kick  in  $200,000  for  a  facility  that  will  provide  information  critical 
to  the  recovery  effort? 

Answer.  The  Service  budgets  a  significant  portion  of  its  overall  fisheries 
program  for  salmon  recovery  efforts.  Ongoing  production  was  determined  to  be  a 
higher  priority  than  support  for  the  Regional  Mark  Processing  Center.  Continuation 
of  funding  for  the  Center  within  the  1996  budget  would  necessitate  reductions  in 
production  of  anadromous  salmonids  for  restoration/mitigation  activities  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

Question.  In  a  description  of  activities  to  be  conducted  in  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  program  in  FY  1995-1996,  the  request 
notes  that  "the  Service  will  also  compile  a  database  for  coded  wire  tag 
returns  of  hatchery  produced  lake  trout."  How  does  the  Service 
justify  this  activity  at  the  same  time  it  is  proposing  to  eliminate  the 
Mark  Processing  Center? 

Answer.  Successful  lake  trout  stocking  is  the  most  cmcial  tool  of  the 
fishery  resource  restoration  program  established  intergovernmental  Strategic  Great 
Lakes  Fishery  Management  Plan  (Plan).  That  Plan  requires  that  all  hatchery- 
produced  lake  trout  stocked  in  the  Great  Lakes  be  marked  to  distinguish  them  from 
wild  fish  and  to  provide  the  basis  for  monitoring  the  progress  of  restoration.  It  is 
imperative  to  the  eventual  success  of  the  restoration  program  to  understand  the 
effectiveness  of  the  various  strains  of  lake  trout  being  stocked.  Such  information 
can  only  be  obtained  through  a  tagging  program  that  provides  results  in  a  timely 
manner.  If  restoration  is  to  be  effective,  the  amount  of  data  collected  and  analyzed 
cannot  be  reduced.  As  a  major  participant  in  this  endeavor.  Service  funding  is 
essential  to  fulfill  the  requirement  of  the  interagency  Plan  by  ensuring  that  the  tags 
implanted  in  stocked  fish  are  recovered  and  promptly  processed  and  analyzed.  There 
are  no  alternative  lake  trout  marking  and  tag  recovery  and  analysis  programs  or 
funding  sources  that  could  provide  the  needed  information.  The  Service  recognizes 
the  importance  of  collecting  and  processing  coded  wire  tag  data  for  the  management 
of  the  west  coast  salmon  stocks.  Reducing  our  contribution  for  the  Mark  Processing 
Center,  however,  is  necessary  for  the  Service  to  address  higher  priority  activities 
related  to  fishery  resource  restoration. 
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Question.  For  the  record,  the  request  describes  the  impact  of 
the  reduction  as  follows:  "The  Center  would  reduce  the  amount  of 
data  currently  collected  and  analyzed.  The  scope  of  information 
service  provided  would  be  reduced,  and  coded-wire  tag  studies  would 
be  delayed."  Given  that  the  proposed  reduction  would  completely 
eliminate  funding  for  the  Mark  Processing  Center,  do  you  feel  this 
description  is  misleading  in  any  way? 

Answer.  No.  The  Regional  Mark  Processing  Center  is  not  solely  funded 
by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  In  FY  1996,  the  P.S.M.F.C.  estimates  that  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  will  provide  598,000,  and  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration  will  provide  $58,400,  for  administration  and  operation  of  the  Mark 
Center. 

NATIONAL  BROODSTOCK  PROGRAiM 

Question.  The  request  inclicates  that  over  55  million  trout  eggs 
were  produced  in  the  broodstock  program  during  FY  1994.  Does  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  charge  non-Federal  entities  that  receive 
these  eggs?  If  not,  why  not?  If  so,  what  was  the  total  received  in  FY 
1994  and  how  was  that  money  distributed? 

Answer.  The  55  million  eggs  produced  through  the  National  Broodstock 
Program  in  FY  1994  were  distributed  throughout  Service  hatcheries  and  State 
hatcheries.  Approximately  94  percent  of  the  eggs  distributed  through  the  National 
Broodstock  Program  are  used  by  Service  hatcheries.  The  other  six  percent  are 
distributed  through  partnership  agreements  with  State  cooperators.  The  eggs 
provided  to  the  States  are  used  to  meet  fishery  management  objectives  often  times 
jointly  developed  in  cooperation  with  the  Service.  In  return  for  the  eggs,  the  States 
assist  the  Service  with  other  activities  that  help  support  Service  priorities.  The 
Service  doe  not  charge  for  any  eggs  provided  through  the  National  Broodstock 
Program. 

NATIONAL  HATCHERY  REVIEW 

Question.  The  National  Hatchery  Review  performed  under  the 
auspices  of  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  recommended 
that  no  fish  produced  with  Federal  tax  dollars  should  be  stocked  in 
private  waters,  including  farm  ponds,  and  that  no  Federal  hatchery 
fish  should  be  used  to  support  "put  and  take"  fisheries. 

The  majority  of  the  Hatchery  Review  panel  also  felt  that  the  provision 
of  hatchery  fish  for  recreational  fishing  should  not  be  a  Federal 
responsibility  unless  required  under  a  Congressional  mandate  for 
mitigation  or  to  meet  tribal  or  treaty  obligations.  Are  Federal 
hatchery  fish  currently  being  produced  for  purposes  other  than 
Congressionally  mandated  mitigation  or  fulfillment  of  treaty 
obligations?  If  so,  where  are  they  being  produced?  What  percentage 
of  these  hatcheries'  output  do  such  fish  represent?  Is  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  taking  steps  to  eliminate  such  production? 

Answer.  Other  than  Congressionally  mandated  mitigation  and  fulfillment 
of  treaty  obligations,  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System  operates  under  a  broad 
array  of  legislative  authorities  and  legislative  acts,  including,  but  not  limited  to: 
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*  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956 

*  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act 

*  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1976 

*  Mitchell  Act 

*  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973 

*  National  Aquaculture  Act  of  1980 

*  Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Conservation  Act 

*  Great  Lakes  Fishery  Act  of  1956 

*  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act 

*  Recreation  Use  of  Conservation  Areas  Act 

*  New  England  Fishery  Resources  Restoration  Act  of  1990 

A  detailed  analysis  of  fish  produced  by  the  National  Fish  Hatchery  System,  a 
network  of  74  National  Fish  Hatcheries,  is  highlighted  in  an  annual  Fish  and  Fish 
Egg  Distribution  Report  (Report).  The  Report  for  FY  1994  is  currently  being 
published  and  will  be  sent  to  interested  parties.  The  percent  of  fish  distributed  by 
Program/ Area  of  Interest  in  FY  1994'expressed  as  a  percentage  of  the  National  Fish 
Hatchery  System  as  a  whole,  is  summarized  as  follows: 

*  Atlantic  Salmon  Restoration  -  4.7% 

*  Endangered  Species  -  .2% 

*  Farm  Pond  Program  -  .9% 

*  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Lands  -  8.6% 

*  Great  Lakes  -  1 .4% 

*  Federal/Tribal  Lands  -  3.1% 

*  Inland  Restoration/Mitigation  -  34.3% 

*  Military  Lands  -  .3% 

*  Pacific  Salmon/Steelhead  -  44.7% 

*  Technology  Development/Fish  Health  -  .4% 

*  Striped  Bass  Restoration  -  1.4% 

The  Service  has  taken  steps  to  eliminate  production  that  does  not  support  Federal 
mandated  roles.  Subsequently,  fish  hatcheries  have  been  identified  for  transfer  to 
the  States  in  FY  1996  because  their  production  primarily  supports  non-migratory 
species  and  resident  State  fishery  programs. 

CONNECTICUT  RIVER  INITIATIVE 

Question.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  summary  of  the 
funds  included  in  the  request  for  the  Connecticut  River  Initiative. 
Please  include  proposed  program  changes  from  FY  1995.  If  the 
Initiative  is  a  multi-year  program,  please  indicate  estimated  outyear 
costs. 

Answer.  The  project  includes  the  410-mile  long  Connecticut  River  and  its 
1 1 ,000  square  mile  Connecticut  River  watershed.  Efforts  will  be  focused  on  the 
management  and  protection  of  the  Federal  trust  resources,  including  tidal  wetlands, 
rare  and  endangered  aquatic  and  wetland-dependent  species,  anadromous  fish,  and 
waterfowl.  Funding  is  summarized  as  follows: 
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Program  Increases  FY  96 Outvear  Costs 

Endangered  Species  +$    150,000  +$   150,000 

Habitat  Conservation  354,000  354,000 

Envir.  Contam.  17,000  17,000 

Refuge  O&M  1,062,000  1,062,000 

Hatchery  O&M  228,000  228,000 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Mgt.  358.000  358.000 

TOTAL  $2,169,000  $2,169,000 

Endangered  species  recovery  efforts  of  $150,000  will  be  expanded  for  the 
Northeastern  bulrush,  dwarf  wedge  mussel,  Puritan  tiger  beetle.  Northeastern  beach 
tiger  beetle  and  American  burying  beetle.  The  Service  will  pursue  actions  that 
enhance  the  protection  and  promote  recovery  through  partnerships  with  the  states, 
particularly  for  habitats  and  populations  of  disturbance-sensitive  beach  strand  species 
such  as  roseate  tern  and  piping  plover,  and  grassland  and  sandplain  communities. 

With  a  $354,000  increase  in  Habitat  Conservation,  the  Service  will  restore  100  acres 
of  salt  marsh  along  the  southern  Connecticut  coast,  as  well  as  restore  150  acres  of 
freshwater  palustrine  wetlands  within  the  watershed.  There  is  significant 
opportunity  to  restore  Phragmites-dominated  wetlands,  especially  the  lower 
Connecticut  River  tidal  marshes.  Approximately  100  acres  of  riparian  and  associated 
wetlands  will  be  restored. 

Startup  funding  for  the  Silvio  O.  Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  is 
requested  with  an  increase  of  $1,062,000,  focusing  on  cooperative  habitat 
management  and  outreach  to  partners  and  the  public.  Results  will  include  boundary 
delineation  of  the  Refuge.  High-priority  needs  include  identification  of  protected 
parcels  of  land.  A  computerized  geographic  information  system  will  be  used  to 
make  the  data  available  to  cooperators.  The  Conte  Refuge  will  develop 
environmental  education  criteria..  A  joint  environmental  education  program  that 
fulfills  the  Service's  mission  and  its  partners'  needs  will  begin.  Education  materials 
and  curriculum  will  be  available  to  a  network  of  environmental  education  providers. 

Hatchery  Operations  and  Maintenance  funding  increase  of  $228,000  will  implement 
a  5-year  plan  to  increase  Atlantic  salmon  fry  stocking  in  the  Connecticut  River  Basin 
to  a  total  of  7  million  per  year;  an  increase  of  5  million  per  year.  Funding  will  be 
used  to  enhance  egg  incubation  capacities  at  White  River  NFH  and  to  distribute  fry 
using  primarily  volunteers  and  seasonal  employees.  The  Service  will  implement  an 
assessment  of  the  4  million  per  year  increase  in  fry  stocking  in  the  upper  portion  of 
the  Connecticut  River  Basin.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Management  increase  of  $358,000 
will  allow  increased  effort  to  build  partnerships  to  manage  the  areas  needed  for  such 
priority  species  as  Atlantic  salmon.  Biologists  will  monitor  survival,  growth  and 
habitat  of  stocked  salmon  fry  within  the  Basin,  and  the  contributions  of  those  fry  to 
population  restoration.  Successive  year  classes  of  stocked  fry  would  be  assessed  by 
establishing  monitoring  standardized  habitat  index  sites. 

D.C.  BOOTH  HISTORIC  NATIONAL  FISH  HATCHERY 

Question.  Congress  last  year  appropriated  funds  to  complete 
rehabilitation  and  construction  work  at  the  D.C.  Booth  hatchery. 
What  is  the  status  of  the  construction? 
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Answer.  Construction  of  visitor  use  structures  and  Archive  building  is  now 
completed.  Work  is  currently  underway  with  funds  appropriated  last  year  for  pond 
repair,  landscaping,  and  Archive  building  equipment/furnishings.  These  projects 
will  be  completed  by  September  1995,  in  time  for  a  planned  dedication  of  the  newly 
constructed  and  rehabilitated  facility. 

Question.  What  is  the  optimal  staffing  level  for  the  facility, 
and  how  much  would  be  required  to  fund  this  amount  of  staff? 

Answer.  At  some  point  in  the  future,  to  take  full  advantage  of  all  newly 
constructed  facilities,  the  optimal  staffing  level  would  be  14  FTE's  with  an 
operational  funding  level  of  approximately  $940,000. 

Question.  What  staffing  level  is  contemplated  in  the  FY  1996 
budget  request,  and  how  much  is  requested  to  fund  these  staff? 

Answer.  The  FY"  1996  budget  request  proposes  a  staffing  level  of  three 
and  an  operating  budget  of  $172,000  for  D.C.  Booth  Historic  National  Fish 
Hatchery. 

Question.  What,  if  any,  is  the  impact  of  the  shortfall  in 
staffing? 

Answer.  The  staffing  level  proposed  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request  will 
allow  the  Service  to  interact  with  partners  in  operating  some  of  the  visitor  facilities, 
but  will  not  be  sufficient  to  operate  and  maintain  the  newly  constructed  Archive 
building  or  rehabilitated  National  Register  buildings.  Without  additional  staffing,  the 
facility  will  not  function  as  designed  to  collect,  preserve,  stabilize,  and  store 
Department  of  the  Interior  Museum  Property.  This  facihty  concentrates  historic 
fishery  resources  records,  photographs,  and  artifacts  from  around  the  country  for 
economies  in  preservation  and  storage. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  MANAGEMENT 

Question.  Within  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management,  the  request 
indicates  the  Service  assesses  fish  passage  devices,  monitors  adult 
returns,  evaluates  effects  of  spill  and  engages  in  other  activities  that 
in  many  cases  are  also  performed  by  the  States,  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration  and  other  entities.  Are  you  confident  you  are  not 
duplicating  efforts  in  these  areas?  Does  the  Service  feel  that  the  level 
of  cooperation  with  other  agencies  --  particularly  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Seivice  --  ensures  that  its  statutory  responsibilities  are 
performed  in  the  most  efficient  manner  possible? 

Answer.  We  are  confident  that  Service  activities  do  not  duplicate  the 
efforts  of  the  other  entities  involved.  The  Service  closely  coordinates  its  fish 
management  activities  with  other  Federal  agencies.  State  agencies  and  Indian  Tribes 
to  ensure  that  its  activities  complement  rather  than  duplicate  the  efforts  of  others. 

No  single  agency  has  the  funding  and  staff  resources,  expertise  or  authority  to 
address  all  of  the  issues  involved  in  watershed-based  fishery  restoration  initiatives. 
Hence,  various  formal  and  informal  forums  have  evolved  to  focus  the  unique 
expertise  and  capabilities  of  the  diverse  entities  involved  and  maximize  the 
effectiveness  of  the  combined  effort.  These  forums  include  organizations  such  as 
the    Columbia    River    Fish    and    Wildlife    Authority,    Pacific    States    Fisheries 
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Management  Council,  Atlantic  States  Fisheries  Management  Council,  Atlantic  States 
Marine  Fisheries  Commission,  Pacific  Salmon  Commission,  and  other  formal  and 
informal  working  groups.  Through  these  forums  and  by  other  means  the  Service 
encourages  and  facilitates  cooperation  and  coordination  on  a  wide  range  of  fishery 
issues,  including  fish  production,  hatchery  product  evaluation,  in-river  monitoring 
of  out-migrant  yearlings  and  adult  returns,  design  and  assessment  of  fish  passage 
devices,  and  evaluating  the  effects  of  spill  over  dams.  The  results  of  these  efforts 
are  coordinated  with  all  the  partners  involved  to  ensure  that  the  Service's  statutory 
responsibilities  are  met  in  the  most  efficient  manner  possible.  The  interagency 
Columbia  River  Fish  Management  Plan  and  the  successftil  restoration  of  the  striped 
bass  populations  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay  are  important  examples  of  the  Service 
meeting  its  statutory  responsibilities  through  working  cooperatively  with  States, 
Tribes  and  other  Federal  agencies. 

RECREATIONAL  FISHERIES  INITIATIVE 

Question.  A  $4  million  increase  is  requested  for  the 
Recreational  Fislieries  Initiative.  How  would  habitat  restoration 
projects  funded  under  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative  differ  from 
habitat  restoration  projects  funded  by  other  Fish  and  Wildlife 
programs? 

Answer.  Sound  habitats  are  crucial  to  healthy  ecosystems  and  the  fish  and 
wildlife  populations  they  support.  Consequently,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
supports  habitat  restoration  and  conservation  under  several  Programs  as  dictated  by 
legislated  responsibilities  for  threatened,  and  endangered  species,  migratory  birds, 
and  interjurisdictional  fisheries.  The  primary  difference  among  these  programs  is  the 
specific  habitat  types  they  target  and  the  trust  responsibilities  addressed  by  each. 
Habitat  improvements  under  the  Trust  Species  Habitats  (Private  Lands)  Program  are 
directed  at  habitats  of  declining  and  at  risk  species,  habitats  of  migratory  birds,  and 
cleared  and  drained  wetland  and  riparian  habitats.  Only  10%  of  the  projects  are 
estimated  to  impact  fisheries. 

Habitat  conservation  is  the  major  strategy  of  the  North  American  Waterfowl 
Management  Plan.  The  purpose  of  the  Plan  is  to  achieve  waterfowl  conservation 
while  maintaining  or  enhancing  associated  ecological  values  in  harmony  with  other 
human  needs.  The  North  ^^merican  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  promotes  wetland 
and  upland  conservation  through  a  matching  grant  program  in  Canada,  the  United 
States,  and  Mexico.  The  purposes  of  the  Act  are  to  stimulate  partnerships  to  protect 
and  restore  migratory  bird  populations  and  habitats. 

The  purpose  of  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Stewardship  Initiative  is  to  provide  long- 
term  fisheries  benefits  derived  from  self-sustaining  wild  stocks  where  there  is  a 
Federal  interest.  These  benefits  include  economic  and  social  benefits  to  recreational 
anglers.  A  major  focus  of  the  Initiative  is  restoration  of  aquatic  habitats  that  clearly 
benefit  fish  and  other  aquatic  species,  especially  those  valued  by  recreational  anglers. 

Question.  Why  is  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative  not 
requested  as  an  increase  to  any  one  of  the  Service's  existing  habitat 
restoration  programs? 

Answer.  The  Recreational  Fisheries  Stewardship  Initiative  is  not  included 
as  part  of  other  existing  habitat  restoration  programs  for  two  reasons.  First,  unlike 
other  restoration  programs  that  target  wetlands,  migratory  birds,  and  endangered 
species,  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Stewardship  Initiative  targets  aquatic  habitats  and 
species  of  recreational  importance  as  well  as  ecological  and  commercial  importance. 
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Second,  habitat  restoration  is  only  one  important  component  of  the  Recreational 
Fisheries  Stewardship  Initiative.  Other  components  include  management  of  fisheries 
populations,  assuring  the  biological  integrity  of  aquatic  ecosystems  and  the  genetic 
integrity  of  fish  stocks,  and  ensuring  opportunities  for  human  use. 

Question.       Specifically,  how  will  this  money  be  allocated? 

Answer.  The  initiative  focuses  on  significant  recreational  fisheries  in  high 
priority  geographic  areas,  where  success  can  be  measured  by  improved  recreational 
tlsh  populations,  improved  physical  habitat,  and  increased  public  participation  and 
use.  Field  and  Regional  personnel  identified  potential  projects  which  were  evaluated 
against  the  following  criteria: 

a.  Involves    "on    the    ground"    fish    habitat    restoration,    fish    population 
management  or  protection  of  biological  or  genetic  integrity  of  wild  stocks. 

b.  Is  a  component  of  an  existing  plan  (ecosystem/restoration/management). 

c.  Includes  non-Federal  partners.    (Target:  40%  cost  sharing,  with  no  more 
than  10%  in-kind  services.) 

d .  Achieves  measurable  objectives  and  outputs. 

e.  Has  high  recreational  fisheries  value. 

f.  Focuses  on  wild  stocks. 

g.  Has  been  coordinated  locally  among  State  and  Federal  resource  agencies, 
h.         Contains  public  outreach/education  component. 

i.  Is  divisible  into  smaller  units  (i.e.,  project  could  be  implemented  in  stages 

commensurate  with  funding  allocation). 

The  Service  coordinates  regularly  with  private  individuals,  sportsmen's  groups,  and 
other  management  agencies  to  identify  restoration  and  conservation  projects  that 
support  recreational  fisheries.  Partnerships  between  private  landowners.  Federal 
and  State  agencies,  and  Tribes  will  result  in  many  projects  on  a  mix  of  lands.  About 
one  third  of  the  habitat  restoration  projects  selected  for  implementation  in  FY  1996 
are  located  on  private  lands,  with  the  remaining  two-thirds  on  Federal,  State,  and 
Tribal  lands.  Projects  include  streambank  restoration  involving  riparian  fencing, 
revegetation,  and  bank  stabilization.  In-stream  habitat  enhancement  projects  include 
construction  and  placement  of  structures  to  increase  habitat  diversity  by  development 
of  scour  holes,  undercut  banks,  riffles,  and  other  habitat  types  critical  for  survival  of 
targeted  species. 

Question.  Among  the  projects  listed  is  restoration  of  the  bull 
trout  in  Montana.  Why  is  restoration  of  an  ESA  candidate  species 
included  in  a  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative? 

Answer.  The  bull  trout  is  a  popular  gamefish.  If  the  species  declines  to  the 
point  where  it  is  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  opportunity  for  anglers 
to  fish  for  them  would  be  limited.  One  of  the  threats  to  the  bull  trout  is  loss  of 
habitat.  The  proposed  project  would  improve  bull  trout  habitat  and  provide  the 
opportunity  for  long-term  health  of  bull  trout  populations  in  the  project  area. 

Question.  The  Service  is  proposing  to  close  or  transfer  to 
states  up  to  26  hatcheries,  based  in  part  on  the  premise  that  these 
hatcheries  mostly  support  state  recreational  fisheries.  Why  is  the 
Service  proposing  a  $4  million  recreational  fisheries  initiative  at  the 
same  time  it  is  proposing  to  terminate  funding  for  these  hatcheries? 

Answer.  The  decision  to  transfer  as  National  Fish  Hatcheries  as  proposed 
in  the  1996  budget  was  driven  by  the  need  to  focus  Service  activities  on  Federal 
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responsibilities  in  these  times  of  diminishing  budgets.  There  are  many  needs  and 
roles  for  restoring  and  conserving  recreational  fisheries.  The  Service  has  taken  a 
hard  look  at  just  what  the  Federal  role  is  and  adjusted  its  role  accordingly.  Stated 
very  simply,  the  Federal  role  in  recreational  fisheries  is  to  focus  on  highly  migratory 
species  whereas  the  States'  role  is  resident  fish.  Those  Service  activities  that  are 
more  appropriate  to  the  States  will  be  dropped  while  moving  our  support  for 
recreational  fisheries  to  projects  with  Federal  responsibilities.  The  Service  will 
provide  emphasis  for  restoration  and  enhancement  of  aquatic  habitats  that  support 
recreational  fishing  opportunities.  The  Service  will  work  with  the  States  to  see  that 
those  hatcheries  that  provide  significant  economic  benefits  continue  to  be  operated  as 
part  of  State  programs. 

The  facilities  identified  for  transfer/closure  are  those  not  closely  aligned  with  Federal 
responsibilities.  Under  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative,  the  Service  will  focus 
on  recreational  fishery  resources  where  there  is  a  clear  Federal  interest,  especially 
those  resources  that  are:  migratory  and  interjurisdictional  in  nature;  located  on 
National  Wildlife  Refuges;  not  easily  managed  by  individual  States;  Tribal  lands;  and 
declining  recreational  fish  species  that  are,  or  could  be,  listed  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

Question.  Both  the  House  and  Senate  budget  resolutions 
assume  a  moratorium  on  land  acquisition  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  This  moratorium  is  based  in  part  on  the  consistent  failure  of 
the  land  management  agencies  —  including  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  --  to  budget  for  adequate  operations  and  maintenance  of 
acquired  lands.  Some  proponents  of  an  acquisition  moratorium  also 
argue  that  the  Federal  government  owns  enough  land,  and  should  do 
more  land  exchanges  than  land  acquisition.  Some  have  suggested  that 
the  Federal  government  should  actually  divest  itself  of  some  of  the 
land  it  currently  owns.  What  would  be  the  impact  on  the  operations 
of  the  Service  if  no  funding  is  provided  in  FY  1996  for  land 
acquisition? 

Answer.  Without  funding  for  land  acquisition,  the  Service  will  not  be  able 
to  provide  protection  to  many,  thousands  of  acres  of  valuable  wildlife  habitat.  The 
Service  utilizes  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  appropriations  to  acquire 
habitat  for  the  protection  of  Endangered  Species,  protection  of  wetlands,  and  for 
recreational  use  and  wildlife  habitat  protection  on  additions  to  existing  refuges  and 
for  the  acquisition  of  inholding  on  existing  refuges.  The  longer  we  take  to  acquire  an 
area,  the  greater  the  chance  for  the  resources  we  are  attempting  to  protect  to  be  lost 
forever.  In  addition,  the  longer  the  wait  to  purchase,  the  greater  the  final  cost  is 
likely  to  be.  No  land  acquisition  funding  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  would  result  in  the 
loss  of  a  trained  realty  staff  and  a  tremendous  loss  of  credibility  with  landowners  as 
purchase  offers  were  withdrawn  and  land  acquisition  projects  put  on  hold.  If,  the 
program  were  to  be  shutdown  it  would  take  a  minimum  of  three  to  five  years  to 
bring  a  land  acquisition  program  back  on  line  from  the  first  year  funding  was 
appropriated. 

Question.  What  would  be  the  cost  associated  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  turning  over  property  to  the  States  or  other 
organizations? 

Answer.  The  Department  does  not  support  the  transfer  of  existing  refuge 
lands  to  the  states  or  other  organizations.  We  cannot  give  a  definitive  estimate  of  the 
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costs  of  disposal.  The  Realty  costs  associated  with  disposal  are  dependent  upon  the 
size  and  complexity  of  the  disposal.  These  costs  include  such  things  as  compliance 
with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act, 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  and  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Administration 
Act.  The  costs  also  include  contaminants  surveys,  appraisals,  title  reports,  survey 
maps,  printing,  public  meetings,  travel,  and  salary  for  realty  personnel. 

Question.  How  would  those  costs  compare  with  the  current 
operating  costs  of  those  properties? 

Answer.  We  cannot  give  a  definitive  estimate  for  this  without  an 
evaluation  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  However,  with  many  of  our  refuges  minimally 
funded  and  staffed,  we  anticipate  that  the  costs  for  disposal  would  far  exceed  costs 
for  operation. 

Questfon.  Are  there  refuge  units  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
would  like  to  give  up?    Which  ones? 

Answer.  The  Department,  as  part  of  Vice  President  Gore's  National 
Performance  Review,  Phase  II  (commonly  referred  to  as  REGO  II),  has  already 
announced  proposals  to  reduce  the  size  of  certain  programs.  Waterfowl  Production 
Areas  (WPAs)  and  Coordination  Areas  are  two  categories  of  Refuge  System  lands 
covered  in  that  announcement.  They  may  present  opportunities  to  transfer  important 
responsibilities  to  States. 

Currently  the  Service  manages  almost  all  of  the  2.2  million  acres  of  WPAs  in  10 
States  and  180  counties.  The  Service  is  seeking  to  enter  into  agreements  with  States 
for  management  of  WPAs  within  their  boundaries.  These  management  agreements 
can  cover  all  of  the  WPAs  within  a  State  or  can  include  only  the  WPAs  within  a 
specific  county.  To  avoid  potential  confusion,  the  Service  will  not  consider 
management  agreements  which  will  result  in  more  than  one  agency  managing  WPAs 
within  any  county. 

No  funding  will  be  available  to  transfer  to  the  States  for  the  implementation  of 
management  agreements.  The  Service  will  continue  general  management  oversight 
to  insure  that  WPAs  are  managed  in  accordance  with  refuge  purposes,  but  States  will 
be  responsible  for  day-to-day  operational  decisions.  If  States  do  not  want  or  are 
unable  to  accept  management  responsibility,  then  the  Service  will  continue  to  manage 
the  WPAs. 

On  WPAs  where  the  Service  holds  fee  title  to  lands.  States  will  be  able  to  manage  all 
programs  directly,  including  hunting,  posting,  weed  control,  grazing  management, 
grassland  seeding,  and  law  enforcement.  On  WPAs  where  the  Service  now  holds 
easements,  the  States  will  be  responsible  for  monitoring  compliance  with  those 
easements.  Management  of  WPAs,  whether  by  the  Service  or  through  management 
agreements  with  States,  must  be  accomplished  in  accordance  with  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act  and  other  applicable  laws.  With  that 
recognition,  the  Service  already  has  statutory  authorization  to  enter  into  management 
agreements  with  States  and  can  begin  negotiations  with  willing  States  immediately. 

Another  opportunity  for  greater  State  participation  in  management  of  lands  is 
presented  by  the  50  Coordination  Areas  comprising  317,322  acres.  Coordination 
Areas  are  already  managed  in  most  instances  by  States.  The  Service  is  proposing  to 
transfer  (at  no  cost)  fee  title  interest  in  Coordination  Areas.  Since  such  a  transfer 
would  require  legislation,  the  Service  has  requested  an  indication  of  State  interest 
before  preparing  legislative  proposals. 
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The  Department  does  not  support  the  transfer  of  existing  refuge  lands  to  the  states  or 
other  organizations.  The  majority  of  lands  in  the  Refuge  System  are  those  that  have 
actually  been  established  as  National  Wildlife  Refuges.  The  Service  is  continually 
reviewing  their  contribution  to  System  goals  and  making  decisions  on  staffing  and 
funding  commensurate  with  that  review  process.  As  a  practical  matter,  refuges  that 
warrant  consideration  for  possible  disposal  would  provide  negligible  cost  savings. 
Further,  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act  of  1966,  as 
amended,  requires  an  Act  of  Congress  to  dispose  of  refuges  other  than  those 
acquired  using  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Fund,  which  require  approval  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission. 

Question.  Do  the  States  or  these  other  organizations  have  the 
resources  to  maintain  public  uses  that  are  currently  available  on  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  properties? 

Answer.  The  Service  does  liot  know  if  States  have  the  resources  to 
maintain  public  uses  that  are  currently  available  on  FWS  properties.  We  estimate 
that  the  annual  cost  of  managing  public  use  activities  on  refuges  is  about  S34  million. 
Indirect  or  one-time  costs  would  make  these  costs  far  higher  because  the  figure  for 
annual  costs  does  not  include,  (a)  depreciation  of  equipment,  roads,  or  structures; 
(b)  construction  of  new  facilities;  or  (c)  management  of  habitat  and  wildlife  that 
draws  visitors. 

Question.  What  is  the  current  inventory  of  authorized  refuges 
where  land  remains  to  be  acquired  (acreage  and  dollars)? 

Answer.  It  is  estimated  that  there  is  about  1.9  million  acres,  at  a  cost  of 
32.2  billion,  remaining  to  be  acquired  within  approved  refuge  boundaries. 

Question.  If  funding  is  provided  for  land  acquisition,  it  is 
likely  to  be  at  a  level  significantly  lower  than  recent  years. 
Reductions  of  10-50  percent  or  greater  are  possible.  What  approach 
would  you  recommend  the  Committee  take  in  making  such  reductions? 

Answer.  We  would  recommend  the  land  management  agencies  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  fund  their  highest  priority  projects  within  the  reduced  funding  level, 
based  on  agency  priorities  for  land  acquisition.  In  that  way  we  each  agency  could 
continue  highest  priority  acquisitions  that  are  crucial  to  agency  missions  and 
protection  of  resources. 

Question.  Section  6(a)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  requires 
that  the  Secretary  "  cooperate  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  with 
the  States..."  in  carrying  out  activities  authorized  by  the  Act.  With 
regard  to  the  ESA-related  land  acquisitions  included  in  the  budget 
request,  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  confident  it  has  met  the 
requirements  of  Section  6(a)? 

Answer.  With  regard  to  land  acquisition,  the  involvement  of  citizens  and 
State  and  local  governments  is  mandated  by  various  laws  and  policy  directives. 
Some  of  the  more  pertinent  of  these  are  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969,  Executive  Orders  11990  and  11998,  Executive  Order  12372,  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  and  Hunting  Stamp  Act  and  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The 
process  is  facilitated  through  a  network  of  clearinghouses  established  at  both  the 
State  and  area  wide  levels.  The  clearinghouses  function  to  receive  and  disseminate 
project  notifications  for  State  and  local  review  agencies,  provide  liaison  between 
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those  agencies  and  the  Federal  agency  proposing  an  activity.  In  addition  to  that 
process,  the  Service  maintains  routine  coordination  with  the  affected  State  Fish  and 
Wildhfe  agencies.  The  Service  is  confident  that  it  has  met  the  requirements  of  all 
apphcable  laws  and  policy  directives  with  respect  to  coordination  with  the  affected 
State  as  it  pertains  to  land  acquisition. 

Question.  Do  the  states  involved  all  support  the  acquisitions 
proposed? 

Answer.  We  believe  that  the  States  involved  all  support  the  Endangered 
Species  land  acquisition  projects  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  request. 

Question.  The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $2,500,000 
for  land  exchanges,  which  is  an  increase  of  approximately  $1.5 
million,  or  about  150  percent,  above  the  current  FY  1995  level.  How 
does  the  number  of  acres  to  be  exchanged  in  FY  1996  compare  with 
the  number  of  acres  to  be  exchanged  in  FY  1995? 

Answer.  The  Service's  FY  1995  budget  request  included  $2  million  for 
management  costs  associated  with  31  exchanges  involving  approximately  1.4  million 
acres.  The  FY  1996  request  of  $2.5  represents  38  exchanges  covering  nearly  1.7 
million  acres.  The  management  costs  associated  with  proposed  land  exchanges 
include  costs  necessary  to  carry  out  planning,  appraisals,  title  work,  and  negotiations 
and  pay  the  salaries  and  travel  costs  in  support  of  ongoing  and  new  exchange 
proposals. 

Question.  What  will  enable  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to 
conduct  the  enhanced  level  of  land  exchanges?  For  example,  is  the 
enhanced  level  a  response  to  an  increase  in  Congressionally 
authorized  exchanges  or  a  change  in  land  acquisition  policy? 

Answer.  The  enhanced  level  of  funding  is  requested  for  management 
costs  to  allow  the  Service  to  accelerate  the  completion  of  large  land  exchange 
proposals.  The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Administration  Act  of  1966  and  the 
Federal  Land  Exchange  Facilitation  Act  of  1988  are  the  authorities  under  which  the 
Service  conducts  its  land  exchange  program.  The  Service  uses  these  authorities  to 
facilitate  and  expedite  land  exchanges  to  provide  more  efficient  management  and 
secure  important  refuge  objectives.  The  Service's  land  protection  policy  has  not 
changed  -  it  is  to  acquire  land  only  when  other  protective  means  are  not  appropriate, 
available  or  effective.  When  the  Service  must  acquire  land,  it  acquires  fee  title  only 
if  control  of  lesser  property  interests  (e.g.,  leases  and  easements)  will  not  achieve  the 
objectives.  The  Service  also  has  a  general  policy  that  land  will  be  purchased  from 
"willing  sellers"  and  if  a  landowner  is  not  interested  in  selling  his/her  land  but  is 
willing  to  exchange  their  interest  in  lands  for  an  interest  in  lands  elsewhere,  an 
exchange  becomes  the  preferred  method  of  acquisition. 

Question.  The  conference  report  for  the  rescission  bill  rescinds 
$1,076,000  for  land  acquisition  projects  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  To  what  extent  has  passage  of  the  rescission  bill  by  the 
House  and  Senate  affected  the  availability  of  property  proposed  for 
acquisition? 

Answer.  The  bill  has  not  affected  the  availability  of  property  as  there  are 
sufficient  willing  sellers  for  each  of  the  projects  included  in  the  rescission  bill. 
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Question.  Has  there  been  any  greater  willingness  on  the  part  of 
property  owners  to  reach  an  agreement  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service? 

Answer.  The  proposed  rescission  bill  may  have  encouraged  some 
landowners  to  sell  rather  than  spend  a  great  deal  of  time  negotiating  as  they  were 
afraid  that  no  money  would  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  their  property. 

Question.  Do  you  anticipate  any  impact  on  the  time  it  takes  to 
obligate  funds  in  FY  1996  as  a  result  of  the  FY  1995  rescission  bill? 

Answer.  Ability  to  negotiate  the  rescission  bill  affected  the  Service's  with 
landowners  and  possibly  our  credibility  and  this  may  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  the 
land  acquisition  program.  However,  it  is  to  soon  to  tell  if  there  will  be  any  major 
effect. 

Question.  What  is  the  overall  level  of  unobligated  balances  that 
are  estimated  to  remain  available  as  of  September  30,  1995? 

Answer.  The  Service  is  estimating  that  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
fund  carryover  will  be  $35.1  million  for  FY  1995. 

Question.  Please  update  the  table  found  on  page  317  of  the 
budget  justifications  to  reflect  the  impacts  of  the  rescission. 

Answer.  The  table  is  updated  below.  It  also  reflects  the  latest  estimate  of 
obligations  since  the  table  was  prepared  for  the  Budget  Justifications. 
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U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Analysis  of  Budgetary  Resources  by  Activity  -  Land  Acquisition 

(Dollars  in  Thousands) 


Appropriation:    Land  Acquisition 

(14-5020-0-2-303) 


FY  1994 

Actual  FY  1995 

Budgetary  Enacted 

Authority  To  Date 


Dec.  (-) 
FY  1996    Inc.  (+) 
Request      from 
FY  1995 


Budget      Authority      Available      for 

Obligation: 
Appropriation 
Conference    Reduction    (P.L.     103^ 

332) 
PROPOSED   RESCISSION    FY 

1995 

Unobligated  balance  transferred 
Unobligated  balance  start  of  year 
Recovery  of  prior  year  obligations 

Total  Budgetary  Authority  Available 

Less  obligations 

Unobligated  balance  end  of  year 

(FTE) 


95,555    67,410    62,912    -4,498 
-129 

-1,076 


36,630  48,598  35,100  -13,498 

310 


-83.897       -79,703      -78,410  1.293 

48.598        35,100  19,602         -15.498 

(193)  (208)  (208)  0 


Bold  annotates  changes  to  Budget  Justification 


Question.  According  to  the  budget  justifications  (p.  285),  the 
FY  1996  request  for  land  acquisition  in  support  of  the  Emergency 
Wetlands  Resources  Act  is  $7,960,000,  which  represents  a  decrease 
of  $13,718,000,  or  about  63  percent,  below  the  FY  1995  level.  At 
the  same  time,  the  FY  1996  budget  request  for  land  acquisition  in 
support  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  $25,200,000,  which  is  an 
increase  of  $13,423,000,  or  about  114  percent.  Why  have  funds  been 
transferred  between  these  two  categories? 

Answer.  There  was  no  specific  intent  to  transfer  $13,718,000  from 
wetlands  acquisition  to  Endangered  Species  acquisition.  The  difference  in  funding 
between  the  two  targets  was  a  result  of  the  final  selection  of  projects  for  funding  in 
1996,  based  on  the  Land  Acquisition  Priority  System  Ranks. 

Question.  What  is  the  relationship  between  the  funding 
provided  through  land  acquisition  to  support  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  and  the  funds  provided  in  support  of  Habitat  Conservation  Plans? 
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Answer.  Funding  for  land  acquisition  by  the  Service  for  endangered 
species  conservation  has  traditionally  occurred,  and  wilJ  continue  to  occur,  under 
section  5  of  the  Act.  Under  this  authority,  the  Service  can  purchase  lands  with 
significant  biological  values  with  monies  appropriated  under  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  (LWCF).  By  law,  lands  purchased  under  the  LWCF  must  be 
managed  by  the  Service  as  part  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (NWR)  system. 

Acquisition  funds  in  support  of  HCPs,  would  be  provided  under  section  6  of  the 
Act,  which  allows  the  Service  to  enter  into  cooperative  agreements  with  the  States 
and  to  grant  the  States  funds  for  endangered  species  purposes.  In  this  case,  the 
grants  would  ultimately  go  to  states  for  land  acquisition  required  for  HCP  efforts. 

Thus,  these  two  land  acquisition  programs  should  be  viewed  as  independent,  but 
complementary.  Section  6  land  acquisition  grants  would  complement,  not  supplant, 
private  and/or  local  government  responsibilities  under  HCPs,  and  the  two  programs 
working  together  would  significantly  promote  endangered  species  recovery. 

Question.  What  is  the  total  amount  of  funds  requested  by  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  FY  1996  for  land  acquisition  in  support 
of  activities  related  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act? 

Answer.  The  President's  FY  1996  budget  request  contains  $25,200,000 
for  land  acquisition  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  by  the  Service  in 
support  of  Endangered  Species  projects.  The  lands  acquired  with  this  funding  must 
become  a  part  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System.  The  President's  budget 
request  also  requests  $27,363,000  for  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  Land  Acquisition 
Grants-to-States.  The  $27  million  would  be  used  to  provide  grants  to  states  for  land 
acquisition  required  at  the  local  level.  These  two  requests  should  be  viewed  as 
entirely  separate  but  complimentary. 

Question.  Has  the  need  for  Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act 
acquisitions  diminished?  If  so,  what  is  the  basis  for  the  diminished 
need?  If  not,  why  is  the  request  significantly  less  than  the  current 
level? 

Answer.  The  need  for  emergency  wetland  acquisitions  has  not  diminished. 
The  level  of  funding  requested  in  the  budget  for  Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act 
acquisitions  is  a  result  of  the  prioritization  of  projects  according  to  the  Land 
Acquisition  Priority  System. 

Question.  It  is  apparent  from  the  budget  justiflcation  that 
monies  in  many  different  Fish  and  Wildlife  accounts  are  being  used 
for  land  acquisition,  either  by  the  Service  or  through  grants  to  states. 
What  was  the  total  amount  of  funding  appropriated  to  the  Service  in 
FY  1995  that  will  be  used  for  land  acquisition? 

Answer.  The  accounts  and  funding  for  Service  land  acquisition  projects 
are  as  follows.  Appropriations  are  requested  for  Land  Acquisition  from  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  under  4  primary  authorizations  as  shown.  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  Account  houses  receipts  from  duck  stamps  and  other  sources 
(permanently  available)  which  are  used  for  acquisition  of  migratory  bird  habitat.  An 
additional  $9  million  in  appropriations  and  $17.7  million  in  revenues  (permanently 
available)  are  used  for  the  implementation  of  the  North  American  Wetlands 
Conservation  Act.  The  funds  (not  shown  in  the  table  below)  are  used  for  protection, 
enhancement,  restoration  and  management  of  wetlands  in  Canada,  Mexico  and  the 
US.    A  portion  of  these  funds  are  used  for  land  acquisition.   The  Land  and  Water 
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Conservation  Fund  is  distributed  through  four  authorizing  legislative  acts:  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  the  Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Act  of  1956,  and  specifically  legislated  projects. 


Account 

FY  1995  Enacted  rSOOO) 

Land  Acquisition 

$61,791 

Endangered  Species  Act 

11,777 

Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act 

21,678 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956 

9,073 

Specifically  Legislated 

7,785 

Emergency  and  Hardship 

998 

Inholdings 

998 

Acquisition  Management 

8.484 

Exchanges 

998 

Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Account 

40.928 

TOTAL 

102,719 

Question.  What  is  the  estimated  total  for  FY  1996?  Please 
breakout  by  account. 

Answer.  In  1996,  the  Service  is  requesting  $27.4  million  for  land 
acquisition  in  support  of  habitat  conservation  plans  in  addition  to  the  traditional  land 
acquisition  program  described  above. 

Account  FY  1996  Request 

(SOOO^ 

Land  Acquisition  $57,912 

Endangered  Species  Act  25,200 

Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act  7,960 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956  7,552 

Specifically  Legislated  3,000 

Emergency  and  Hardship  1 ,000 

Inholdings  1,000 

Acquisition  Management  9,700 

Exchanges  2,500 

Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Account  40,9 1 2 

Cooperative  Endangered  Spp.  Fund-HCP  Land  Acq.  27.393 

TOTAL  $126,217 

Question.  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  the 
authority  to  create  a  new  refuge  without  explicit  Congressional 
approval? 

Answer.  The  authorities  for  acquisition  of  the  areas  identified  in  Decision 
Documents  or  by  Congressional  mandates  are  divided  into  two  categories. 
Specifically  Authorized  Areas,  such  as  the  San  Francisco  Bay  NWR  and  the 
Minnesota  Valley  NWR,  are  authorized  by  a  specific  act  of  Congress.  General 
Authorization  Areas  are  acquired  under  general  authorities  such  as  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  Act.  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956,  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  the  Recreation  Act  of  1962  and  the  Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act  of 
1986.  Refuges  can  be  established  under  these  general  authorities  without  expUcit 
Congressional  approval. 
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However,  Congressional  approval  of  the  funding  of  the  areas  acquired  under  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  is  provided  through  the  appropriations  process. 
Funding  for  the  migratory  bird  refuges  is  accomplished  through  approvals  by  the 
Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission. 

Question.  If  so,  does  the  Service  have  any  plans  to  create  new 
refuges  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.  The  FY  1996  budget  request  for  Land  Acquisition  includes  a 
proposal  to  establish  one  new  refuge  -  Key  Cave  NWR,  Alabama. 

Question.  Have  any  refuges  been  created  in  the  last  five  years 
that  were  not  specifically  authorized  by  Congress?  If  so,  what  are  the 
annual  operating  costs  of  those  refuges? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  established  35  new  refuges  from  Fiscal  Year 
1991  -  1995,  under  general  acquisition  authorities.  For  your  information  we  have 
also  indicated  if  funds  for  establishment  of  the  refuge  were  approved  by  Congress  in 
appropriations  bills  or  approved  via  the  N4igratory  Bird  Conservation  Account. 

FY Source Unit  Name Annual  Operating  Cost 

(OOP) 
9 1  LWCF       Ohio  River  Islands  NWR  252.5 

9 1 LWCF/MBCF  Dahomey  NWR  7 1 .4 

91MBCF       Tallahatchie  NWR  * 


91  LWCF 

Nestucca  Bay  NWR 

* 

91  LWCF 

James  River  NWR 

* 

91  LWCF 

Walnut  Creek  NWR 

330.9 

91  LWCF 

Archie  Carr  NWR 

* 

92  LWCF 

Ozark  Cavefish  NWR 

* 

92  LWCF 

Siletz  Bay  NWR 

* 

FY 

Source 

Unit  Name                          Annual 

Operating  Cost 

(000) 

92 

LWCF 

Balcones  Canyonlands  NWR 

224.8 

92 

LWCF/MBCF 

Grand  Cote  NWR 

* 

92 

LWCF 

Mortensen  Lake  NWR 

* 

92 

LWCF 

Two  Ponds  NWR 

* 

92 

LWCF 

Great  Bay  NWR 

157.5 

93 

LWCF 

Lake  Umbagog  NWR 

117.9 

93 

LWCF 

Tualatin  River  NWR 

* 

93 

LWCF 

Handy  Brake  NWR 

* 

93 

LWCF 

Kealia  Pond  NWR 

* 

93 

LWCF 

Bill  Williams  NWR 

186.0 

93 

LWCF 

Leslie  Canyon  NWR 

195.0 

93 

LWCF 

Crane  Meadows  NWTl 

102.4 

93 

LWCF 

Bald  Knob  NWR 

* 

93 

LWCF 

Deep  Fork  NWR 

* 

94 

LWCF 

Guam  NWR 

* 

94 

LWCF 

Emiquon  NWR 

* 

94 

LWCF 

Cokeville  Meadows  NWR 

* 

94            LWCF/MBCF 

Trinity  River  NWR 

* 

94 

LWCF 

Lake  Wales  Ridge  NWR 

* 

94 

LWCF 

Canaan  Valley  NWR 

* 

94 

Donation 

Cossatot  NWR 

* 

94 

LWCF 

95 

LWCF 

95 

LWCF 

95 

LWCF 
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Patoka  River  NWR  3.7 

Big  Branch  Marsh  NWR  * 

Stone  Lakes  NWR  * 

Big  Muddy  NWR  * 

*  These  projects  have  minimal  O&M  cost  increases  because  they  are  managed  from 
a  complex  or  only  a  small  amount  of  acreage  has  been  acquired. 

Question.  The  FY  1996  request  for  Land  Acquisition  totals 
$62,912,000,  which  represents  a  decrease  of  $4,369,000,  or  about  6 
percent,  below  the  current  level.  Within  the  requested  funding, 
acquisition  for  federal  refuges  decreases  from  $50,313,000  in  FY 
1995  to  $43,712,000,  which  represents  a  decrease  of  about  $6.6 
million,  or  about  13  percent.  At  the  same  time,  funding  for 
acquisition  management  increases  from  $8,484,000  to  $9,700,000, 
which  represents  an  increase  of  about  $1.2  million,  or  14  percent. 
Why  is  there  such  a  significant  incfease  in  the  acquisition  management 
budget  when  funding  for  land  acquisition  is  expected  to  decline, 
which  should  result  in  a  smaller  workload  for  the  management  staff? 

Answer.  The  FY  1996  budget  includes  $9,700,000  for  acquisition 
management  to  be  used  to  continue  ongoing  LWCF  acquisitions  which  will  be 
funded  through  prior  year  appropriation  and  projects  funded  in  1996.  Acquisition 
Management,  in  addition  to  related  acquisition  cost  and  base  staffing  cost,  includes 
planning  and  evaluation  of  future  acquisition,  and  pursuit  of  cooperative  agreements, 
exchanges,  donation,  and  other  non-acquisition  alternatives.  Land  acquisition 
administrative  costs  related  to  exchanges  are  difficult  to  project  because  exchange 
proposals  are  often  made  in  the  current  year  and  vary  in  size  and  complexity.  One 
exception  is  in  Alaska,  where  most  land  acquisition  is  in  the  form  of  exchanges.  For 
the  remaining  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  regions,  it  is  estimated  that  about  10  percent 
of  the  total  staff  and  administrative  costs  for  land  acquisition  involve  exchanges. 
The  $9,700,000  requested  would  not  fully  fund  acquisition  management  costs  but  it 
would  reduce  reliance  on  project  funds  to  cover  these  costs. 

Question.  According  to  the  budget  justifications  (page  287), 
the  increase  in  acquisition  management  is  intended  to  reduce  "the 
reliance  on  project  funds  to  pay  incidental  acquisition  and  base 
staffing  costs."  What  was  the  level  of  these  "incidental  and  base 
staffing  cost  that  were  paid  in  FY  1995  out  of  project  funds? 

Answer.  We  do  not  know  at  this  point  what  the  FY  1995  costs  are  and  any 
amounts  we  used  would  just  be  an  estimate.  However,  we  do  know  that  the  FT 
1994  total  costs(not  including  land  acquisition  dollars,  to  carry  out  the  Land 
acquisition  program  were  $18,230,012.  The  FY  1994  acquisition  management  line 
item  appropriation  was  $8,484,000.  The  difference,  $9,746,013,  was  the  incidental 
and  base  staffing  cost  that  were  paid  in  FY  1994  out  of  project  funds.  Incidental 
costs  include  surveys,  appraisals,  contaminant  investigations  and  other  costs 
required  to  accomplish  acquisition. 

Question.  What  was  the  basis  for  determining  the  increase  of 
$1,216,000? 

Answer.  The  increase  of  $1,216,000  or  14%  was  determined  through  our 
internal  budget  process.  Our  goal  is  to  reduce  reliance  on  project  funds  and  the 
starting  point  for  the  amount  was  to  decrease  the  $9,746,013  that  was  paid  out  of 
project  funds  in  FY  1994. 
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Question.  In  FY  1996,  $5  million  is  requested  to  support  the 
activities  of  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation.  According  to 
the  budget  justifications,  the  funding  will  fund  grants  to  support 
recovery  of  endangered  species,  wetlands  restoration,  and  migratory 
bird  conservation.  How  are  the  activities  of  the  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Foundation  coordinated  with  related  activities  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  including  areas  such  as  endangered  species  and 
wetlands  restoration? 

Answer.  Close  coordination  between  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Foundation  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  accomplished  in  a  number  of 
ways.  The  very  nature  of  the  Foundation's  activities,  namely  creating  public/private 
voluntary  conservation  partnerships  between  Federal  agencies  and  the  private  sector, 
virtually  guarantees  a  high  level  of  coordination.  The  Service  is  encouraged  to 
identify  potential  projects  for  Foundation  grants.  The  Foundation  briefs  the  Service 
Directorate  on  all  grants  before  they  are  presented  to  the  Foundation  Board  of 
Directors  for  approval.  As  part  of  the  Foundation's  grant  peer  review  process,  the 
Service  reviews  all  projects  submitted  to  the  Foundation  for  funding.  The  Service  is 
sometimes  actively  engaged  as  an  on-the-ground  partner  in  grants  that  the 
Foundation  funds.  Finally.  Foundation  staff  regularly  visit  Service  Regional  and 
field  offices  to  discuss  the  Foundation's  work  and  learn  about  the  field-level 
priorities  of  the  Service. 

Examples  of  this  coordination  include  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation 
Act,.  The  Foundation  pioneered  the  cost-sharing  partnership  approach  that  became 
standard  operating  procedure  in  implementation  of  the  North  American  Waterfowl 
Management  Plan  until  the  Service  later  had  the  opportunity  to  address  this  program 
in  its  regular  budget  cycle.  The  Foundation  continues  to  play  an  active  role  in  this 
Service  program,  since  its  Executive  Director  is  one  of  two  permanent  members  of 
the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Council.  Another  example  is  the 
Service's  highly  successful  Partners  for  WildUfe  program,.  Originated  through 
Foundation  grants,  the  program  involves  Service  employees  working  with  private 
landowners  in  50%  non-Federally  funded  voluntary  partnerships  to  restore  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat,  particularly  wetlands,  on  private  lands.  The  Foundation  has 
invested  heavily  in  this  program,  substantially  increasing  the  Service's  ability  to 
work  cooperatively  with  private  landowners. 

The  Service  is  also  on  the  Federal  agency  steering  Committee  for  the  Foundation's 
widely  acclaimed  Partners  in  Flight  program  for  conservation  of  neotropical 
migratory  birds.  The  Foundation  is  making  privately-leveraged  grants  on  many 
national  wildlife  refuges  to  improve  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  In  Louisiana  alone  the 
Foundation  is  assisting  seven  refuges  with  on-the-ground  projects  that  would  not  be 
accomplished  without  the  Foundation's  assistance.  In  the  endangered  species  arena, 
the  Foundation  worked  with  the  Service  and  forest  products  companies  to  lay  the 
groundwork  for  habitat  conservation  plans  to  save  endangered  species  in  the 
Midwest,  southeast,  and  northwest,  while  still  allowing  economic  activity-  to 
continue  in  those  regions.  The  Foundation  has  also  assisted  the  Service  in 
continuing  the  high  profile  recovery  work  for  species  such  as  black-footed  ferrets 
and  the  Florida  panther. 


251 

Question.  The  highest  priority  acquisition  for  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  in  FY  1996  is  an  acquisition  for  the  proposed  Kona 
Forest  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Hawaii.  According  to  the 
justifications,  approximately  84,300  acres  remain  to  be  acquired 
within  the  refuge  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $40  million.  How  much 
of  the  refuge  is  expected  to  be  established  through  fee  acquisitions 
and  how  much  will  be  protected  through  some  other  means? 

Answer.  The  Service  believes,  with  concurrence  from  the  ^Alala  Recovery 
Team,  that  a  portion  of  the  planning  area  for  this  refuge  unit  could  be  acquired  in  fee 
and  still  accomplish  the  stabilization  of  rare  forest  bird  populations  in  the  core  area. 
Currently,  the  5,300  acre  fee  simple  acquisition  of  the  Kai  Malino  Ranch,  along  with 
management  rights  on  the  adjacent  State-owned  Waiea  tract,  is  deemed  sufficient  to 
stabilize  the  wild  population  of  Hawaiian  crows  or  'alala.  Other  tracts  in  the 
proposed  refuge  are  now  being  managed  by  cooperative  agreement,  such  as  the 
5,327-acre  McCandless  Ranch  and  the  6,349-acre  Kealia  Ranch,  It  is  believed  that 
these  and  other  cooperative  agreements  will  be  sufficient,  in  the  near  term,  to  obviate 
the  need  for  more  fee  simple  acquisitions.  The  Service  would,  however,  like  to 
pursue  additional  acquisitions  within  the  planning  area,  in  the  fuUire  on  an 
opportunistic  basis.  It  is  understood  that  the  package  of  fee  simple  acquisition  (Kai 
Malino  Ranch),  coupled  with  other  management  agreements  on  adjacent  Uracts, 
creates  the  basis  for  a  viable  refuge  unit  over  time. 

Question.  What  is  the  status  of  the  establishment  of  the  refuge? 

Answer.  The  Service  considers  the  proposed  Kona  Forest  refuge  as  a  unit 
of  the  already  established  Hakalau  Forest  National  Wildhfe  Refuge.  A  draft 
environment  assessment  for  this  addition  is  expected  to  be  completed  for  distribution 
in  August.  The  planning  area  now  consists  of  approximately  63,000  acres. 

The  Nature  Conservancy  (TNC)  has  entered  into  a  purchase  agreement  with  the 
owners  of  the  Kai  Malino  Ranch.  TNC  has  paid  nearly  $400,000  in  option 
payments,  anticipating  a  closing  prior  to  November  ($8.3  million  =  $7  million 
cash,  and  $1.3  million  donation).  Cooperative  agreements  currently  exist  for  the 
management  of  lands  adjacent  to  the  Kai  Malino  Ranch.  These  agreements  include 
the  McCandless  Ranch  (5,327  acres),  the  State  of  Hawaii's  Waiea  Tract  (1,258 
acres),  Kealia  Ranch  (6,349)  and  certain  Bishop  Estate  properties  totahng  9,598 
acres. 

Question.  The  budget  request  includes  $300,000  to  acquire  212 
acres  for  the  Pixley  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  According  to  the 
justifications  (page  306),  the  project  is  ranked  43  in  the  priority  list. 
Given  the  low  rank  of  this  project,  what  was  the  basis  for  including  it 
in  the  budget  request? 

Answer.  Pixley  NWR  is  ranked  43th  on  the  Land  acquisition  Priority  List. 
However,  the  projects  requested  in  the  1996  budget  reflect  a  combination  of  their 
ranking  draft  Land  Acquisition  Priority  System  and  consideration  of  how  the 
projects  support  work  in  priority  ecosystems.  In  addition,  instructions  to  consider 
the  Secretary's  Priority  Ecosystems  further  changed  the  ranking  of  projects  within 
the  budget  proposal.  The  end  result  was  that  Pixley  NWR  was  ranked  15th  on  the 
Service's  budget  priority  list. 
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Question.  How  were  the  priorities  land  acquisition  for  the  FY 
1996  budget  request  developed  and  what  determined  which  projects 
were  included  in  the  budget  request? 

Answer.  The  Service's  land  acquisition  budget  priorities  were  developed 
using  a  combination  of  LAPS  ranks,  the  Director's  discretionary  authority  to  change 
LAPS  ranks,  priority  ecosystems. 

Question.  The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $3  million  to 
acquire  355  acres  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  According  to  the  budget  justification,  approximately  21,302 
acres  remain  to  be  acquired  at  an  estimated  cost  of  approximately 
$181  million.  The  justifications  also  indicate  that  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  has  no  other  cooperators  for  this  project.  Given  the 
size  and  complexity  of  the  project,  why  doesn't  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  have  any  other  cooperators  on  this  project? 

Answer.  The  Service  does  have  cooperators  for  this  project.  The  Service  is 
working  with  the  State  of  California,  Resources  Agency,  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  and  Wildhfe  Conservation  Board  (WCB)  on  cooperative  acquisitions  and 
management  within  the  Refuge.  WCB  is  currently  in  negotiations  on  several  tracts 
using  Proposition  70  monies.  The  Service  is  also  working  with  the  City  of  San  Jose 
on  a  donation  and  restoration  project  using  State  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
mandated  mitigation  monies.  Other  cooperators  include  the  Peninsula  Open  Space 
Trust  and  the  long  established  Citizens  Committee  to  Complete  the  Refuge. 

As  stated  in  Public  Law  92-330,  the  act  which  authorized  and  directed  the 
establishment  of  the  refuge,  lands,  waters  and  interests  therein  owned  by  the  State  of 
California  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof  may  be  acquired  only  by  donation. 
The  publicly-owned  lands  within  the  boundary  continue  to  be  added  to  the  refuge 
through  donations  and  no-cost,  long-term  leases  and  cooperative  agreements. 

Question.  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  expect  to  use 
means  other  than  fee  acquisitions  to  protect  the  remaining  portions  of 
the  refuge? 

Answer.  The  Service  does  expect  to  use  other  than  Fee  acquisition  for  land 
protection.  In  keeping  with  the  1990  Environmental  Assessment,  a  combination  of 
fee  title,  conservation  easement,  lease,  and  cooperative  agreement  acquisitions  would 
be  used  to  protect  the  habitat. 

Question.  The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $1.4  million 
for  the  Western  Montana  Project,  which  primarily  involves  the 
purchase  of  easements  near  and  on  the  Flathead  and  Blackfeet  Indian 
Reservations.  According  to  the  budget  justifications  (page  313), 
approximately  334,000  acres  remain  to  be  protected  for  the  project  at 
a  cost  of  approximately  $33.4  million.  Please  provide  a  description 
of  each  of  the  components  and  the  associated  funding  level  requested 
in  FY  1996  for  the  Western  Montana  Project,  as  well  as  what  remains 
to  complete  the  project  after  FY  1996. 

Answer.  There  are  two  components  involved— Ninepipe/Mission  Valley 
Focus  Area  and  Blackfeet  Indian  Reservation  Focus  Area.  The  Ninepipe  ecosystem 
encompasses  64,000  acres,  of  which  the  Service  desires  to  directly  protect  13,000 
acres.  This  component  also  relies  upon  actions  for  private  land  habitat 
improvements.    As  with  the  Blackfoot  Challenge,  the  Ninepipe  project  proposes 
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acquisition  of  conservation  easements  as  the  land  acquisition  tool  for  the  project.  A 
decision  document  has  not  yet  been  approved  for  this  component  of  the  project. 
Both  are  strongly  supported  by  county  officials,  the  Governor's  office,  and 
numerous  local  groups.  The  Salish-Kootenai  Tribe  is  keenly  interested  in  the 
Ninepipe  project  because  the  project  is  located  within  its  original  treaty  boundary. 
This  portion  of  the  Western  Montana  Project  was  approved  for  planning  in  early 
1994.  Approximately  50  landowners  would  be  involved  in  the  easement  acquisition 
program,  with  an  estimated  future  cost  of  $9,000,000  beyond  FY  1996. 

A  preliminary  estimate  has  identified  approximately  300,000  acres  of  land  within  the 
Blackfeet  Reservation  for  some  form  of  protection  from  fragmentation  of  habitats 
essential  to  grizzly  bear,  gray  wolf,  peregrine  falcon,  and  bald  eagle.  No  acquisition 
elements  have  been  identified  until  further  review  is  accomplished.  There  will  be  no 
action  requiring  LWCF  expenditures  in  FY  1996. 

Question.  Please  describe, the  components  and  associated  costs 
of  the  Blackfoot  Challenge,  including  any  agreements  that  have  been 
signed  to  date  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Answer.  In  the  Blackfoot  Valley  Focus  Area,  the  Blackfoot  Valley  project 
(23,500  acres)  is  the  flagship  of  this  effort  with  an  ongoing  private  land  habitat 
program  that  is  funded  through  Partners  for  Wildhfe  and  non-Service  partners.  This 
component  of  the  project  has  an  approved  decision  document.  The  major  focus  in 
FY  1996  will  be  acquisition  of  approximately  2,500  acres  of  land  in  the  Ovando 
Valley  area  for  an  estimated  $1.4  million.  It  is  likely  that  the  land  will  be  protected 
through  purchase  and  administration  of  easements  by  the  Service.  Protection  of  the 
remaining  identified  2 1 ,000  acres  will  occur  in  future  years  on  a  willing  seller  basis 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6.2  million.  Up  to  40  landowners  may  be  involved  in  the 
Blackfoot  Challenge  easement  acquisitions.  No  agreements  have  been  signed  to  date 
by  the  Service  that  make  use  of  LWCF  monies. 

Question.  What  are  the  allowable  uses  of  tribal  trust  lands  and 
why  is  it  necessary  to  have  a  perpetual  easement  program  on  tribal 
trust  land? 

Answer.  All  uses  of  tribal  trust  lands  would  be  allowed  with  the  exception 
of  those  uses  reserved  by  the  Service  under  the  easement  documents  procured  from 
the  tribal  unit.  Typical  reserved  uses  would  be  on  wetlands  where  "no  drainage, 
filling,  burning,  or  leveling  of  wetlands  could  be  done  by  the  owner  of  the  land. 

Other  land  uses  that  could  be  eased  by  the  Service  reflect  "no  development"  clauses 
on  the  part  of  the  owner  and  the  Service.  Such  reservations  could  include:  "altering 
the  topography  by  digging,  excavating,  plowing,  disking,  cutting,  filling,  removing, 
or  otherwise  destroying  the  vegetative  cover  except  that  haying,  grazing,  and  timber 
harvest  could  be  permitted;"  "subdividing  or  de  facto  subdividing,  and/or  developing 
the  area  for  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  or  any  other  purposes,  except  for 
agricultural  uses;"  "erecting,  building  or  placing  any  structure,  including  temporary 
living  quarters,  on  said  land,  except  for  non-residential  farm  structures;"  and/or 
"dumping  or  disposing  of  non-household  refuse  and  disposing  of  any  material 
which  is  toxic  to  wildlife  or  considered  to  contaminate  soil,  groundwater,  streams, 
lakes,  or  wetlands." 
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It  is  necessary  to  have  a  perpetual  easement  program  on  tribal  trust  land  for  the  same 
reasons  those  easements  are  sought  on  private  lands.  There  is  no  guarantee  that  the 
tribal  trust  lands  will  not  be  developed  or  otherwise  altered  from  their  present  uses. 
Such  lands  can  be  used  for  whatever  purposes  the  tribal  unit  desires.  The 
conservation  easement,  in  its  perpetual  mode,  precludes  development,  for  whatever 
purposes,  from  occurring. 

OTHER  ISSUES 

GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

Question.  A  $225,000  increase  is  requested  in  General 
Administration  for  Printing/Reproduction  activities.  Among  other 
things,  the  increase  is  to  fund  printing  of  "information  on 
reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act."  What  type  of 
information  relative  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act  will  be  printed? 

Answer.  Servicewide  publications  including  administrative  manuals, 
budget  documents,  information  bulletins  and  products  ordered  from  other  agencies 
such  as  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  and  the  Federal  Register  are  financed 
through  this  fund.  The  budgeted  increase  is  primarily  to  counter  the  estimated  40% 
industry-wide  increase  in  paper  costs.  With  regard  to  information  relating  to  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  the  Service  has  a  number  of  basic  public  information 
products  in  the  form  of  brochures  and  reports  that  explain  the  endangered  species 
program.  The  increase  would  cover  any  new  publications  that  might  be  required  or 
revision  and  reprinting  of  existing  products  to  inform  the  public  of  any  changes  to 
the  program  that  might  occur  as  a  result  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
reauthorization  process. 

NATURAL  RESOURCE  DAMAGE  ASSESSMENT  FUND 

Question.  The  request  indicates  that  total  obligations  for 
Damage  Assessments  in  FY  1996  will  be  $6  million.  End  of  year 
unobligated  balances  will  rise  from  $6,666,000  to  $6,899,000.  What 
would  be  the  impact  of  appropriating  less  than  the  $5,302,000 
requested  for  Damage  Assessments?  Would  Fish  and  Wildlife  Simply 
spend  down  its  unobligated  balance? 

Answer.  In  coordination  with  other  trustees,  the  Department,  principally 
through  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  assesses  injuries  to  trust  resources  to 
seek  compensation  from  principal  responsible  parties  for  injuries  to  or  loss  of  trust 
resources.  The  NRDAR  Fund  provides  the  Department  with  capability  to  build 
damage  assessment  cases  which  typically  cover  large  geographical  expanses  and 
involve  complex  biological  pathways  of  injury.  Congress  provided  the  Fund  with 
no-year  authority  so  agencies  may  conduct  multi-year  investigations  which  capture 
fish  and  wildlife  and  other  trust  resource  data  across  as  many  seasons  as  necessary 
and  so  strategic  challenges  associated  with  multi-year  or  multi-season  field  data 
collection  can  be  accommodated. 

To  build  legally  defensible  and  scientifically  strong  damage  assessment  cases  the 
Department  is  required  to  conduct  extensive  field  investigations  and  reviews  of 
hundreds  of  sites  and  document  the  environmental  effects  of  released  hazardous 
materials  or  spilled  oil  and  their  nexus  to  trust  resources.  Funds  must  be  available 
before  coordinated  suidy  plans  can  be  finalized.  These  plans  dictate  dates  for  the 
actual  conduct  of  studies  or  collection  of  data  which  lead  to  obligation  of  funds. 
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The  actual  implementation  of  study  plans  may  take  place  up  to  2  years  after  the  date 
of  allocation,  depending  on  the  availability  of  expertise,  seasonal  considerations, 
and/or  the  completion  of  other  "preliminary"  phases  of  prerequisite  investigations. 
The  type  of  data  and  expertise  that  contributes  to  damage  assessments  may  not  be 
readily  available  because  of  the  highly  specialized  nature  of  contaminants 
investigations  and  because  of  the  sequential  nature  of  "cause  and  effects"  data.  Also, 
funds  may  not  be  obligated  immediately  upon  award  because  necessary 
authorizations  to  hire  or  contract  with  specific  expertise  may  create  some  lag  time, 
either  because  of  internal  personnel  requirements  or  from  the  contractor's 
perspective. 

The  above  factors  make  actual  obligation  of  significant  funding  amounts  difficult  to 
predict,  but  the  trend  shows  increases  over  the  last  three  years  from  $3.3  million  in 
FY  1993  to  $4.3  million  in  Pr'  1994  and  an  estimated  $5.6  million  in  FY  1995  ($3.5 
million  through  May,  1995).  With  these  trends  continuing  obligations  may  exceed 
appropriations  in  FY  1995  and  beyond,  making  continued  appropriations  necessary 
for  prudent  damage  assessments. 

If  the  requested  funds  are  not  appropriated  the  assessments  in  progress  would  be 
completed  to  the  amount  possible  with  current  funding  and  no  additional 
assessments  would  be  started.  This  would  negatively  affect  agencies'  ability  to  settle 
with  PRPs  and  secure  restoration  funding,  and/or  to  replenish  funds  available  for 
further  damage  assessments. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Question.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  brief  description  of 
the  high  priority  projects  on  the  Maintenance  Management  System 
(and  their  funding  requirements)  beyond  those  included  in  the 
request. 

Answer.  The  following  is  a  list  projects  from  the  Maintenance  Management 
System  (MMS)  and  addresses  repairs  to  existing  structures.  The  President's  Budget 
includes  funding  for  the  highest  priority  construction  projects. 

Noxubee  NWR.  Mississippi;  Bridge  Replacement.  The  repair/replacement  of  13 
bridges  was  identified  through  a  review  of  bridge  safety.  All  the  bridges  are  15-20 
years  old,  are  in  disrepair,  and  currently  represent  a  threat  to  the  health  and  safety  of 
the  visiting  public  and/or  Service  employees. 

Funding  Requirements:  51,100,000  for  planning,  design  and  construction  of  seven 
bridges.  Previous  appropriations  provide  for  the  other  six  bridges. 

Aiamosa/Monte  Vista  NWR.  Colorado:  Chicago  Ditch  Dam.  Replace  deteriorated, 
inadequate,  unsafe  water  control  structure  with  a  diversion  dam  that  will 
accommodate  Rio  Grande  River  flows  (including  large  amounts  of  debris)  and  can 
be  safely  manipulated  to  accommodate  water  diversions  to  the  Alamosa  NWR. 

Funding  Requirements:  $500,000  for  design  and  initial  site  work.  FuUire  funding 
requirement  is  estimated  to  be  $1,000,000  for  construction. 

Bozeman  Fish  Technologv  Center.  Montana;  Laboratory.  Visitor  Center  and 
Administrative  Building.  Replacement  of  an  inadequate  hatchery  building  with  a 
new  building  that  would  house  laboratory  facilities,  a  visitor  center  and 
administrative  offices.  Laboratory  facilities  will  include  a  histopathology  lab  for  the 
fish  disease  diagnosis  program,  as  well  as  space  for  water  quality,  proximate 
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analysis,  and  physiology.  Other  components  of  the  building  will  include  much 
needed  office  space,  potable  domestic  water,  a  universally  accessible  visitor  center 
and  educational  displays. 

Funding  Requirements:  $750,000  for  planning  and  design.  Additional  funding 
needed  for  construction  is  unknown  until  the  design  is  35  percent  complete. 

Alaska  Peninsula  NWR.  Alaska:  Four  Replacement  Residences.  Replace  four  badly 
deteriorated,  55-year  old  cabins  being  used  as  residences  for  Service  employees. 
The  existing  buildings  are  under-sized  for  families,  uncomfortable  due  to  unreliable 
and  inadequate  heating  systems,  and  only  marginally  safe  for  occupancy.  Repair  or 
rehabilitation  of  the  existing  buildings  is  not  feasible  due  to  their  advanced  state  of 
deterioration  and  small  size.  Therefore,  replacements  would  be  modem  3-bedroom, 
superinsulated  houses.  One  of  the  replacement  houses  will  be  constructed  on  the 
existing  headquarters  site,  and  the  other  three  on  lots  to  be  acquired  in  the 
community. 

Funding  Requirements:  $1,450,000  for  planning,  design  and  construction. 

Craig  Brook  NFH.  Maine:  Hatchery  Isolation  Building/Water  Supply  Phase  2  - 
initiate  design  and  construction  of  hatchery  production  isolation  building  containing 
three  isolation  units  and  replace  the  facility's  antiquated,  leaking,  heaving  water 
supply  system. 

Funding  Requirements:  $4,860,000.  A  third  phase  of  construction  includes 
planning,  design  and  construction  of  seven  additional  isolation  units,  demolition  of 
old  raceways,  and  site  work. 

Question.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  brief  description  of 
high  priority  dam  safety  projects  (and  their  funding  requirements) 
beyond  those  included  in  the  request. 

Answer.  Of  the  27  Service-owned,  high  and  significant  dams,  repairs  to 
12  have  been  completed  including  9  high  hazard  dams.  Currently,  there  are  nine 
undergoing  advanced  investigation,  preplanning  or  planning  and  design  and  another 
six  requiring  planning,  advanced  investigation,  design  and  repair  leading  to  future 
funding  requests.  The  President's  Budget  provided  for  the  highest  priority  dam 
safety  projects.  Future  work  at  these  dams  are  described  as  follows: 

Creston  NFH.  Montana:  Jessup  Mill  Dam.  Jessup  Mill  Dam  is  a  High  Hazard  dam 
with  a  Department  of  Interior  Dam  Safety  Program,  Technical  Priority  Ranking  of  27 
out  of  420.  This  ranking  does  not  include  the  most  recent  inspection  findings;  is 
based  on  structural  condition  and  hydraulic  capacity  of  dams;  and  does  not  consider 
the  hazard  to  life  in  the  event  of  failure.  Safety  studies  have  revealed  the  condition  of 
this  dam  is  unsatisfactory. 

Work  on  Jessup  Mill  Dam  may  include  rehabilitation  of  the  dam  embankment, 
foundation,  spillway  and  outlet.  The  exact  work  to  be  done  will  be  determined 
following  the  completion  (scheduled  for  September  1995)  of  an  ongoing  feasibility 
study. 

Funding  Requirements:  $850,000  is  currently  needed  for  site  investigations, 
preparation  of  designs,  value  engineering,  and  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  compliance  activities.  Additional,  funding  required  for  construction  is 
unknown  until  the  design  is  35  percent  complete. 
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McKinney  Lake  NFH.  North  Carolina:  McKinney  Lake  Dam  McKinney  Lake  Dam 
is  a  Significant  Hazard  dam  with  a  Department  of  Interior  Dam  Safety  Program, 
Technical  Priority  Ranking  of  12  out  of  420.  Safety  studies  revealed  that  the  dam  is 
in  poor  condition  due  to  a  deteriorated  spillway  and  outlet,  erosion  of  the  crest  and 
slopes,  and  seepage. 

Work  on  McKinney  Lake  Dam  will  include  replacing  the  spillway,  rebuilding  the 
outlet  works,  constructing  a  toe  drain,  providing  erosion  protection,  and 
constructing  a  log  boom 

Funding  Requirements:  $600,000  currently  needed  for  preparing  final  designs. 
Value  Engineering,  and  NEPA  compliance  activities.  It  is  estimated  that  an 
additional  $5,000,000  will  be  needed  for  construction  and  construction  management. 

Patuxent  NWR.  Maryland:  Cash  Lake  Dam.  Cash  Lake  Dam  is  a  Significant  Hazard 
structure  with  a  Department  of  Interior  Dam  Safety  Program,  Technical  Priority 
Ranking  of  41  out  of  420.  Safety  studies  revealed  that  the  condition  of  the  dam  is 
poor  due  to  seepage  and  stability  problems,  a  deteriorated  spillway,  and  an 
inadequate  outlet  structure. 

Work  on  Cash  Lake  Dam  will  include  some  combination  of  repair,  rehabilitation, 
and/or  complete  dam  removal. 

Funding  Requirements:  $485,000  is  needed  for  preparing  final  designs.  Value 
Engineering,  and  NEPA  compliance  activities.  It  is  estimated  that  an  additional 
$3,000,000  will  be  required  for  construction  and  construction  management. 

Wichita  Mountains  NWR.  Oklahoma:  Lake  Jed  Johnson  Dam.  Lake  Jed  Johnson 
Dam  is  a  Significant  Hazard  dam  with  a  Department  of  Interior  Dam  Safety  Program, 
Technical  Priority  Ranking  of  72  out  of  420.  Safety  studies  revealed  that  the 
condition  of  the  dam  is  poor  and  that  potential  stability  problems  could  result  in 
sudden  dam  failure  under  flood  or  earthquake  loadings.  In  addition,  concrete  on  the 
dam  and  spillway  is  cracked  and  deteriorated. 

Work  on  Lake  Jed  Johnson  Dam  will  include  modification  of  the  dam  structure  to 
correct  stability  problems  and  replacement  of  the  outlet  works. 

Funding  Requirements:  $3,540,000  for  construction  and  construction  management. 

Wichita  Mountains  NWR.  Oklahoma:  Lake  Rush  Dam.  Lake  Rush  Dam  is  a 
Significant  Hazard  dam  with  a  Department  of  Interior  Dam  Safety  Program, 
Technical  Priority  Ranking  of  1 14  out  of  420.  Safety  studies  revealed  that  the 
condition  of  the  dam  is  poor  and  that  potential  stability  problems  could  result  in 
sudden  dam  failure  under  flood  or  earthquake  loadings.  In  addition,  concrete  on  the 
dam  and  spillway  is  cracked  and  deteriorated. 

Work  on  Lake  Rush  Dam  will  include  modification  of  the  dam  structure  to  correct 
stability  problems  and  replacement  of  the  outlet  works. 

Funding  Requirements:  $3,540,000  for  construction  and  construction  management. 

Question.  What  determines  whether  a  project  is  to  be  funded 
from  the  Construction  account  as  opposed  to  the  Resource 
Management/Maintenance  account? 
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Answer.  The  Service  uses  the  following  criteria  for  determining  if  a  project 
should  be  included  for  funding  through  the  Resource  Management  or  Construction 
account. 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  ACCOUNT.  In  general,  the  cost  of  the  physical 
work  and  associated  support  activities  (scheduling  jobs,  ordering  materials,  etc.)  for 
keeping  building,  other  structures  or  facilities,  or  equipment  in  proper  condition  to 
prolong  its  useful  life  and  provide  for  employee/public  safety  may  be  charged  to  the 
Resource  Management  Account  provided  the  following  criteria  are  met: 

project  requires  relatively  simple  engineering  planning  and  design; 

projects  must  not  increase  the  size  of  existing  buildings  by  more  than  10 

percent; 

obligation  of  project  funds  for  planning,  design  and  construction  must  occur 

within  one  fiscal  year  and 

project  costs  are  limited  to  less  than  $300,000  with  exceptions  for  major 

equipment/  vehicle  purchases  and  material  procurement. 

These  projects  are  relatively  small  and  often  include  only  facility  repairs  but  may 
include  the  replacement  of  facilities  when  the  above  criteria  are  met.  In  order  to 
allow  for  the  highest  priority  projects  to  be  completed,  the  Service  will  allow  a 
project  to  be  funded  through  the  Resource  Management  Account  that  does  not  meet 
these  criteria  if  it  is  approved  in  writing  by  the  program  Assistant  Director  and  the 
Assistant  Director  -  Policy,  Budget  and  Administration. 

CONSTRUCTION  ACCOUNT.  The  Construction  Account  provides  funding  for 
large  and  complex  projects  including  projects  for  major  rehabilitation,  new 
construction,  and  dam  safety. 

Rehabilitation  construction  projects  include  those  involving  complete  replacement, 
reconstruction  or  renovation  of  an  existing  building,  other  structure  or  facility. 
These  projects  are  funded  through  the  Construction  Account  and  meet  the  following 
criteria: 

normally  require  extensive  engineering  planning  and  design; 

obligation  of  project  funds  for  planning,  design  and  construction  cannot 

generally  be  accomplished  within  one  fiscal  year;  and 

total  scope  of  project  generally  exceeds  $300,000  in  costs. 

New  Construction  includes  all  projects  involving  buildings,  structures  or  facilities 
not  previously  existing  or  that  increase  the  size  of  a  building  by  more  than  10 
percent.  These  projects: 

normally  require  extensive  engineering  planning  and  design; 
generally  cannot  be  accomplished  within  one  fiscal  year;  and 
involve  substantial  capital  investment. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  FUND 

Question.  Similar  to  the  Payments  In  lieu  of  Taxes  (PILT) 
program,  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund  was  created  to 
compensate  local  governments  for  lands  taken  of  the  tax  rolls  for 
refuge  purposes.  But  unlike  the  PILT  program,  the  Administration 
has  proposed  a  decrease  in  appropriations  for  the  Fund  that  will  allow 
for  payments  to  counties  at  only  70%  of  the  entitlement  level.      Why 
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has  the  Service  not  requested  funding  sufficient   to  maintain  payments 
at  the  current  percentage  of  entitlement? 

Answer.  The  Service's  FY  1996  budget  request  reflects  a  carefully 
considered  process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  priorities,  determining  trade-offs 
between  programs,  and  making  difficult  decisions  in  proposing  funding  allocations. 
In  order  to  fund  high  priority  operational  programs  within  a  constrained  funding 
target,  the  Service  was  not  able  to  request  additional  funding  for  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes. 

Question.  Why  is  the  request  for  the  Fund  reduced  while  the 
request  for  PILT  is  $10  million  higher  than  the  FY  1995  level? 

Answer..  Within  the  constrained  FY  1996  funding  target  it  was  necessary 
for  the  Service  to  propose  a  modest  reduction  in  this  program. 

Question.  What  is  the  ten  year  history  of  the  fund  in  terms  of 
the  percentage  of  entitlement  level  funded? 

Answer.  The  following  is  a  listing  of  the  percent  of  full  entitlement  paid  for 
the  last  10  years. 

Fiscal  Year  Percent  entitlement  • 


85 

64.4 

86 

60.0 

87 

59.0 

88 

71.1 

89 

77.9 

90 

93.6 

91 

89.6 

92 

81.7 

93 

77.9 

94 

77.1 

Question.  What  level  of  appropriation  would  be  required  to 
maintain  payments  at  the  78%  level  achieved  in  FY  1994? 

Answer.  The  appropriation  needed  to  maintain  payment  at  the  78%  level  is 

$13,154,000. 

Question.  A  portion  of  the  Fund's  income  is  derived  from  the 
sale  of  salmonid  eggs.  Are  any  such  sales  in  direct  competition  with 
private  egg  producers?  If  so,  what  is  the  Service  policy  regarding 
pricing  and  sale  of  such  eggs? 

Answer.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  does  not  conduct  sales  of  salmonid 
eggs  in  competition  with  private  producers.  The  Refuge  Revenue  Sharing  Act  (16 
U.S.C.  715s)  Section  401  of  the  Act  of  June  15,  1935,  (49  Stat.  383)  provides  for 
payments  to  counties  in  lieu  of  taxes,  using  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of 
products  from  National  Wildlife  Refuges.  Public  Law  95-469,  approved  10/17/78, 
(92  Stat.  1319)  expanded  the  revenue  sharing  system  to  include  National  Fish 
Hatcheries  and  Service  Research  Stations.  This  resulted  in  receipts  for  the  sale  of 
salmonid  carcasses  being  included  in  the  Refuge  Revenue  Sharing  Fund. 
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Fresh  eggs  from  adult  salmon,  steelhead  and  certain  species  of  trout  are  maintained 
at  hatcheries  to  be  raised  into  fry  and  fmgerling  size  fish  for  release  purposes.  In 
recent  years  there  have  been  no  surplus  eggs  available.  Historically  surplus  eggs 
were  shared  with  state  hatcheries.  Surplus  carcasses  are  sold  under  contract  to  the 
highest  bidder  for  use  as  pet  food  or  fertilizer.  These  carcasses  are  not  certified  for 
human  consumption.  These  sales  are  not  in  competition  with  fishermen  who  catch 
salmon  commercially  for  the  fresh  food  market,  and  sell  the  eggs  for  bait. 

Service  policy  is  to  make  carcasses  available  to  Indian  tribes  for  ceremonial 
purposes,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Prisons,  and  local  food  banks  when  the  fish  product  is 
certified  for  human  consumption.  Quantities  in  excess  of  these  needs  and  non- 
certifiable  fish  carcasses  are  sold  to  commercial  vendors  for  pet  food  and  fertilizer 
under  conditions  of  a  government  contract. 

SPORTSMEN'S    FUNDS 

Question.  The  Sport  Fish  Restoration  and  Federal  Aid  in 
Wildlife  Restoration  programs  allow  6  percent  and  8  percent, 
respectively,  of  income  to  these  accounts  to  be  used  for  program 
administration.  What  is  the  actual  percentage  of  income  being  spent 
on  administration  in  both  accounts? 

Answer.  The  amount  available  for  administration  in  the  Federal  Aid  in 
Sport  Fish  Restoration  fund  in  FY  1995  was  512,872,623,  or  6%  of  total  receipts. 
The  amount  used  for  administration  of  the  program  was  $10,875,136  (5.1%),  and 
$1,874,948  (0.9%)  was  used  for  special  projects  benefiting  the  states  and 
administration  of  the  program.  The  administrative  costs  for  the  Federal  Aid  in  Sport 
Fish  Restoration  is  anticipated  to  remain  at  the  same  level  in  FY  1996. 

The  amount  available  for  administration  in  the  Federal  Aid  in  Wildlife  Restoration 
fund  for  FY  1995  was  $17,892,134,  or  8%  of  total  receipts.  The  amount  used  for 
adminisu-ation  of  the  program  was  $11,502,598  (5.2%),  and  $2,510,000  (1.1%  ) 
was  used  for  special  projects  benefiting  the  states  and  administration  of  the  program. 
The  amount  of  the  8%  administrative  funds  returned  to  the  States  was  $3,879,536, 
or  1.7%.  The  administrative  costs  for  the  Federal  Aid  in  Wildlife  Restoration  will 
remain  at  the  same  level  in  FY  1996. 

Question.  The  request  indicates  that  administrative  savings  are 
achieved  from  administering  the  two  programs  jointly.  Are  these 
savings  reflected  in  the  request? 

Answer.  The  budget  request  for  FY  1996  does  reflect  savings  in 
administering  the  Federal  Aid  in  Sport  Fish  Restoration  and  Federal  Aid  in  Wildlife 
Restoration.  Both  programs  have  been  administered  jointly  for  many  years  and 
reflect  costs  savings  in  using  the  same  administrative  and  fiscal  processes,  many  of 
the  same  staff  for  grant  administration  activities,  and  the  same  computer  systems, 
networks  and  processes.  Additionally,  policies  and  procedures  have  been  developed 
jointly,  resulting  in  uniformity  and  reduced  regulatory  guidelines. 

Question.     Are  these  savings  reflected  in  the  authorization 
levels  for  administration? 

Answer.  The  Federal  Aid  in  Sport  Fish  Restoration  and  Federal  Aid  in 
Wildlife  Restoration  Programs  have  permanent-indefinite  appropriations  and  the 
levels  for  administration  are  establishing  in  the  respective  Acts.  The  Service  attempts 
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to  use  less  than  authorized  in  order  to  return  as  much  as  possible  to  the  States,  and 
will  continue  to  do  so  in  future  years. 

Question.  Does  the  Service  plan  to  make  further  reductions  in 
administration  costs  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.  For  FY"  1996  the  Service  intends  to  hold  the  level  of 
administration  of  the  programs  at  the  same  percent  levels  and  will  be  evaluating  the 
program  for  future  years  for  any  potential  administrative  savings. 

LOWER  COLUMBIA  RIVER  DEEPENING 

Question.  The    Army     Corps     of     Engineers     is     currently 

attempting  to  expedite  completion  of  the  Lower  Columbia  River 
Deepening  Feasibility  Study.  This  study  and  the  actual  deepening 
project  will  address  the  critical  need  for  improved  navigation  for  large 
vessels.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
involvement  in  the  feasibility  study? 

Answer.  The  Service  is  now  completing  a  paper  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
on  beneficial  uses  of  dredged  material  for  fish  and  wildlife  and  has  also  participated 
in  the  selection  of  benthic  and  fish  sampling  sites  for  project  studies  in  the  lower 
Columbia  River.  We  will  be  participating  in  a  salinity  intrusion  workshop  in  July 
and  will  be  preparing  a  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report  that  will  address 
project  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  appropriate  mitigation  for  those 
impacts. 

Question.  Is  the  Service  devoting  sufficient  resources  to  the 
study  to  enable  the  Corps  to  complete  the  study  in  a  timely  fashion? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  Service  has  two  biologists  working  on  this  project  at  the 
field  level  funded  under  a  reimbursable  agreement  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  so 
that  the  study  can  be  completed  in  a  timely  fashion.  The  Service  will  continue  to 
attend  planning  meetings;  be  involved  in  study  site  selections  (including  Habitat 
Evaluation  Procedures  (HEP)  sites);  salinity  workshops;  review  of  sampling  studies; 
participation  in  HEP  snjdies;  writing  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act 
Report;  and  review  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  project. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  ECOSYSTEM  INITIATIVE 

Question.  $7.2  million  is  requested  for  the  South  Florida 
Ecosystem  Initiative.  What  is  estimated  funding  requirement  for  the 
seven-year  program? 

Answer.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  budget  request  for  Fiscal  Year 
1996  includes  S7.2  million  for  restoration  of  the  everglades  system,  including  an 
increase  of  $1.3  million.  Approximately  half  of  this  funding  is  targeted  for  the  10 
national  wildlife  refuges  in  south  Florida,  with  $2.8  million  targeted  for  refuges 
operations  and  maintenance  in  FY  1996.  The  Service's  request  also  contains  $3.3 
million  for  ecological  services  activities  in  south  Rorida,  which  includes  $1.6 
million  for  endangered  species.  These  dollars  are  being  used  to  develop  a  multi- 
species  recovery  plan  for  the  69  threatened  and  endangered  species  in  south  Florida. 

The  FWS  has  not  estimated  funding  requirements  over  a  seven-year  period.  The 
multi-species  recovery  plan  which  the  FWS  plans  to  finalize  during  the  fall  of  1996, 
will  form  the  basis  for  budget  projections  associated  with  endangered  species 
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activities  in  subsequent  years.  The  comprehensive  conservation  strategy,  which  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FWS.  National  Park 
Service,  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service,  Nationad  Biological  Service,  and 
the  State  of  Florida  are  cooperating  to  develop,  will  form  the  basis  for  budget 
projections  associated  with  the  rest  of  the  everglades  initiative  programs  once  it  is 
completed  (it  is  scheduled  for  completion  during  the  fall  of  1996).  Once  these  two 
planning  processes  are  complete,  the  FWS  will  be  able  to  reasonably  estimate  and 
justify  its  budgets  for  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative  over  a 
seven-year  period. 

AMERICORPS 

Question.  What  is  the  total  requested  for  the  Americorps 
program,  and  in  what  accounts  is  such  funding  included? 

Answer.  The  total  amount  requested  in  FY  1996  for  the  Americorps 
program  is  $250,000.  It  is  requested  in  the  Resource  Management  Account,  Refuge 
Operations  and  Maintenance  subactivity. 

ENVIRONMENTAL     CONTAMINANTS 

Question.  The  request  indicates  that  the  Service  intends  to 
remove  all  of  its  underground  storage  tanks  by  FY  96  whether 
required  by  regulation  or  not.  The  request  also  indicates  that  the 
Underground  Storage  Tank  account  will  be  discontinued  and  that 
future  remediation  task  will  be  performed  with  maintenance  or 
construction  funds?  (p.  85) 

Answer.  The  Service  has  proposed  to  eliminate  the  FY  96  Underground 
Storage  Tank  (UST)  fund.  However,  not  all  Service  USTs  will  be  removed  by  FY 
1996.  According  to  our  records  there  will  be  65  Service  USTs  left  in  the  ground  at 
the  end  of  FY  1995.  Although  the  Service  does  not  fund  the  NBS's  UST  Program, 
their  records  are  still  contained  within  our  database. 

If  the  Service's  UST  fund  is  discontinued,  other  sources  of  funding  for  this  will  be 
utilized  including  Maintenance  and  Construction. 

Question.  Why  has  the  Service  chosen  to  remove  all 
underground  tanks?  what  is  the  incremental  cost  of  removing  those 
tanks  not  required  to  be  removed  by  regulations?  Will  the  task  be 
completed  in  FY  96  according  to  plan? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  chosen  to  remove  all  underground  storage  tanks 
(USTs)  due  to  the  age  of  the  tanks.  Many  of  the  Service's  tanks  were  installed  in  the 
1970's  and  1980's  with  some  tanks  dating  back  to  1939  as  the  original  installation 
date.  There  are  some  Service  tanks  whose  original  installation  date  is  not  known. 
This  means  that  the  tanks  have  been  in  the  ground  over  10  years  with  several  tanks 
being  in  the  ground  over  50  years. 

Most  of  the  Service  USTs  are  used  for  storing  Heating  Oil  used  on  die  premises. 
Since  there  are  no  Federal  requirements  to  perform  tank  inventorying  methods  on 
heating  oil  tanks,  none  have  been  done  and  leaking  of  these  tanks  could  go 
undetected  for  many  years.  If  these  heating  oil  tanks  leak,  the  UST  regulations 
would  apply  to  these  Service  tanks.  Being  good  stewards  of  the  environment  and 
being  proactive  on  the  protection  of  the  environment,  the  Service  made  a  bold 
decision  to  remove  all  Service  USTs  and  place  these  tanks  aboveground  when 
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possible  or  replace  the  existing  underground  storage  tanks  with  state-of-the-art  new 
underground  storage  tanks.  In  fact,  many  of  the  tanks  once  removed  from  the 
ground  were  found  to  be  corroded,  rusted,  and  if  not  already  leaking,  very  close  to 
it.  The  cost  of  an  extensive  remediation  due  to  an  undetected  leak  that  could  have 
persisted  year-after-year  is  astronomical  compared  to  the  cost  to  remove  the  tanks. 
These  tanks  were  at  the  end  of  their  life  cycle  and  needed  to  be  replaced,  therefore  no 
incremental  costs  were  incurred. 

As  the  Service  has  approached  the  removal  of  USTs  in  a  coordinated  fashion,  the 
incremental  costs  of  removing  a  portion  of  the  tanks  are  not  available. 

No,  the  task  will  not  be  complete  in  FY  1996.  The  Service  response  over  the  course 
of  the  life  of  the  UST  Program  has  been  good.  The  original  count  of  USTs  were 
approximately  1,277  tanks,  including  UST's  from  the  National  Biological  Service 
which  was  part  of  the  Service  at  the  beginning  of  this  effort.  The  count  of  UST's 
remaining  after  FY  1995  is  65  [excluding  17  UST  tanks  on  NBS  facilities]. 

Question.  Why  is  the  Service  proposing  to  perform  any  further 
underground  tank  remediation  with  Refuge  and  Hatchery  maintenance 
funding,  particularly  given  the  Service's  maintenance  backlog?  Will 
the  Department  maintain  an  ability  to  track  the  costs  of  the 
underground  storage  tank  remediation  program?  (p.  89) 

Answer.  The  total  number  of  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  brought 
into  compliance  since  the  inception  of  the  program  is  1,195  tanks  out  of  1,277  total 
tank  count.  We  now  feel  the  remaining  number  of  USTs  is  manageable  within 
normal  maintenance  priorities.  Future  funding  requirements  for  the  UST  Program 
could  be  obtained  from  the  Refuge  and  Hatchery  maintenance  funding.  UST's  will 
be  put  on  a  prioritization  plan  along  with  all  other  maintenance  projects. 

The  Service  will  be  able  to  maintain  an  abiUty  to  track  the  costs  of  the  underground 
storage  tank  remediation  through  input  into  the  Service's  UST  database. 

Question.  The  California  Industry  and  Government  Coalition 
on  the  Kern  County  Valley  Floor  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  (HCP) 
has  submitted  a  request  to  the  subcommittee  for  $2  million  for  fiscal 
year  1996  to  support  land  acquisitions  necessary  to  provide  mitigation 
for  successful  habitat  conservation  plan  development.  If  the 
Coalition's  request  were  honored,  under  what  F&W's  funding  source 
would  it  fall? 

Answer.  The  appropriate  funding  authority  would  be  the  Cooperative 
Endangered  Species  Conservation  Fund,  specifically  HCP  Land  Acquisition  Grants- 
to-states.  This  fund  enaT^les  states  to  assist  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  promote 
recovery  of  listed  endangered  and  threatened  species,  and  to  monitor  both  the  status 
of  candidate  species  for  listing  and  the  status  of  recovered  species.  The  Secretary 
has  proposed  $28  million  in  FY  96  in  this  fund  for  land  acquisition  associated  with 
HCPs  to  provide  Federal,  state,  and  local  partnerships  and  assist  with 
implementation  of  HCPs. 

Question.  Has  the  agency  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the 
merits  of  the  Coalition's  request?  If  so,  what  are  your  conclusions? 
If  not,  please  provide  the  subcommittee  with  an  analysis  of  the 
request  outlined  in  the  statement  attached. 
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Answer.  The  Service  at  the  Washington,  Region,  and  Field  levels  has 
reviewed  the  Coalition's  request  and  finds  that  it  has  considerable  merit.  It  is  the 
judgment  of  the  Service  that  it  would  result  in  significant  conservation  of  endangered 
species  in  the  HCP  area  and  adjacent  San  Joaquin  Valley  habitats. 

The  provision  of  Federal  funding  for  the  HCP  habitat  acquisition  through  the  HCP 
Land  Acquisition  initiative  is  considered  desirable  as  a  first  step  for  successful 
implementation  of  the  Valley  Floor  HCP.  This  habitat  acquisition  would  ensure 
native  habitats  are  preserved,  enhanced,  and  managed  in  perpetuity.  The  success  of 
the  HCP  would  provide  conservation  of  listed,  threatened,  and  endangered  species. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PETE  DOMENICI 
MIDDLE  RIO  GRANDE  MANAGEMENT 

Question.  The  Administration's  FY  1996  budget  reduces  the 
current  Middle  Rio  Grande  research  program,  also  known  as  the 
bosque  initiative,  by  $199,000.  This  initiative,  which  seeks  to  restore 
and  regenerate  one  of  the  last  remaining  bosque  areas  in  the  country, 
has  made  great  progress  with  the  support  of  this  subcommittee.  At  a 
current  annual  appropriation  of  about  $600,000,  valuable  data  has  been 
collected  on  the  bosque,  and  a  biological  management  plan  has  been 
developed  and  is  now  being  implemented. 

The  data  collection  effort  for  the  Middle  Rio  Grande  bosque  initiative 
was  envisioned  as  a  ten-year  effort.  We  are  only  about  halfway  through 
this  period.  Approximately  $200,000  is  being  spent  on  this  portion  of 
the  program  each  year.  That  appears  to  be  the  funding  that  is  deleted 
from  the  FY  1996  budget.  What  is  the  rationale  for  suspending  this 
important  effort,  which  forms  the  foundation  of  the  bosque  program? 

Answer.  The  Middle  Rio  Grande  bosque  initiative  will  not  be 
suspended  as  the  FY  1996  budget  includes  $396,000  to  continue  the 
program.  This  is  $199,000  below  the  FY  1995  enacted  funding  level  of 
$595,000.  In  FY  1996,  the  Service  in  coordination  with  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  continue  to  address  ecosystem 
management,  dealing  with  urban  and  agricultural  development,  water 
delivery  with  urban  and  agricultural  development,  water  delivery  needs  and 
efficiencies,  upland,  as  well  as  riparian  land  uses.  The  study  will  address 
management  options  both  spatially  and  temporally.  Replication  of  flooding 
cycles  through  reservoir  releases,  implementation  of  a  multi-agency 
management  plan,  the  active  solicitation  of  public  sector  involvement,  and 
basic  biological  research  will  continue,  at  a  reduced  level  of  effort. 

Question.  What  is  the  current  status  of  the  data  collection 
efforts  on  the  bosque:  What  information  will  not  be  obtained  if  this 
activity  is  suspended  as  proposed  by  the  Service? 

Answer.  The  President's  budget  provides  funding  for  the 
fundamental  components  of  this  program  to  adequately  understand  the 
function  of  the  bosque  ecosystem.  These  consist  of  but  are  not  limited  to: 
Vegetation  changes  (long  term  and  short  term);  habitat  fragmentation; 
habitat  quality;  surface  water  value  and  use  by  bosque  vegetation;  studies  of 
vertebrates/insects/plants  in  the  bosque  ecosystem;  riparian/wetland 
vegetation  community  classification/evaluation;  aspects  of  restoration 
ecology;  and,  relationship  of  soil  stratigraphy/salinity  to  success  of 
restoration  efforts. 

The  majority  of  the  information  currently  being  collected  deals  with  the 
health  of  the  Rio  Grande  and  its  riparian  community  as  a  dynamic  and 
functioning  ecosystem  including  planned  efforts  to  formulate  hydrologic 
models  for  input  into  operation  scenarios  of  the  river,  and  to  replace  bosque 
habitats  as  they  grow  older  and  disappear.  In  order  to  manage  the  resources 
of  the  river  and  its  bosque.  essential  information  concerning  the  resiliency  of 
the  resources,  the  distribution  and  interrelatedness  of  those  resources,  must 
be  known.   This  information  would  be  used  to  proactively  manage  within 
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reasonable  limits  for  all  users  of  the  river,  to  ensure  healthy,  self-sustaining 
populations,  and  to  recover  or  manage  those  species  that  might  otherwise 
require  legislative  protection. 

Efforts  that  must  be  suspended  or  lessened  in  scope  due  to  the  decrease  in 
funding  would  include  monitoring  of  the  hydrological  response  of  the  river 
to  operations  (data  that  would  be  used  in  support  of  consultations  with 
action  agencies  and  for  recovery  of  the  river);  determination  of  viable 
"patch"  size  of  habitats  that  would  allow  development  to  proceed  while 
maintaining  the  diversity  of  the  bosque;  identification  of  areas  for  habitat 
enhancement;  establishment  of  soil  salt  classifications  to  aid  in  the 
replacement  of  vegetation;  mapping  of  the  bosque;  and  surface  water  needs 
for  maintenance  of  the  bosque  and  the  Rio  Grande. 

Question.  There  is  widespread  support  for  protecting  the 
Middle  Rio  Grande  bosque  habitat.  The  development  of  the  biological 
management  plan  was  a  community-based  effort  with  multi-agency 
participation  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
and  Corps  of  Engineers.  What  portion  of  the  biological  management 
plan  will  be  supported  with  the  $399,000  remaining  in  the  budget 
request? 

Answer.  There  is  widespread  support  for  the  protection  of  the  Rio 
Grande  bosque.  This  effort  is  an  interagency  (Service,  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  Corps  of  Engineers,  University  of  New  Mexico)  cooperative 
achievement  which  recognizes  the  value  and  function  of  the  riparian 
community  (aquatic  and  terrestrial)  associated  with  the  middle  Rio  Grande, 
extending  from  Cochiti  reservoir  downstream  to  Elephant  Butte  Reservoir 
(187  miles). 

This  overall  effort  is  known  as  the  "Bosque  Initiative"  and  involves 
numerous  Federal,  tribal.  State,  county,  local  governmental  entities,  private 
landowners  and  interested  citizens.  Activity  is  centered  around  the 
ecological  integrity  of  this  valuable,  albeit  managed  ecosystem.  The  activity 
is  guided  by  21  broad  recommendations  contained  in  the  Bosque 
Management  Plan,  the  document  that  has  guided  the  initiative  and  is  the 
result  of  interagency,  public  and  private  consensus  on  the  need  to  manage 
the  river  and  its  habitat  as  a  whole. 

The  portion  of  the  initiative  that  will  be  funded  with  the  remaining  $399,000 
will  include  the  support  of  the  coordination  position  that  was  one  of  the 
earliest  and  highest  priorities  of  the  agencies  involved  in  the  initiative.  That 
position  will  continue  to  work  toward  proactive  management  of  the 
resources  through  cooperation  among  agencies  and  the  public— avoiding  the 
train  wrecks  of  actions  taken  in  isolation  without  the  input  of  stakeholders 
and  the  community.  The  remainder  of  the  budget  request  will  support,  at  a 
restricted  level,  interagency  and  community-wide  commitment  to  public 
information  and  habitat  enhancement  activities.  Funds  are  to  be  allocated 
based  upon  review  and  input  from  all  stakeholders  involved  in  the  Middle 
Rio  Grande  Bosque  Initiatives  organization,  the  Bosque  Improvement 
Group.  This  group  is  composed  of  Federal,  State,  tribal  governments  (14), 
county  (4),  community  and  involved  private  landowners  and  concerned 
citizenry. 

Question.  What  is  the  anticipated  time  for  full  implementation 
of  the  current  biological  management  plan? 
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Answer.  With  full  funding,  implementation  would  be  at  its 
optimum  level  in  4  to  6  years.  At  the  reduced  level  of  funding  and  resulting 
deferment  of  data  collection,  implementation  is  anticipated  to  be  delayed  by 
approximately  5  years. 

Question.  Does  the  Service  anticipate  undertaking  a  data 
collection  effort  to  assess  the  impact  of  the  management  plan  on  the 
bosque?  If  not,  how  will  we  assess  the  success  or  failure  of  this 
initiative? 

Answer.  The  research  identified  for  implementation  under  the  Bosque 
Initiative  was  specifically  designed  to  contribute  to  adaptive  management, 
continually  feeding  back  information  on  the  responses  of  the  biological 
communities  to  management  scenarios.  Assessment  of  the  success  of  the 
initiative  would  have  been  contiilual .  in  order  to  ensure  that  course 
corrections  were  possible  at  every  decision  point.  With  the  reduced  funding 
levels,  such  monitoring  will  be  concomitantly  lessened  in  both  scope  and 
sensitivity  to  the  changes  in  the  bosque  brought  about  by  management. 

MESCALERO  FISH  HATCHERY 

Question.  The  Administration's  FY  1996  budget  includes 
savings  of  $4.6  million  from  its  proposal  to  close  11  fish  hatcheries. 
Page  172  of  your  budget  justification  lists  the  11  fish  hatcheries 
proposed  for  transfer  or  closure  (quote)  "because  their  production 
primarily  supports  resident  State  programs."  Included  in  this  lists  is 
the  Mescalero  National  Fish  Hatchery  in  New  Mexico.  Is  that  hatchery 
raising  fish  for  State  waters?  If  not,  why  is  the  Mescalero  National  Fish 
Hatchery  included  on  this  list? 

Answer.  The  Mescalero  National  Fish  Hatchery  in  FY  1994 
distributed  351.681  fish  weighing  84,994  pounds  for  recovery  of 
threatened/endangered  species  and  management  assistance  for  other  Federal 
and  Tribal  lands.  As  we  address  budget  reductions  in  light  of  our  essential 
Federal  mandated  roles,  the  Service  is  forced  to  reprioritize  its  base  fisheries 
operations.  As  part  of  this  narrowed  focus,  the  National  Fish  Hatchery 
System  has  evaluated  functions  of  specific  facilities  to  determine  the  extent 
to  which  each  contributes  to  providing  fish  to  meet  high  priority  Service 
programs.  A  three-step  method  was  used  to  identify  candidates  for  transfer. 
A  different  set  of  criteria  was  applied  in  each  step,  ultimately  leading  to  a 
single  list  of  candidates  for  transfer.  Subsequently,  10  fish  hatcheries,  one 
of  which  is  Mescalero,  have  been  identified  for  transfer  to  the  States  or  for 
closure  in  FY  1996  because  their  production  primarily  supports  non- 
migratory  species  and  resident  State  fishery  programs,  and  secondarily, 
recreational  programs  on  Federal  and  Tribal  lands. 

The  production  at  Mescalero  in  support  of  threatened  and  endangered 
species  recovery  will  be  transferred  to  other  facilities. 

Question.  How  many  Indian  tribes  and  pueblos  in  the  Southwest 
will  be  impacted  by  the  closure  of  the  Mescalero  hatchery  and  Inks 
Dam  National  Fish  Hatchery  in  Texas,  which  is  also  on  the  list  of 
proposed  transfers  and  closures? 
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Answer.  The  Service's  FY  1996  budget  proposes  to  transfer  the 
Mescalero  National  Fish  Hatchery  to  the  state.  If  the  state  decides  to  assume 
operation  of  the  facility  impacts  to  the  tribes  and  pueblos  could  be 
minimized.  The  Mescalero  National  Fish  Hatchery  provides  rainbow  trout  to 
13  Tribal  programs  in  the  Southwest.  Rainbow  trout  provided  by  Mescalero 
National  Fish  Hatchery  support  the  management  plans  for  the  Mescalero 
Apache  Indian  Reservation,  Isleta  Pueblo,  Jemez  Pueblo,  Nambe  Pueblo, 
Picuris  Pueblo,  Sandia  Pueblo,  Santa  Clara  Pueblo,  San  Juan  Pueblo,  San 
Ildefonso  Pueblo,  Zia  Pueblo,  Tesuque  Pueblo,  Zia  Pueblo,  and  Jicarilla 
Apache  Indian  Reservation. 

The  Inks  Dam  National  Fish  Hatchery  provides  catfish  and  largemouth  bass 
to  1 1  tribal  programs  in  the  Southwest;  Sandia  Pueblo,  San  Juan  Pueblo, 
Zuni  Pueblo,  the  Navajo  Nation,  Ute  Mountain  Indian  Reservation,  San 
Carlos  Apache  Indian  Reservation,  Alabama-Coushatta  Indian  Reservation, 
Fort  Apache  Indian  Reservation,  San  Ildefonso  Pueblo,  Tohono  O'Odham 
Indian  Reservation,  and  Hualapar  In(;lian  Reservation.  These  Native 
American  fisheries  programs  are  dependent  upon  the  Inks  Dam  National 
Fish  Hatchery  for  recreational  fish  species  production. 

Question.  How  do  you  justify  this  impact  [on  Indian  tribes  and 
pueblos  in  the  Southwest]  in  relation  to  the  Native  American  Policy 
adopted  by  the  Service? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  proposed  to  assist  the  state  in  the 
transition  of  operations  of  Mescalero  National  Fish  Hatchery  under  a  3-year 
grant  program.  In  the  first  year  of  state  operation  the  Service  would  provide 
100%  of  operational  costs,  80%  the  second  year  and  40%  the  third  year. 
This  will  assist  the  state  in  taking  over  operations  of  the  facility  and 
minimize  impacts  to  Indian  tribes  and  pueblos. 

A  variety  of  pressures  are  forcing  the  Service,  along  with  other  Federal 
agencies,  to  take  steps  to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit,  focus  our  activities  on 
recognized  Federal  responsibilities,  and  address  higher  priority  ecosystems 
and  program  responsibilities.  The  Mescalero  National  Fish  Hatcheries  with 
their  focus  on  producing  fish  to  provide  state  recreational  fishing,  do  not 
contribute  to  one  of  the  Service's  priority  program  responsibilities.  The 
limited  amount  of  current  production  from  these  installations  that  addresses 
high  priority  programs  can  be  assumed  by  other  Service  hatcheries  with  the 
necessary  capabilities. 

Question.  Would  you  briefly  restate  this  policy? 

Answer.  The  Native  American  Policy  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  establishes  the  framework  within  which  the  Service  will  cooperate 
with  Native  American  governments  in  the  areas  of  Sovereignty, 
Conservation,  Government-to-Govemment  Relations,  Self-Determination, 
Communication,  Funding.  Culture/Religion,  Law  Enforcement,  Technical 
Assistance,  and  Training  and  Education.  Its  objectives  are  to  foster 
partnerships  among  the  Service,  Native  American  governments  and  others 
to  better  protect  and  manage  shared  ecological  systems  and  to  create  an 
environment  for  providing  technical  assistance  and  support.  The  Policy 
articulates  the  general  principles  that  will  guide  the  Service  in  its 
govemment-to-govemment  relationships  with  Tribes  in  efforts  to  conserve 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  address  other  issues.  It  was  developed  and 
adopted  to  help  accomplish  the  Service's  mission  and  to  concurrently 
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participate  in  fulfilling  our  trust  responsibilities  to  assist  Native  Americans 
in  protecting,  conserving  and  utilizing  their  treaty-reserved  or  statutorily- 
identified  trust  assets.  The  Policy  further  states  that  "Accomplishing  the 
intent  of  this  Policy  is  contingent  upon  prevailing  legal,  procedural, 
workforce,  and  monetary  constraints." 

Question.  On  page  201  of  your  budget  justiflcation  document, 
you  begin  the  description  of  a  $4  million  increase  entitled  "Recreational 
Fisheries  Stewardship."  The  first  paragraph  expands  on  the  economic 
value  of  recreational  fisheries.  What  evidence  does  the  Service  have 
that  the  economic  benefits  gained  from  this  increase  will  outweigh  the 
economic  losses  resulting  from  the  closure  of  the  11  hatcheries? 

Answer.  The  decision  to  transfer  ten  National  Fish  Hatcheries  was 
driven  by  the  need  to  focus  Service  activities  on  Federal  responsibilities  in 
these  times  of  diminishing  budgets.  There  are  many  needs  and  roles  for 
restoring  and  conserving  recreational  fisheries.  The  Service  has  taken  a 
hard  look  at  just  what  the  Federal  role  is  and  adjusted  its  role  accordingly. 
Stated  very  simply,  the  Federal  role  in  recreational  fisheries  is  to  focus  on 
highly  migratory  species  whereas  the  States'  role  is  resident  fish.  Those 
Service  activities  that  are  more  appropriate  to  the  States  will  be  transferred 
while  moving  our  support  for  recreational  fisheries  to  projects  with  Federal 
responsibilities.  The  Service  will  provide  emphasis  for  restoration  and 
enhancement  of  aquatic  habitats  that  support  recreational  fishing 
opportunities.  The  Service  will  work  with  the  States  to  see  that  those 
hatcheries  that  provide  significant  economic  benefits  continue  to  be  operated 
as  part  of  State  programs. 

Question.  The  Mescalero  National  Fish  Hatchery  has  been 
working  on  the  endangered  Gila  trout  in  recent  years.  What  will  be  the 
impact  on  the  restoration  and  recovery  of  this  species  if  the  hatchery  is 
closed  as  proposed? 

Answer.  The  Service  is  currently  conducting  a  formal  Section  7 
evaluation  of  the  Mescalero  National  Fish  Hatchery  to  determine  the 
impacts  of  closure  on  the  recovery  of  the  Gila  trout.  There  are  no  other 
hatcheries  in  the  Service  in  the  position  to  assume  responsibility  for  the 
recovery  of  this  species,  due  to  escapement  possibilities  and  because  this 
facility  maintains  critical  broodfish  for  propagation  purposes.  The  Gila 
Trout  Recovery  Team  considers  downlisting  to  threatened  status,  allowing 
recreational  fishing  for  this  species,  to  be  contingent  upon  establishment  of 
an  additional  population  of  Gila  trout.  Hatchery  production  is  a  critical  step 
in  this  process. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

Question.  In  1995,  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS) 
received  $166.9  million.  This  year  the  Administration  is  asking  for  an 
increase  of  $5.8  million  for  a  total  funding  level  of  $172.7  million,  both 
the  House-passed  and  Senate-reported  budget  resolutions  assume  that 
the  NBS  will  be  dissolved  and  would  continue  the  essential  funding  for 
research  and  cooperative  units.  What  is  the  minimal  amount  of  funding 
needed  for  research  and  cooperative  units? 

Answer.  The  Department  strongly  supports  the  funding  level  of 
S172.7  million  included  in  the  FY  1996  President's  Budget  as  being  the 


270 

minimal  amount  of  funding  needed  for  research  and  cooperative  units.  This 
includes  the  $84.6  million  included  in  the  "Research"  activity;  the  $15.8 
million  included  in  the  "Cooperative  Research  Units"  activity;  and  the 
$72.2  million  of  remaining  funding.  The  Department  does  not  support  the 
dissolution  of  the  National  Biological  Service. 

Question.  Is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  capable  of  assuming 
full  responsibility  for  research  and  cooperative  units  or  should  the 
funding  be  distributed  to  the  various  agencies  within  the  Department  of 
the  Interior? 

Answer.  The  Department  strongly  supports  the  continued  existence 
of  the  National  Biological  Service.  Returning  NBS  elements  to  their 
original  bureaus  (including  the  FWS)  would  return  control  of  science  to 
those  charged  with  regulatory  and  management  decisions,  and  would 
fragment  science  efforts  that  should  be  closely  integrated.  Administration 
by  agencies  with  regulatory  and  managerial  responsibilities  will  result  in  a 
lack  of  clear  distinction  between  the  roles  of  science  and  policies  in  DOT 
decisions.  Quite  possibly  it  would  result  in  decreased  access  to  the  scientific 
data  behind  DOI  management  and  policy  decisions.  Fragmentation  of  now- 
integrated  efforts  would  reduce  the  ability  to  provide  Federal,  State  and 
private  decision-makers  with  sound  scientific  input. 

SOUTHWESTERN  FISHERIES  TECHNOLOGY  CENTER 

Question.  The  Administration's  FY  1996  budget  includes  a 
request  of  $34.1  million  for  construction  activities  at  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  facilities,  including  the  national  refuges.  Again,  the 
Administration  has  requested  no  funding  to  continue  construction  of 
the  Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology  Center,  which  consists  of  the 
reconstruction  of  the  65-year  old  Dexter  National  Fish  Hatchery  and 
Technology  Center,  and  construction  of  a  complementary  facility  at 
Mora  in  New  Mexico. 

Without  going  into  the  long  and  involved  story  of  the  Dexter-Mora 
hatcheries,  I  will  simply  say  that  in  order  to  provide  funding  to  continue 
with  ongoing  construction  of  the  Center,  last  year  I  had  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  reduce  budget  items  important  to  my  home  state  to  keep 
this  project  moving  forward  to  completion.  The  final  appropriation 
was  just  under  $2.1  million  for  1995,  and  I  had  to  fight  in  conference  to 
retain  this  level  because  the  largest  portion  of  the  construction  budget 
was  dedicated  to  only  one  facility.  That  same  facility  is  in  the  current 
budget  for  $28  million,  representing  82  percent,  of  the  overall 
construction  budget  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  FY  1996.  The 
budget  request  include  a  total  of  $34.1  million  for  construction,  a 
reduction  of  $19.7  million  below  the  current  level  approved  by 
Congress.  Am  I  correct  that  the  requested  funding  of  $28  million  for 
the  National  Education  and  Training  Center  will  complete  the 
construction  of  the  project? 

Answer.  Yes.  The  FY  1996  funding  request  of  $28  million  would 
complete  the  project  as  planned. 

Question.  What  is  the  estimated  date  of  completion  of  the 
facility?  How  much  is  being  spent  on  this  new  training  center? 
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Answer.  The  estimated  date  of  completion  is  July,  1996.  Total 
project  cost  for  the  NETC  project  is  estimated  at  $132  million. 

Question.  Is  the  project  on  time  and  on  budget? 

Answer:.  The  project  is  slightly  (30  days)  behind  schedule  due  to 
weather  delays  and  soil  problem  s  on  site.  The  project  is  presently  on 
budget. 

Question.  I  assume  that  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to 
accommodate  construction  costs  for  this  facility  [National  Education 
and  Training  Center]  over  the  past  five  years,  other  projects  have 
necessarily  been  delayed.  What  is  the  estimated  backlog  of  construction 
projects  currently  identified  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer.  As  of  June  1995,  the  Service's  Maintenance  Management 
System  includes  a  construction/rehabilitation  project  backlog  of 
approximately  $220  million  ($93  million  for  National  Fish  Hatcheries  and 
$127  million  for  National  Wildlife  Refuges).  This  amount  does  not  include 
any  projects  for  buildings  or  other  structures/facilities  not  previously 
existing  (i.e.  new  construction),  or  major  upgrades/replacement  of  high  and 
significant  hazard  dams. 

Question.  How  much  has  this  backlog  of  construction  needs 
increased  over  the  FY  1990  through  FY  1995  period? 

Answer.  Since  FY  1990,  the  construction  backlog  as  documented 
by  the  Maintenance  Management  System  has  decreased  from  $245  million 
to  $220  million. 

Question.  What  type  of  plan  does  the  Service  have  for 
addressing  these  construction  needs  --  not  new  facilities  --  but  only  those 
currently  in  progress? 

Answer.  The  Service  annually  updates  the  MMS  -  inventory  of 
rehabilitation  needs.  Using  this  system,  the  Service  reassesses  its 
construction  program  on  an  annual  basis  which  allows  us  to  meet  our  most 
critical  needs.  Priority  for  funding  is  given  to  projects  which  are  currently 
on-going.  To  ensure  that  the  Service  is  addressing  the  most  critical  needs, 
the  following  priority  system  is  used. 

High  Priority  -  Health  and  Safety 

This  includes  conditions  that  threaten  human  health  and  safety. 
Examples  include: 

High  and  significant  hazard  dams 

Bridges  that  are  an  immediate  threat  to  human  health  and 

safety 

Pollution  abatement  projects  to  alleviate  immediate  threats  to 

human 

health  and  safety 

Rehabilitation/repair/replacement   of  facilities    in   such 

condition  that  they  are  an  immediate  threat  to  human  health 

and  safety 

Environmental  compliance  projects  to  alleviate  the  threat  to 

human  health  and  safety 
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Roads  in  such  condition  that  they  are  an  immediate  threat  to 
human  health  and  safety 

Medium  Priority  -  Resource/Production/Habitat 

This  includes  projects  that  support  the  Service's  contribute  to 
improvements  in  habitat  management;  production  and  protection  of 
wildlife  resources;  fishery  management  and  production;  and  energy 
management  and  conservation.  Examples  follow: 

Habitat  restoration 

Maintenance  and  storage  facilities 

Erosion  control 

Fencing  and  water  systems 

Levees  and  dikes 

Low  hazard  dams 

Bridges  and  roads  other  than  those  that  are  human  health  and 

safety  related 

Pollution  abatement  projects  to  mitigate  threats  to  fish  and 

wildlife 

Ponds/raceways/holding  houses 

Water  control  structures/pumping  stations 

Low  Priority  -  Public  Use/Other 

This  includes  projects  that  provide  environmental  education, 
visitor/office/administration  facilities,  wildlife  viewing,  hunting  and 
fishing  opportunities,  and  recreation.  Examples  follow: 

Visitor  centers 
Visitor  contact  stations 
Fishing  piers 
Trails  and  broadwalks 
Campgrounds 
Interpretive  displays 

Question.  What  are  the  budgetary  requirements  for  these 
facilities  over  the  next  five  years? 

Answer.  The  Service  currently  does  not  have  a  five  year  plan  in  order  to 
determine  the  budgetary  requirements  but  does  maintain  an  inventory  of 
construction  needs  for  rehabilitation  or  all  facilities. 

SOUTHWESTERN  FISHERIES  TECHNOLOGY  CENTER 

Question.  I  have  watched  the  Southwestern  Fisheries 
Technology  Center  project  progress  through  the  years.  The  Dexter 
National  Fish  Hatchery  and  Technology  Center  is  the  only  facility  in  the 
nation  dedicated  to  the  holding,  studying,  culturing  and  distributing  of 
endangered  fishes.  It  does  significant  work  on  listed  warmwater  fishes, 
but  without  renovation  of  these  facilities,  these  operations  are 
inefficient. 

The  Mora  unit  was  funded  beginning  in  1993.  With  existing  resources, 
completion  of  a  phase  2  fish  technology/production  building  and  vehicle 
storage/workshop  building  is  scheduled  this  November.  Without  an 
estimated  $4.7  million  to  complete  plumbing  and  piping  and  outfitting 
of  the  building  shell,  this  facility  cannot  initiate  operations.  What  are 
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the  estimated  funding  requirements  for  the  Southwestern  Fisheries 
Technology  Center  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.  $9,175  million  is  needed  for  the  completion  of  the 
Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology  Center  ($5,351  million  for  Mora  and 
$3,824  million  for  Dexter). 

The  $5,351  million  for  the  completion  of  the  Mora  unit  of  the  Southwestern 
Fisheries  Technology  Center  includes  construction  of  the  office/storage 
building,  shop,  and  outfitting  and  equipping  the  production  building  with 
fish  tanks,  raceways  and  water  recirculating  equipment.  This  phase  is 
needed  for  full  operation  of  the  facility.  Included  in  the  identified  funding  is 
$4,701  million  as  a  one-time  cost  for  construction,  and  $650,000  for  start-up 
costs  for  the  Mora  unit.  These  start-up  costs  would  support  purchase  of 
supplies  and  equipment,  preliminary  maintenance,  and  staff  relocation  costs 
as  needed  for  the  facility.  The  annual  operational  needs  would  be  $650,000 
thereafter. ' 

Additionally,  $3,824  million  is  needed  to  complete  the  reconstruction  and 
rehabilitation  of  the  Dexter  Unit.  The  vehicle  storage  and  maintenance/shop 
buildings  will  be  completed  and  equipped.  Leaking  ponds  will  be  restored 
and  modernized.  Additional  ponds  and  raceways  will  be  built. 

Question.  How  much  of  this  is  for  construction  of  each  facility  -- 
Dexter  and  Mora? 

Answer.  $4,701  million  is  for  completion  of  the  Mora  unit  of  the 
Southwestern  Fisheries  Technology  Center.  This  includes  construction  of 
the  office/storage  building,  shop,  and  outfitting  and  equipping  the 
production  building  with  fish  tanks,  raceways  and  water  recirculating 
equipment.  $3,824  million  is  needed  for  completion  of  reconstruction  and 
rehabilitation  of  the  Dexter  unit.  The  vehicle  storage  and  maintenance/shop 
buildings  will  be  completed  and  equipped.  Leaking  ponds  will  be  restored 
and  modernized.  Additional  ponds  and  raceways  will  be  built. 

Question.  How  much  is  estimated  to  be  needed  for  operations, 
assuming  the  Mora  unit  comes  into  operations? 

Answer.  $650,000  is  needed  for  the  Mora  Unit  of  the  Southwestern 
Fisheries  Technology  Center.  This  funding  would  cover  initial  start-up 
costs,  personnel  costs,  and  production  costs  of  the  new  facility. 

Once  all  three  phases  are  completed,  the  Dexter  unit  will  need  an  additional 
$200,000  to  equip  laboratories.  Staffing  needs  will  increase  by  $300,000 
once  construction  of  the  facility  is  completed. 

Question.  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  believe  this  is  the 
most  effective  way  to  operate  the  nation's  fisheries  facilities? 

Answer.  When  the  Mora  National  Fish  Hatchery  and  Fish 
Technology  Center  is  completed,  the  Service  will  gain  important  additional 
capabilities  to  propagate  threatened  and  endangered  fish  and  other  cool 
water  and  cold  water  fish.  Focus  will  be  placed  on  developing  study 
protocols  that  address  fish  physiology,  genetics,  and  behavior  necessary  for 
survival  after  release.  The  Mora  facility  will  concentrate  on  sport  and 
endangered  fish  production  for  high  desert  and  mountain  watersheds. 
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Additionally,  the  Center  will  promote  conservation  of  water  quality  and 
quantity  for  human  and  natural  resource  benefits.  Water  conservation 
technologies  and  development  are  critical  with  the  limited  water  resources 
in  the  desert  Southwest  and  in  areas  of  poor  water  quality  and  pollution. 
The  Mora  facility  will  focus  on  improving  recirculation  and  reuse 
technologies  of  fish  culture  water  such  that  water  may  be  used  more  than  20 
times. 

The  Mora  National  Fish  Hatchery  and  Fish  Technology  Center  will  address 
ecosystem  management  goals  of  biodiversity,  water  quality  and  quantity, 
natural  resource  oriented  recreation,  and  public  outreach.  Technology 
developed  by  the  Mora  facility  will  involve  partners,  public  education  and 
outreach. 

BOSQUE  DEL  APACHE  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

Question.  I  have  been  concerned  for  quite  some  time  about  the 
level  of  support  provided  to  the  nation's  wildlife  refuges.  Although  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  generally  requested  overall  budget 
increases  each  year,  most  of  our  wildlife  refuges  have  had  to  essentially 
get  by  with  level  funding.  The  Administration's  FY  1996  budget  again 
forgoes  the  operating  and  maintenance  requirements  of  our  refuges. 
The  budget  states  that  lower  priority  maintenance  projects  will  be 
deferred  for  savings  of  $7  million,  and  that  there  will  be  reduced 
upkeep  of  public  use  facilities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  all  have  premier  wildlife  refuge  in  our  states.  Our 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  personnel  have  a  great  challenge  maintaining 
these  facilities.  I  have  one  in  particular  in  my  states  that  has  been 
desperate  to  address  overdue  maintenance  requirements  for  at  least 
four  years.  The  Bosque  del  Apache  national  wildlife  refuge  still  has 
maintenance  requirements  of  $L82  million  to  replace 

obsolete  heavy  equipment,  to  build  a  service  and  storage  facility  for 
^vehicles  and  heavy  equipment,  rehabilitation  of  public  use  roads  and 
the  water  management  system,  and  for  new  public  restroom  facilities. 

The  Bosque  del  Apache  national  wildlife  refuge  was  established  in  1939, 
at  which  time  only  17  greater  sandhill  cranes  were  in  winter  residence. 
Currently,  the  Rio  Grande  corridor  is  home  to  more  than  20,000 
cranes,  and  two-thirds  of  these  are  at  the  Bosque  del  Apache  refuge. 
This  refuge  hosts  over  100,000  visitors  every  year.  It  encompasses 
57,191  acres  of  land.  Again,  the  needed  for  equipment  and  facilities  has 
been  at  the  top  of  our  priority  list  for  at  least  four  years.  Our  refuges 
can  only  do  so  much  with  volunteer  support,  which  while  significant, 
cannot  meet  the  basic  equipment  and  facilities  requirements  of  the 
refuges.  When  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  plan  to  put  some  kind 
of  priority  on  the  basic  operating  and  maintenance  needs  of  our  wildlife 
refuges,  rather  than  devoting  more  and  more  resources  to  new 
initiatives?  I  personally  think  this  kind  of  attention  is  long  overdue  and 
even  more  critical  as  we  enter  a  period  of  significant  budget 
constraints? 

Answer.  In  budgeting  for  the  Service's  diverse  responsibilities, 
difficult  choices  must  be  made.  While  continuing  to  support  our  statutory 
mandates  we  recognize  that  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  is  a  vital 
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network  of  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  for  the  nation  and  will  work  to 
assure  that  benefits  provided  by  the  System  are  retained. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  SYSTEM  ^L\INTENANCE 

Question.  Would  the  Service  please  provide  for  the  record,  its 
current  plan  for  addressing  backlogged  maintenance  needs  at  our 
wildlife  refuges?  What  type  of  priority  would  these  needs  receive  under 
budget  constraints  of,  for  example,  a  15  percent  reduction  in  the 
Service's  overall  budget  in  FY  1996,  and  similar  constraints  for  each  of 
the  next  several  years. 

Answer.  The  Service  has  determined  that  $102  million  in  annual 
funding  would  be  needed  in  FY  1996  to  address  maintenance  needs, 
preventing  the  backlog  from  growing  larger  and  upgrading  the  condition  of 
facilities  and  equipment  from  bordering  between  fair  and  poor  to  bordering 
between  fair  and  good  by  2003  --  the  Refuge  System's  100th  anniversary.  In 
anticipation  that  this  is  not  likely  to  happen  through  annual  appropriations, 
the  Service  continues  to  explore  and,  where  feasible,  implement  a  variety  of 
strategies  to  address  the  problem.  Cost  sharing  with  partner  agencies  and 
organizations  is  a  potential  source  of  funds  and  will  be  pursued 
aggressively.  If  certain  legal  barriers  and  disincentives  were  removed, 
increased  entrance  and  recreation-use  fees  could  also  play  a  role  in  an 
overall  solution.  As  a  last  resort,  closure  of  roads  and  other  visitor  facilities 
as  they  become  unsafe  or  otherwise  unusable  is  considered. 

If  the  Service's  overall  budget  were  reduced  15%  in  FY  1996  with  similar 
constraints  for  each  of  the  next  several  years,  the  Refuge  System  would  have 
to  take  action  to  preserve  highest  priority  activities  which  would  result  in 
reduced  staffing,  degraded  habitats  not  being  restored,  reduced  control 
efforts  for  non-native  vegetation,  reduced  recreational  opportunities,  and 
certain  refuges  being  closed  or  mothballed.  Although  the  number  of  station 
closures  has  not  been  projected,  it  would  likely  be  substantial.  Using  an 
average  of  $500,000  per  refuge  a  reduction  of  \0%  will  result  in  the  closure 
of  45  refuges.  For  those  refuges  closed,  public  use  would  be  discontinued  & 
wildlife  diversity  &  population  levels  would  decline  substantially.  There 
would  be. 


No  restoration  or  maintenance  of  habitat  to  meet  wildlife  needs; 
No  management  of  habitats  for  legally  mandated  Federal  trust 
species; 

No  monitoring  of  wildlife  populations  with  emphasis  on 
endangered  species,  migratory  birds.  &  wildlife  subject  to 
recreational  hunts: 

No  enforcement  of  laws  for  protection  of  wildlife,  visitors,  & 
government  property  (i.e..  No  apprehension  of  poachers  or 
prevention  of  vandalism  &  theft  of  timber  &  other  publicly- 
owned  resources); 

No  educational  opportunities  for  school  children; 
No  recreational  opportunities  for  the  public.     Currently  the 
Service's  programs  support  hunting  on  273  refuges,  fishing  on 
255  refuges.  &  visitor-center  interpretive  programs  on  70  refuges. 
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NEW  INITIATIVES  IN  THE  FY  1996  BUDGET  REQUEST 

Question.  For  the  record,  would  you  please  summarize  the  new 
initiatives  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request?  The  largest  new  program 
may  well  be  the  $28  million  for  new  grants  to  the  states  through  the 
Cooperative  Endangered  species  Fund,  which  may  be  desirable,  but  will 
come  at  an  ongoing  cost  to  our  existing  refuges. 

Answer.  New  initiatives  funded  in  the  1996  request  include  a 
proposal  for  a  new  grants-to-states  program  for  HCP  Land  Acquisition 
(+$28  million),  enhanced  recreational  fishery  resources  and  aquatic 
ecosystems  (+$4  million),  a  Connecticut  River  initiative  (+$1.6  million)  and 
the  Rhinoceros  and  Tiger  Conservation  Fund  ($0.4  million). 

Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Fund  (+$28  million): 
One  of  the  Service's  major  increases  in  the  1996  Budget,  $28  million,  is  for 
a  new  grants-to-states  program  in 'the  .Cooperative  Endangered  Species 
Conservation  Fund.  The  purpose  of  the  increase  is  to  help  States  plan  and 
fund  land  acquisition  projects  that  will  support  habitat  conservation  plans 
and  related  planning  efforts.  This  program  has  been  proposed  to  ease  the 
financial  burden  on  private  land  owners  who  may  be  responsible  for 
purchasing  listed  species  habitat  if  required  by  conservation  plans. 
Presently,  habitat  conservation  plans  have  been  finalized  without  the 
assistance  of  this  new  initiative.  However,  one  of  the  major  logistic  hurdles 
in  the  habitat  conservation  planning  process  is  the  acquisition  of  funding  for 
mitigation  land  purchases.  This  program  has  been  proposed  in  response  to 
requests  from  numerous  habitat  conservation  plan  participants.  The  Service 
believes  that  this  program  will  increase  the  number  of  successfully 
completed  conservation  plans  and  greatly  enhance  the  effectiveness  of 
protection  for  the  affected  species.  Additionally,  the  program  would  ease 
the  economic  burden  of  habitat  protection  places  on  the  private  sector  by 
federal  regulatory  requirements. 

Recreational  Fisheries  (+$4  million): 

Under  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative,  the  Service  will  focus  on 
recreational  fishery  resources  where  there  is  a  clear  Federal  interest, 
especially  those  resources  that  are:  not  easily  managed  by  individual  States: 
migratory  and  interjurisdictional  in  nature;  located  on  National  Wildlife 
Refuges;  Tribal  lands;  and  declining  recreational  fish  species  that  are,  or 
could  be,  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  initiative  will 
support  projects  with  long-term  benefits  that  emphasize  self-sustaining  wild 
stocks.  For  example,  on-the-ground  improvements  to  critical  fish  habitats, 
the  cornerstone  of  the  initiative,  may  not  increase  numbers  of  fish  caught  in 
the  first  year,  but  once  realized,  the  benefits  of  this  one-time  investment  will 
continue  for  many  years.  Similarly,  the  genetic  character  of  wild 
recreational  species  must  be  determined  and  monitored  to  assure  their 
genetic  integrity  is  not  being  affected  by  management  actions  such  as 
stocking.  Over  time,  such  consequences  could  lead  to  unhealthy 
populations  or  reduction  of  native  species  to  the  point  where  listing  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  necessary. 

Connecticut  River  (+$1.6  million): 

The  1996  budget  includes  funding  increases  for  a  number  of  cross-program 
efforts  for  the  conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  under  an 
ecosystem  approach,  including  the  Connecticut  River  Basin.  By  addressing 
its  actions  in  an  integrated  manner,  the  Service  will  be  able  to  provide  more 
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cohesive  and  effective  programs.  This  basin  was  included  based  on  its 
ecological  significance  and  the  existing  framework  for  cooperative 
conservation  already  in  place  among  Federal,  state,  and  private  entities,  and 
public  utilities. 

The  Service  will  enhance  the  protection  and  promote  the  recovery  of  several 
species  through  partnerships  with  the  states,  restore  100  acres  of  salt  marsh 
along  the  southern  New  England  coast,  especially  along  the  Connecticut 
coast,  as  well  as  restore  100  acres  of  freshwater  palustrine  wetlands  within 
the  watershed.  The  Service  will  also  provide  technical  assistance  for 
agricultural  wetlands  delineation.  The  Service  to  continue  operation  of  the 
Silvio  O.  Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge,  implement  part  of  a  5- 
year  plan  to  increase  Atlantic  salmon  fry  stocking  in  the  Connecticut  River 
Basin  by  a  total  of  7  million  per  year,  and  monitor  survival,  growth,  and 
habitat  productivity  of  stocked  salmon  fry  to  population  restoration.  To 
date,  salmon  and  other  anadromous  fish  restoration  partnerships  have  been 
established  with  the  states  of  Connecticut,  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire, 
and  Vermont,  other  Federal  agencies,  educational  institutions,  conservation 
groups,  and  utility  companies. 

The  Rhino  and  Tiger  Conservation  Act  (+$0.4  million'): 
The  Rhino  and  Tiger  Conservation  Act  was  enacted  by  a  bipartisan  coalition 
in  1994,  led  by  Rep.  Jack  Fields,  because  of  the  drastic  declines  which  these 
species  had  undergone  over  the  past  decade.  The  Act  was  passed  with  the 
full  expectation  that  the  Administration  would  request  funding  for  a 
rhino/tiger  grant  program  in  FY  1996.  These  species  are  particularly 
vulnerable  to  exploitation,  and  are  under  increasing  poaching  pressure  in 
recent  years,  with  wild  populations  reaching  critically  low  levels.  The 
world's  rhinoceros  population  has  declined  90%  since  1970,  and  only  5,000 
tigers  remain  worldwide.  Immediate  action  should  be  taken  to  conserve  the 
remaining  populations  and  prevent  extinction.  Conservation  of  such  species 
requires  a  concerted  international  effort  that  fosters  the  successful 
implementation  of  the  Convention  on  Trade  in  Endangered  Species.  As 
demon.strated  by  the  success  of  the  African  Elephant  Conservation  Act  of 
1988,  relatively  small,  well  implemented,  on-the-ground  projects  can  be  a 
key  to  the  conservation  of  foreign  species.  Relatively  small  investments  can 
bring  very  large  benefits. 

The  initiatives  outlined  above  are  financed,  to  some  degree  by  program 
reductions  and  realignments  to  focus  resources  on  priority  resource  needs. 
Reductions  proposed  include  refuge  maintenance  (-$7  million)  and  hatchery 
maintenance  (-$2.5  million),  underground  storage  tank  compliance  (-$1.5 
million),  project  planning  activities  (-$1.4  million),  environmental 
contaminant  restoration  efforts  (-$0.5  million),  environmental  contaminant 
off-Service  lands  investigations  (-$0.8  million),  construction  (-$19.7 
million),  land  acquisition  (-$4.4  million),  and  other  lower  priority  program 
reductions  (-1.0  million). 

NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN/SOUTH  FLORIDA  INITIATIVES 

Question.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  also  participates  in 
significant  Administration  initiatives  that  will  cost  hundreds  of  million 
of  dollars  over  several  years.  I  speak  of  the  Northwest  Forest 
Management  Plan  and  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration 
initiative.  The  requests  for  funding  for  these  programs  again  have 
come  at  the  expense  of  ongoing  programs.   How  much  is  the  Fish  and 
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Wildlife  Service  estimated  to  contribute  to  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan 
and  to  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  initiative? 

Answer.  The  1996  President's  Budget  includes  $17,250,000  for  the 
President's  Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  $7,179,000  for  the  South  Florida 
initiatives. 

Question.  Please  provide  a  year-by-year  projection,  as  well  as 
the  total  estimated  costs,  and  a  brief  description  of  the  activities  to  be 
supported  with  these  funds. 

Answer.  The  tables  and  descriptions  below  reflect  funding  utilized 
to  support  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  South  Florida  Everglades  during 
the  Fiscal  Years  94  and  95  and  the  President's  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1996 

Northwest  Forest  Plan: 


Resource  Management/          1994  1995 

Ecological  Services ($000) fSOOO) 


Pres.  Budget 
1996 
($00Q) 


Endangered  Species: 
Listing 
Consultation 
Recovery 

Habitat  Conservation: 
Jobs  in  the  Woods 


1,500 
4,650 


1.000 


439* 
2,296 
9,232 


3.513 


700 

2,300 

10,250 


4.000 


Total,  FWS 


7,150 


15,480 


17,250 


*Incliides  1995  Listing  rescission  of  -$260,000. 

The  $700,000  requested  for  Listing  in  the  1996  President's  Budget  the 
Service  anticipates  funding  the  completion  and  implementation  of  the  4(d) 
rule  for  the  northern  spotted  owl  to  provide  regulatory  relief  to  non-federal 
landowners  while  still  providing  for  conservation  of  the  owl  on  certain  non- 
federal lands.  This  will  include  implementing  Local  Option  Conservation 
Plans  and  Habitat  Enhancement  Agreements  with  non-Federal  landowners 
to  provide  incidental  take  permits  in  those  areas  where  the  4(d)  rule  will 
apply  in  Washington,  and  implementation  of  a  Natural  Communities 
Conservation  Planning  process  affecting  owl  conservation  in  California.  The 
Service  will  also  continue  to  process  a  number  of  listing  proposals,  critical 
habitat  proposals,  status  reviews  and  conservation  agreements  for  forest- 
dependent  species.  Depending  upon  continuation  of  the  listing  moratorium, 
during  FY  1996,  the  Service  plans  to  complete  the  final  rule  designating 
critical  habitat  for  the  marbled  murrelet,  finalize  the  redesignation  of  critical 
habitat  for  the  northern  spotted  owl,  and  continue  to  participate  in  efforts 
relating  to  the  listing  and  conservation  of  the  bull  trout. 

The  $2,300,000  requested  for  Consultation  funding  would  be  split  between 
Section  7  ($1,269)  and  Section  10  ($1,031)  activities.  Section  7  funds 
would  allow  the  Service  to  complete  forest  consultations  on  a  variety  of 
projects  including  proposed  thinning.  Rights  of  way,  timber  sales  and 
restoration  projects  for  the  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  The  Service  has  made  a  written  commitment  to 
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complete  consultations  relating  to  the  Forest  Plan  within  60  days.  These 
consultations  must  be  completed  before  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  can  proceed  with  projects  involving  timber  sales. 
Section  10  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  (HCP)  funds  are  used  to  work  closely 
with  non-federal  landowners  to  provide  technical  assistance  on  the  HCP 
process.  Private  landowners  who  are  conducting  otherwise  legal  activities, 
such  as  timber  harvest,  can  be  issued  incidental  take  permits  for  listed 
species  by  the  Service.  However,  the  landowner  must  first  prepare  an  HCP. 
The  Service  is  working  with  over  20  landowners  on  over  3  million  acres  in 
the  States  of  Oregon  and  Washington  and  anticipates  working  with  the 
States  in  their  development  of  multi-species  HCP's  for  state  lands. 

The  $10,250,000  million  included  for  Recovery  funds  will  be  utilized  as 
follows:  Watershed  Analysis  ($4,800,000);  Recovery  Planning  (1,000,000); 
Interagency  Coordination  ($1,800,000);  Assisting  EIS,  FS/BLM  Plans 
($600,000);  Adaptive  Management  Area  Planning  ($1,000,000);  and 
Monitoring  ($1,050,000)  and  .This'  funding  would  allow  the  Service  to 
participate  in  approximately  100  watershed  analyses  during  FY  1996,  with 
the  interagency  watershed  analysis  teams  established  by  the  Forest  Service. 
Funding  will  also  be  provided  for  the  Service  to  participate  in  early 
coordination  with  other  Federal  agencies  through  the  Community  Economic 
Revitalization  Teams  (CERT),  the  Regional  Ecosystem  Office  (REO) 
workgroups,  Provincial  Interagency  Executive  Committees  (PIEC)  and  the 
Adaptive  Management  Area  (AMA)  teams.  Additionally,  the  Service  will 
participate  in  the  development  of  an  estimated  seven  Late  Successional 
Reserve  (LSR)  management  plans  in  FY  96,  to  ensure  that  habitat 
development  and  support  for  old-growth  forest  species  are  met.  The  Service 
will  finalize  the  marbled  murrelet  recovery  plan  and  continue  the 
coordination  role  for  murrelet  research  and  monitoring. 

The  $4,000,000  included  for  Habitat  Conservation  (Jobs  in  the  Woods)  will 
be  used  to  implement  watershed  habitat  restoration  projects,  primarily  in 
voluntary  cooperation  with  private  landowners.  Restoration  projects  will 
occur  in  watersheds  throughout  Oregon,  Washington  and  northern 
California,  where  these  funds  will  used  to  continue  funding  of  displaced 
workers  in  timber  dependent  communities  to  implement  habitat  restoration 
projects. 

South  Florida  Everglades: 


Resource  Management/ 
Ecological  Services 

1994 
($000) 

1995 
($000) 

Pres.  Budget 
1996 
($000) 

Ecological  Services: 
Endangered  Species 
Habitat  Conservation 
Environmental  Contam. 

1,772 

517 

75 

1,259 
843 
120 

1,552 

1,365 

380 

Refuges  and  Wildlife: 
Refuge  O&M 
Law  Enforcement 
Migratory  Bird  Mgmt. 

1,967 

637 

44 

2,786 
636 
104 

2,791 
637 
104 

Fisheries 

100 

100 

350 

Total  FWS 


5,112 


5,848 


7,179 
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Endangered  Species 

Funding  supports  the  development  of  a  multi-species  recovery  plan  for  69 
threatened  and  endangered  species  in  South  Florida  and  recovery  activities 
for  those  species.  The  multi-species  recovery  plan  is  intended  to  help  other 
Federal  agencies  comply  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act  as  they  develop 
and  implement  water  resource  projects  to  restore  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem  and  to  provide  more  certainty  for  other  agencies  and  individuals 
undertaking  activities  in  South  Florida.  The  Service  is  also  actively  working 
to  recover  listed  species  in  south  Florida,  including  the  endangered  Schaus 
swallowtail  butterfly,  the  threatened  roseate  tern,  the  endangered  Stock 
Island  tree  snail,  the  West  Indian  manatee,  and  the  Florida  panther. 

The  1996  budget  request  will  allow  the  FWS  to  finalize  the  multi-species 
recovery  plan  and  to  continue  recovery  projects;  efforts  to  recover  the 
endangered  Schaus  swallowtail  butterfly  could  lead  to  its  recovery  by  Fiscal 
Year  1998. 

Habitat  Conservation 

The  Habitat  Conservation  budget  funds  Service  activities  under  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  which  support  the  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  to 
restore  the  South  Florida  ecosystem.  These  activities  support  the  Everglade 
Construction  project.  Modified  Water  Delivery  System  project  and  the 
Central  and  Southern  Florida  reconnaissance  study.  The  FY  1996  request 
reflects  the  increased  workload  necessary  to  support  an  increase  in  the 
planning  and  design  for  those  projects  and  the  Service's  contribution  to  an 
interagency  effort  to  identify  actions  necessary  to  conserve  the  ecological 
health  of  the  wetlands  that  remain  in  the  East  Everglades. 

Environmental  Contaminants 

Recent  studies  have  implicated  environmental  contaminants  in  the 
reproductive  impairment  of  the  Florida  panther  in  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem.  Other  studies  have  identified  insecticides  and  high  levels  of 
mercury  in  surface  waters  and  fish-eating  birds  in  the  Everglades  National 
Park.  These  funds  will  support  investigations  into  the  effects  of 
environmental  contaminants  on  Federal  trust  resources  in  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem. 

Refuges  and  Wildlife 

Funding  supports  refuge  operations  and  maintenance  which  is  integral  to  the 
restoration  of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem.  Activities  include  programs  to 
control  exotic  plant  species  such  as  Melaleuca  and  Brazilian  pepper  and 
environmental  education.  The  Service  is  also  actively  involved  with 
wetlands  restoration  projects  and  water  studies  on  refuge  lands  to  protect  the 
native  plant  communities  of  the  Everglades  and  coastal  environments. 

Fisheries 

The  proposed  funding  will  be  used  to  assess  the  effects  of  nonindigenous 
species  on  populations  of  native  threatened  and  endangered  aquatic  species 
in  the  tropical  and  subtropical  Everglades.  Funding  will  be  used  to  evaluate 
the  effects  of  declining  water  quality  in  the  Everglades  ecosystem  and 
Florida  bay  on  native  fish  species,  and  to  assess  the  effects  of  habitat 
changes  on  nearshore  and  estuarine-dependent  marine  species  to  support  the 
activities  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  Fishery  Management  Council  and  the  Guld 
States  Marine  Fisheries  Commission. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  MARK  0.  HATFIELD 

KLAMATH  BASIN 

Question.  Over  the  past  several  years,  the  conflict  between 
consumptive  water  users  and  the  needs  of  fish  and  wildlife  in  the 
Klamath  Basin  have  grown  more  intense,  particularly  due  to  the 
scarcity  of  water  as  result  of  repeated  years  of  drought.  Could  you  give 
the  Committee  a  brief  historical  overview  and  current  status  report  of 
these  conflicts? 

Answer.  The  droughts  of  the  late  1980's  and  early  1990's 
exacerbated  the  difference  between  water  user  groups  dependent  on 
Oregon's  Klamath  River  water.  During  the  record  droughts  of  1992  and 
1994  there  was  simply  not  enough  w^terin  the  Klamath  River  Basin  to  meet 
all  demands. 

In  1992,  the  required  Klamath  Lake  water  levels  for  endangered  suckers  for 
the  first  time  limited  water  available  for  irrigated  agriculture.  In  1992,  there 
were  some  lands  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Project  area  that  did  not 
receive  water. 

The  winter  of  1992-1993  had  record  snowfalls  and  many  thought  that  the 
drought  had  ended  and  that  there  would  be  enough  water  for  all.  The 
summer  of  1993  was  wet  and  water  was  available  for  most  needs. 

In  1993,  the  Service  and  Reclamation  opened  the  Klamath  Basin  Ecosystem 
Restoration  Office  in  Klamath  Falls.  The  Office  facilitates  interagency 
cooperation,  restoration,  and  approaches  issues  within  the  Basin  from  an 
ecosystem  perspective. 

A  drought  year  occurred  again  in  1994,  and  agricultural  water  deliveries 
were  ended  early  prior  to  the  end  of  the  growing  season.  Water  was  also  not 
available  for  winter  flooding.  During  the  drought  periods  many  marshes  and 
wetlands  in  the  Basin  dry  up  placing  more  importance  on  National  Wildlife 
Refuges.  Lower  Klamath  and  Tule  Lake  Refuges  become  some  of  the  only 
remnant  wetlands  available.  In  1994  it  was  estimated  that  85,000  acres  that 
would  have  normally  been  wet,  were  dry.  Water  rights  for  these  refuges  is 
not  clear.  In  the  past  refuge  water  has  been  tied  to  return  flows  from 
irrigated  agriculture.  If  irrigated  agriculture  does  not  have  water,  then  the 
refuges  also  have  limited  water  supplies. 

In  1994,  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  began  listing  procedures  for 
steelhead  trout  and  coho  salmon.  This  added  to  the  concerns  by  agriculture 
that  their  irrigation  water  would  be  required  for  downstream  anadromous 
fish. 

During  1995,  near  average  snowfall  and  runoff  is  estimated  at  95  percent  of 
normal.  The  spring  has  been  wet  with  frequent  rains  to  the  point  that  the 
wet  ground  has  limited  farmers'  ability  to  plant.  Upper  Klamath  Lake  is 
near  full  and  will  provide  water  for  all  needs. 

The  Service,  in  1995.  expanded  responsibilities  of  the  Klamath  Basin 
Ecosystem  Restoration  Office  to  include  the  President's  Forest  Plan 
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implementation  and  instream  flow  analysis  of  the  Klamath  River  below 
Irongate  Dam.  The  analysis  must  be  completed  to  balance  water  needs  of 
agriculture,  endangered  suckers,  salmon.  Upper  Basin  refuges,  and  Native 
Americans. 

The  Service  has  listened  to  the  concerns  of  the  local  residents  regarding 
critical  habitat  and  will  make  all  adjustments  possible.  The  Service  has  also 
taken  a  leadership  role  in  development  of  safeguards  for  landowners  who  do 
restoration  to  prevent  a  subsequent  take  of  any  endangered  species  that 
move  onto  the  restored  areas. 

The  Service  and  the  Reclamation's  Klamath  Area  Office  have  undertaken 
development  of  an  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Plan  on  the  lease 
lands  on  the  Klamath  NWR  Complex  to  identify  alternative  methods  to 
control  pests  and  to  assist  in  farming  activities.  Partial  funding  for  the 
development  of  the  plan  has  been. identified;  however,  future  funding 
sources  are  not  known  for  completion  of  the  plan  or  day-to-day 
implementation  at  this  time. 

Reclamation's  KJamath  Area  Office  is  developing  a  long-range  operations 
plan  that  will  outline  how  water  will  be  distributed  in  high,  normal,  and  low 
precipitation  years.  This  plan  will  provide  all  users  the  ability  to  manage 
their  operations  based  of  different  water  flows. 

Question.  What  could  the  Service  do  to  help  relieve  the  friction 
between  agriculture  and  >vildlife  needs  in  the  Upper  Klamath  Basin? 

Answer.  After  years  of  addressing  water  issues  and  water  needs 
affecting  a  wide  variety  of  stakeholders  and  the  needs  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  dependent  upon  water,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  that  several  actions  would  provide  a  better  understanding  of  specific 
water  needs  in  the  Basin,  begin  the  process  to  restore  essential  habitats,  and 
provide  land  managing  options  benefiting  fish  and  wildlife. 

Completion  of  an  instream  flow  analysis  in  the  Klamath  River  below 
Irongate  Dam  would  identify  downstream  needs  and  allow  for  balancing  all 
water  needs.  Without  this  information,  it  will  be  difficult  to  really  know 
what  water  flow  is  needed  in  the  Klamath  River. 

Completion  of  projects  such  as  restoration  of  wetlands  at  the  mouth  of  the 
Williamson  River  are  critical  to  the  recovery  of  the  two  endangered  suckers 
indigenous  to  the  Klamath  River  Basin.  Riparian  restoration  and  filtration  of 
agricultural  return  waters  would  drastically  improve  the  water  quality  and 
quantity.  The  sooner  sucker  populations  are  recovered,  the  sooner  they 
could  be  downlisted,  providing  flexibility  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in 
its  operation  of  water  levels  in  Upper  KJamath  Lake.  These  same 
restoration  actions  would  improve  water  quality  and  quantity  for 
downstream  needs. 

Implementation  of  a  sump  rotation  program  would  increase  the  carrying 
capacity  of  Tule  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge  for  waterfowl,  increase 
habitat  for  endangered  suckers,  and  increase  the  sustainability  of  agriculture 
through  the  IPM  plan.  However,  monitoring  is  necessary  to  ensure  that 
anticipated  results  are  occurring  on  the  ground. 
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Completion  of  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  Plan  and  implementation  of 
Integrated  Pest  Management  approaches  done  in  cooperative  manner  among 
the  Bureau,  the  Service,  and  local  farmers  would  create  a  partnership  and 
mutually  beneficial  relationship.  Economic  incentives  for  the  farmers  to 
encourage  innovative  agricultural  approaches,  would  help  this  situation. 

Continued  participation  by  the  Fish  and  wildlife  Service  on  the  Hatfield 
working  group  with  expanded  involvement  of  other  local  groups  to  build 
consensus  could  resolve  conflicts  before  they  happen. 

Question.  Last  March,  I  wrote  to  Mike  Spear,  Regional  1  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  Director,  and  asked  him  to  participate  in  the 
convening  of  a  working  group  in  the  Upper  Klamath  Basin  in  Oregon, 
In  this  letter,  I  outlined  that  the  group's  goal  should  be  to  develop  a  set 
of  short-term  and  long-term  options  for  action  in  the  Klamath  Basin 
based  on  three  principles:  1)  ecosystem  and  water  quality  restoration; 
2)  economic  stabilization;  and  3)  reduction  of  drought  impacts.  The 
group,  which  is  being  led  by  two  citizens  of  Klamath  County,  is 
composed  of  approximately  25  members,  including  federal  land 
management  agency  personnel,  locally  elected  officials,  the  Klamath 
Tribes,  state  agency  personnel,  interest  groups,  industry  and 
environmentalists. 

The  working  group  has  met  periodically  since  its  first  meeting  on  April 
6,  1995.  Just  last  week,  it  did  what  many  said  could  not  be  done.  It 
reached  consensus  on  six  short-term  actions  for  the  Upper  Klamath 
Basin.  These  actions  include:  1)  a  juniper  utilization  demonstration 
project;  2)  restoration  of  fish  passage  facilities  as  Chiloquin  Dam;  3) 
wetland  restoration  at  the  mouth  of  the  Williamson  River  (Tulana 
Farms);  4)  riparian  restoration  and  fencing;  5)  creation  of  a  GIS 
training  and  information  center  at  the  Oregon  Institute  of  Technology; 
and  6)  changes  to  the  pesticide  use  laws  on  the  Tule  Lake  National 
Wildlife  Refuge.  I  am  extremely  pleased  with  the  initial  success  of  this 
effort  and  want  to  do  my  best  to  work  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  other  Federal  agencies  in  the  basin  to  help  the  group  move 
forward  with  these  proposed  actions.  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  have  any  existing  authorities  under  which  some  or  all  of  these 
consensus  items  could  be  implemented,  for  example,  stream  and 
riparian  restoration:  If  so,  please  describe  them. 

Answer.  Some  of  the  more  appropriate  authorities  applicable  to  the 
upper  Klamath  River  Basin  area  would  be  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of 
1973,  as  amended;  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956,  as  amended;  Klamath 
River  Basin  Fishery  Resources  Restoration  Act;  and  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  Systems  Administration  Act  of  1966.  These  authorities  allow  the 
Service  to  support  the  Klamath  Basin  Work  Group  consensus  items,  except 
for  item  #6.  In  this  latter  case,  the  Service  has  the  authority  to  allow  the  use 
of  pesticides  requested  by  the  farmers,  as  long  as  the  pesticides  are  not 
likely  to  adversely  affect  fish  and  wildlife,  especially  Interior  Trust 
resources,  such  as  endangered  species.  The  Service  is  currently  developing 
on  Integrated  Pest  Management  Plan  that  will  identify  alternatives  for  pest 
management.  The  Plan  will  be  drafted  and  undergo  public  review  prior  to 
implementation.  Current  laws  and  corresponding  Department  of  the  Interior 
policy  (517  DM  1)  and  Service  policy  (30  AM  12)  directs  this  Service 
action.     Further,  an  out-of-court  settlement  with  the  Oregon  Natural 
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Resources  Council  and  Northwest  Coalition  for  Alternatives  to  Pesticides 
directs  the  Service  to  follow  this  policy. 

Question.  Does  the  Service  have  any  existing  funding  programs 
which  could  be  used  to  address  these  consensus  items?  If  so,  please 
describe  them. 

Answer.  There  are  a  number  of  existing  funding  programs  the 
Service  has  available  to  address  the  consensus  items  identified  by  the 
Working  Group.  Approximately  $130,000  is  being  provided  in  FY  1995  for 
wetland  and  riparian  restoration  activities  under  the  Private  Lands  Program 
in  the  upper  Klamath  River  Basin.  Other  programs  such  as  Endangered 
Species  recovery  implementation,  the  Trust  Species  Habitat,  and  others  all 
offer  potential  as  funding  vehicles. 

Question.  What  amount  of  funding  could  be  reasonably  handled 
by  the  Service  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.  Approximately  $130,000  is  budgeted  in  FY  1996  for 
wetland  and  riparian  restoration  activities.  The  Klamath  River  Working 
Group  has  identified  approximately  $7  million  in  high  priority  activities  in 
the  upper  Klamath  River  Basin.  If  funding  were  to  become  available,  the 
Service  has  the  capability,  working  through  its  numerous  cooperators,  to 
administer  the  action  items  identified  by  the  Working  Group. 

Question.  Have  you  identified  any  money  in  your  FY  1996 
Budget  Request  for  projects  similar  or  identical  to  the  consensus  items? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  included  in  its  FY  1996  budget  request, 
$500,000  for  conducting  an  instream  flow  evaluation  in  the  Klamath  River. 
Limited  funding  would  still  be  available  through  the  Service's  Trust  Species 
Habitat  program. 

Question.  Please  describe  the  role  that  the  Ecosystem 
Restoration  OfTice  could  play  in  administering  the  funding  required  to 
implement  the  Working  Group's  consensus  items. 

Answer.  The  Service  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  Klamath  Falls, 
jointly  supported  an  effort  that  could  facilitate  interagency  cooperation  and 
more  closely  coordinate  Service  and  Reclamation  management  and 
restoration  activities.  The  Klamath  Basin  Ecosystem  Office  was  established 
to  fulfill  that  role.  It  has  since  taken  on  additional  responsibilities  relative  to 
Service  Endangered  Species  act.  Forest  Plan,  and  other  similar  field 
activities.  Should  any  additional  funding  become  available,  the  Service 
would  utilize  the  Ecosystem  Office  to  coordinate  and  to  administer  specific 
funding  contracts  and  agreements  with  other  Basin  cooperators  and 
interests,  and  to  facilitate  the  IPM  pesticide  use  proposal  and  biological 
opinion  processes. 

Question.  If  you  were  to  place  any  order  on  the  items  above, 
which  would  you  consider  priorities  in:  1)  meeting  the  needs  of 
ecosystem  restoration  in  the  basin;  and  2)  being  implemented  without 
the  need  for  legislative  changes? 
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Answer.  It  is  the  Services'  evaluation  that  in  meeting  ecosystem 
restoration  in  the  Basin,  as  identified  by  the  Working  Group,  that  following 
order  would  be  most  preferable: 

1 .  Wetland  Restoration  of  the  Williamson  River  Delta 

2.  Riparian  Restoration 

3.  Fish  Passage  at  Chiloquin  Dam 

4.  Oregon  Institute  of  Technology  GIS  Center 

5.  Juniper  Demonstration  and  Evaluation 

The  Service  does  not  support  the  change  to  pesticide  use  laws  on  the  Tule 
Lake  NWR  as  presented  by  the  Working  Group. 

Question  Will  implementation  of  any  of  the  consensus  items 
require  legislation?  If  so,  please  describe  the  necessary  authorizations 
and  suggest  legislative  language  to  accomplish  the  changes. 

Answer.  The  Service  does  not  require  any  additional  legislation  to 
implement  the  action  items  identified  by  the  Working  Group.  The  Service  is 
of  the  opinion  that  current  authorities  and  actions  can  be  used  and  improved 
to  address  any  concerns. 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  SALMON  STOCKS 

Question.  According  to  the  American  Fisheries  Society,  over  214 
of  the  450  naturally  spawning  west  coast  salmon  stocks  are  at  high  or 
moderate  risk  of  extinction,  or  otherwise  of  special  concern.  Four 
Snake  River  stocks  and  a  Sacramento  River  stock  are  listed  under  the 
Federal  Endangered  Species  Act.  Proposals  to  list  many  more  stocks, 
such  as  the  recent  petition  to  list  all  Coho  Salmon,  have  been  submitted 
or  are  anticipated  to  be  submitted  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
How  is  the  Service  coordinating  its  actions  regarding  these  fish  stocks 
with  other  agencies,  the  States  of  Oregon,  Washington  and  California, 
and  Tribal  governments? 

Answer.  The  authority  to  list  west  coast  salmon  stocks  rests  with 
the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS).  The  NMFS  is  currently 
reviewing  the  results  of  its  comprehensive  status  review  of  coastal  salmon 
and  steelhead.  The  Service  recognized  the  need  to  be  involved  with  the 
other  Federal  agencies,  the  states,  tribes  and  local  governments  in  the  early 
phases  of  the  listing,  recovery  plan  development,  and  restoration  of  any 
listed  species.  The  Service  continues  to  provide  leadership  and  technical 
assistance  to  a  vast  array  of  fish  managers  and  others  involved  in  fishery 
issues  in  the  Northwest.  The  Service  implemented  its  West  Coast  Salmon 
Restoration  Initiative  (Initiative)  over  two  years  ago  with  the  appointment  of 
a  West  Coast  Salmon  Restoration  Coordinator  and  the  development  of  a 
long  term  coordination  strategy  for  salmon  restoration.  This  was 
coordinated  with  the  Governors  of  Oregon,  Washington,  California,  and 
Idaho  and  all  Tribal  leaders  in  those  states.  The  Service  continues  to  serve 
as  a  catalyst  in  order  to  bring  divergent  issues,  opinions  and  organizations 
together  in  order  to  focus  on  problem  solving  and  project  implementation. 
The  Service  is  continuing  to  create  forums  for  discussion  and  decision 
making  between  and  among  states,  tribes,  other  federal  agencies  and  the 
public. 
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Question.  How  does  your  agency  propose  to  handle  processing 
such  a  large  volume  of  listing  petitions  for  these  fish  stocks? 

Answer.  Although  the  NMFS  has  the  lead  in  processing  listing 
petitions  for  salmon  and  steelhead,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is 
providing  technical  expertise  and  working  closely  with  NMFS,  the  treaty 
tribes,  and  the  appropriate  states  in  completing  coastwide  reviews  of  all 
Pacific  Northwest  anadromous  salmonid  species  for  which  NMFS  has 
primary  listing  authority.  (These  species  consist  of  coho,  steelhead,  pink, 
chum,  sockeye,  chinook,  and  searun  cutthroat). 

Question.  Through  its  partnerships,  has  the  Service  identified 
problems  that  are  adversely  impacting  fish  populations? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  Service  has  continued  to  work  with  its  federal, 
state  and  tribal  and  public  partners  iri.  order  to  list  and  prioritize  the  problems 
that  are  adversely  impacting  numerous  fish  populations  in  the  Region. 

-  Question.  If  so,  please  outline  those  problems,  in  ore      jf  degree 
of  impact. 

Answer.  While  each  fish  population  and  geographic  areas  are  often 
unique  and  the  problems  impacting  them  may  differ  in  some  cases,  the 
overall  order  of  degree  of  impacts  is: 

°Hydropower  and  water  development  related  to  power  generation,  water 
transportation  and  irrigation. 

"Habitat  alteration,  loss  and  damage  mostly  from  human  impacts  related  to 
urbanization,  agricultural  and  timber  industries. 

"Harvest  of  mixed  stocks  and  overharvest  of  wild  stocks  throughout  the 
Region  and  in  Canadian  fisheries. 

"Hatchery  fish,  in  some  instances,  have  impacted  wild  stocks  along  with  the 
creation  of  the  mixed  stock  fisheries  identified  above. 

"Natural  conditions,  such  as  drought  and  El  Nino. 

Question.  What  will  be  the  focus  of  the  Service's  efforts  as  they 
relate  to  the  fish  stocks  in  Oregon? 

Answer.  The  focus  of  our  efforts  in  Oregon  will  be  the  protection 
and  restoration  of  significant  stocks  of  salmon  and  steelhead  throughout  the 
state.  We  will  continue  to  work  with  the  NMFS,  the  state  and  Tribal 
agencies  and  local  governments  to  implement  recovery  plans,  develop 
protection  and  restoration  plans  for  non-listed  stocks  and  work  with  local 
landowners  in  developing  watershed  councils  that  will  further  the  works  and 
funds  provided  by  government  agencies.  We  will  continue  to  implement  the 
Klamath  Basin  restoration  effort  and  plan  to  work  in  partnership  with  the 
State  of  Oregon  as  they  expand  with  watershed  restoration  projects  on  a 
state  wide  basis. 

Additional  Service  efforts  in  Oregon  will  focus  on  habitat  protection  and 
restoration  in  Oregon's  model  watersheds  and  watershed  health  initiatives. 
This  multi-agency  effort  focuses  on  private  lands  efforts  in  the  Grande 
Ronde  Basin  and  addresses  anadromous  fish,  bull  trout  and  waterfowl 
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habitat  restoration.  The  Service  will  also  provide  the  necessary  expertise  to 
complete  the  Basin-wide  stock  assessment  and  monitoring  program 
throughout  the  Snake  and  Columbia  Rivers.  Fishery  Assistance  efforts  will 
focus  on  the  tidal,  riverine,  and  riparian  habitat  restoration  essential  for  the 
conservation  and  restoration  of  Pacific  salmonids.  Habitat  assessments  will 
be  conducted  on  tributary  streams  and  rivers  of  Oregon  in  cooperation  with 
Tribal,  State,  and  private  entities.  Actual  restoration  activities  include 
channel  excavation,  instream  gravel  cleaning,  opening  access  to  spawning 
grounds,  fencing,  riparian  planting,  and  closing/restoring  logging  roads  to 
control  erosion. 

Projects  in  critical  watersheds  will  correct  erosion,  screen  water  diversions, 
provide  for  fish  passage,  and  improve  spawning  and  rearing  areas  for 
depressed  and/or  listed  salmon  and  steelhead  species  (Bull  Trout,  Umpqua 
Sea-run  Cutthroat,  coast-wide  coho,  early  chum.  Lower  Sound  Spring 
Chinook,  and  coastal  fall  chinook). 

Public  outreach,  information  and  education  programs  will  be  stepped  up  to 
educate  the  public  on  how  to  fish  responsibly;  on  the  importance  of 
preserving  quality  habitat;  and  on  the  availability  of  quality  fishing  areas.  A 
program  will  be  initiated  to  identify  urban  areas  and  tribal  areas  with 
potential  for  recreational  fishing  opportunities  and  to  encourage  and  work 
for  their  development.  We  will  work  closely  with  civic  organizations  and 
leaders,  landowners,  and  tribal  leaders  to  identify  and  promote  areas  with 
potential. 

Question.  Does  the  agency  have  any  funding  mechanisms 
available  to  address  these  impacts? 

Answer.  The  agency  has  numerous  funding  mechanisms  available 
to  address  the  impacts  discussed.  However,  it  is  often  necessary  to 
coordinate  several  programs  and  funding  sources  in  order  to  provide  funds 
for  a  particular  initiative.  This  coordination  becomes  even  more  complex 
when  other  federal,  state,  tribal  or  private  partners  are  involved.  The 
creation  of  the  Initiative  described  above  has  made  this  effort  much  more 
effective  than  in  the  past.  We  will  continue  to  work  to  fine  tune  the  process. 

Question.  Have  you  requested  any  funding  in  your  FY  1996 
budget  to  address  these  impacts? 

Answer.  The  Region  has  requested  funds  to  continue  its  role  to 
develop  an  overall  coordinated  process  and  funding  to  create  watershed 
partnerships  in  habitat  protection  and  restoration.  The  1996  budget  includes 
an  increase  of  S800.000  in  the  recovery  subactivity  for  restoration  and 
coordination  activities  in  North  Pacific  Coast  Ecosystem  (includes 
Washington  and  Oregon). 

Question.  Is  the  Service  working  to  coordinate  data  bases  and 
monitoring  of  fish  stocks  coastwide? 

Answer.  The  Western  Regional  Office  is  participating  in  several 
programs  which  will  coordinate  fish  stock  databases. 

Question.  If  so,  please  describe  your  efforts  and  their  funding 
needs. 
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Answer.  The  Pacific  Salmon  Commission  (PSC)  Coho  Technical 
Committee  has  been  developing  models  and  computer  programs  to  estimate 
catch  and  escapement  of  coho  stocks  coastwide.  This  project  also  includes 
construction  of  a  coastwide  coho  database  of  catch  and  escapement.  The 
Service  is  a  lead  agency  in  this  endeavor,  and  we  have  participated  in 
development  and  performed  much  of  the  programming. 

We  also  participate  in  the  PSC  coded-wire  tag  (CWT)  database 
subcommittee.  This  committee  oversees  maintenance  of  the  coastwide 
CWT  database.  We  have  been  fully  involved  in  development  of  this  system. 

The  management  and  preservation  of  west  coast  salmon  and  steelhead 
stocks  is  dependent  on  current  and  accurate  information  on  the  status  of  the 
stocks,  trends  in  their  numbers,  and  an  understanding  of  the  environmental 
factors  affecting  them.  A  stream  inventory,  monitoring,  and  information 
system  for  wild  stocks,  is  needed  to. provide  information  vital  to  managers 
and  to  act  as  an  early  warning  system  to  alert  fishery  managers  of  serious 
stock  declines.  Restoration  efforts  could  then  be  focused  on  these  stocks 
and  measures  implemented  for  their  recovery  before  the  stock  becomes 
threatened.  An  important  component  of  the  program  would  be  an 
assessment  and  evaluation  of  habitat  and  environmental  changes  occurring 
in  coastal  drainages  on  the  long  term  productivity  of  coastal  stocks.  These 
changes  could  be  modeled  and  used  to  predict  impacts  on  stocks  in  other 
drainages  similarly  affected.  Data  generated  would  be  incorporated  into  a 
Regional  Fisheries  information  database  where  it  would  be  available  to  all 
State,  Tribal  and  other  federal  resource  managers  for  use  in  prudent  decision 
making  and  in  negotiating  solutions  to  fisheries  problems.  From  this 
database  a  report  would  be  submitted  periodically  to  Congress  on  the  status 
of  the  West's  anadromous  fishery  resources  with  recommendations  for 
actions  to  restore  depressed  stocks.  The  estimated  $787,000  cost  for  such  a 
system  is  annual. 

Question.  What  is  the  status  of  the  implementation  of  the 
Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy/watershed  assessments  in  the 
President's  Forest  Plan? 

Answer.  Service  staff  are  participating  on  over  51  watershed 
analyses  in  nine  National  Forests  this  fiscal  year.  The  number  of  analyses  is 
expected  to  increase  in  FY  96.  Watershed  analyses  are  one  of  the  main 
components  of  the  Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy  and  the  major  means  by 
which  the  strategy  is  implemented.  In  addition.  Service  staff  review  all 
proposed  actions  under  the  President's  Forest  Plan,  which  require 
Endangered  Species  Act  section  7  consultations,  for  consistency  with  the 
goals  of  the  Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy.  Also,  as  a  participant  in  the 
development  of  the  plans  for  both  late-successional  reserves  and  adaptive 
management  areas,  the  Service  addresses  and  integrates  the  goals  of  the 
Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy  into  the  final  planning  document. 

The  level  of  Service  involvement  in  watershed  analyses  is  variable  and 
includes  identification  of  key  questions,  attendance  at  team  meetings, 
limited  input  on  some  analysis  modules,  providing  GIS  support,  researching 
information  for  non-public  lands,  making  consistency  determinations  of  the 
Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy  as  defined  in  the  Record  of  Decision, 
providing  comments  on  module  drafts,  review  of  completed  documents, 
writing  draft  modules  and  providing  data  analyses.  The  nine  National 
Forests  we  work  with  in  California,  Oregon  and  Washington  have  requested 
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that  we  increase  our  level  of  participation  on  the  watershed  analyses. 
Participation  on  watershed  analyses  is  generally  time  intensive,  but  it  is  the 
key  arena  in  which  land  management  and  restoration  activities  are  identified 
and  analyzed.  Effective  Service  participation  is  able  to  reduce  impacts  to 
listed  and  candidate  species  and  result  in  efficient  section  7  consultations  for 
the  selected  activities. 

ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT 

Question.  I  have  introduced  authorizing  legislation,  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  to 
define  ecosystem  management,  identify  barriers  to  and  opportunities 
for  the  implementation  of  ecosystem  management,  and  consider  how 
ecosystem  management  efforts,  which  often  cross  land  ownership 
boundaries,  should  be  funded.  To  the  best  of  your  ability,  please  define 
ecosystem  management.  Is  this  definition  one  that  is  commonly  shared 
by  land  managers  within  your  agency?  Between  your  agency  and  other 
federal  agencies?  Between  your  agency  and  state  land  management 
agencies?  Or  between  your  agency  and  private  landowners? 

Answer.  Ecosystem  management  (or  approach)  is  a  goal-driven 
approach  to  restoring  and  sustaining  healthy  ecosystems  and  their  functions 
and  values  using  the  best  science  available.  It  entails  working 
collaboratively  with  State,  tribal,  and  local  governments,  community  groups, 
private  landowners,  and  other  interested  parties  to  develop  a  vision  of 
desired  future  ecosystem  conditions.  This  vision  integrates  ecological, 
economic,  and  social  factors  affecting  a  management  unit  defined  by 
ecological,  not  political  boundaries. 

Stated  more  succinctly,  the  Service  ecosystem  approach  means  protecting  or 
restoring  the  natural  function,  structure,  and  species  composition  of  a 
targeted  area,  recognizing  that  all  components  are  interrelated. 

An  ecosystem  approach  generally  can  be  characterized  as  follows. 

The  primary  goal  is  conserving  natural  biological  diversity  and  ecosystem 
integrity,  while  supporting  a  sustainable  level  of  human  use. 

Common  goals  are  developed,  and  management  decisions  are  made  with  the 
participation  of  all  internal  and  external  stakeholders. 

Management  decisions  consider  the  full  array  of  biological  and 
socioeconomic  parameters. 

Management  decisions  are  made  based  on  natural,  ecologically  defined 
boundaries. 

Ecosystems  are  dynamic  and  management  is  conducted  adaptively  in 
response  to  changing  biological  and  societal  circumstances. 

Based  on  its  participation  in  the  Department  of  Interior  Working  Group  on 
Ecosystem  Management,  the  Interagency  Ecosystem  Management  Task 
Force,  and  the  Congressional  Research  Service  Workshop  on  Ecosystem 
Management  Status  and  Potential,  among  many  other  groups  and  efforts,  the 
Service  is  confident  that  the  basic  description  of  ecosystem  management  as 
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stated  above  is  widely  shared  by  most  other  Federal  agencies  and  many 
State  land  management  agencies  and  private  landowners. 

Question.  Is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  attempting  to  develop 
common  understandings  of  how  ecosystems  function  and  how  they  can 
be  managed  across  jurisdictional  boundaries?  If  so,  please  describe. 

Answer.  The  Service  is  involved  in  many  efforts  to  develop 
common  understanding  of  how  ecosystems  function.  For  example,  the 
Service  has  been  assisting  in  the  development  of  an  eight-day  interagency 
symposium/workshop  this  winter  entitled,  "Toward  a  Scientific  Framework 
for  Ecologically  Based  Stewardship  of  Federal  Lands  and  Waters."  The 
purpose  is  to  bring  together  invited  scientists  and  Federal/State  land 
managers  to  establish  both  the  scientific  basis  and  the  best  management 
alternatives  for  implementing  the  ecosystem  approach.  The  published 
proceedings  will  combine  the  scientist/manager  scholarly  papers  with 
discussion  and  counterpoint  articles  written  by  land  managers  as  a  result  of 
the  workshop  breakout  sessions.  Service  biologists  and  managers  have  been 
recommended  as  authors  and  workshop  breakout  leaders. 

The  Service  has  also  actively  participated  in  the  development  of  a  National 
Framework  for  Integrated  Ecological  Assessments.  This  is  an  ongoing 
effort  to  improve  the  standardization  of  assessments  to  enhance  data  sharing 
among  agencies,  across  ecoregions.  and  over  time.  The  Service  is  also 
participating  in  three  pilot  ecoregional  assessments,  the  Columbia  River,  the 
Southern  Appalachian,  and  the  mid-Atlantic. 

There  are  many  examples  of  the  Service  working  with  others  to  manage 
across  jurisdictional  boundaries.  For  example,  the  Service  is  a  member  of 
the  cooperative  partnership  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  government 
agencies,  private  groups,  and  individuals  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  Program. 
Action  plans  have  been  developed  for  marine  debris,  public  health,  habitat 
degradation,  coastal  and  shoreline  erosion,  nutrient  enrichment,  control  of 
toxic  substances,  freshwater  inflow,  and  living  aquatic  resources.  Federal 
agencies  and  five  State  Governors  have  adopted  a  number  of  5-year 
challenges  which  include  goals  to  reduce  the  loss  of  coastal  wetland, 
enhance  the  sustainability  of  commercial  and  recreational  fisheries,  improve 
and  expand  coastal  habitats  that  support  migratory  birds,  fish,  and  other 
living  resources,  and  expand  public  education  and  outreach.  All  these  issues 
require  working  across  jurisdictional  boundaries.  It  will  continue  to  require 
close  cooperation  and  coordination  among  the  partners. 

Several  examples  such  as  those  described  above  will  be  highlighted  in  an 
ecosystem  approach  video  the  Service  is  producing.  The  video  will  educate 
not  only  Service  personnel,  but  partners,  stakeholders,  and  potential  partners 
about  successful  projects  that  incorporate  the  concepts  of  managing  across 
jurisdictional  boundaries,  and  the  importance  of  understanding  ecosystem 
functions  and  interrelationships. 

Question.  How  is  your  agency  funding  its  ecosystem 
management  efforts?  Are  these  funding  efforts  closely  coordinated  with 
other  agencies  and  entities  performing  identical  or  similar  work  such  as 
other  Federal  agencies,  State  governments,  local  governments  and 
private  landowners?  In  your  opinion,  is  there  a  more  efficient  way  to 
fund  the.se  efforts? 
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Answer.  The  Service's  ecosystem  approach  permeates  almost  all 
activities  the  Service  is  engaged  in.  All  of  our  programs  have  incorporated 
an  ecosystem  approach  into  daily  activities  and  use  their  funds  to  support 
those  activities. 

We  coordinate  with  other  agencies  and  entities  to  better  harmonize  our 
funding  efforts  to  achieve  our  joint  goals.  For  example,  voluntary  programs 
such  as  Trust  Species  Habitats,  Bays  and  Coastal  Estuaries,  and  the  North 
American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan  leverage  dollars  from 
nongovernmental  and  private  citizens  to  help  promote  Service  and  local 
community  ecosystem  goals.  Certainly,  we  continue  to  explore  ways  to 
improve  collaboration  with  other  agencies  and  partners,  but  the  basic 
funding  process  is  currently  working  efficiently. 

Question.  Has  your  agency  experimented  with  funding  trusts  in 
which  federal  money  is  used  to  leverage  funding  from  state,  Tribes,  and 
private  interests  to  implement  certain  ecosystem  management  goals? 

Answer.  The  Service  frequently  leverages  its  money  with  its  partners 
to  fund  projects  that  no  partner  could  afford  by  itself.  A  good  example  is 
the  Comprehensive  Conservation  and  Management  Plan  for  Albemarle- 
Pamlico  Sound  developed  under  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
National  Estuary  Program.  The  EPA  initially  provided  funds  to  the  North 
Carolina  State  Division  of  Environmental  Management  to  reduce  non-point 
source  pollution,  but  other  partners  include  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
several  other  Divisions  of  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  North  Carolina  State 
University,  the  North  Carolina  Chapter  of  The  Nature  Conservancy, 
Weyerhaeuser,  and  Ducks  Unlimited.  The  partners  realized  that  by  joining 
forces,  they  could  effect  significant  changes  that  would  benefit  wildlife  and 
aquatic  resources  as  well  as  boost  economic  uses  of  the  area. 

Question.  I  have  been  working  for  the  past  several  years  in 
Portland  to  co-locate  the  offices  of  the  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  one  building  and  help 
further  streamline  your  agencies'  decision  making  processes  and 
facilitate  interagency  cooperation.  Other  than  the  Portland  facility, 
what  co-location  efforts  has  the  Service  been  pursuing  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest?  Across  the  nation? 

Answer.     Pacific  Northwest 

Reno.  Nevada.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  are  in  the  planning  stage  of  co- 
locating  their  offices  under  a  proposed  delegation  of  authority 
from  GSA  to  BLM. 

Boise.  Idaho.  The  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  is 
making  plans  to  co-locate  offices  of  the  National  Oceanographic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA),  Forest  Service  (FS), 
BLM.  and  FWS. 

Pocatello.  Idaho.  The  GSA  is  currently  in  the  initial  planning 
stage  of  co-locating  offices  of  the  FS  and  FWS. 
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Answer.  Across  the  nation 

Savanna.  Illinois.  The  GSA  is  planning  to  co-locate  the  Army 
Corp  of  Engineers  and  FWS  offices. 

Ashville.  North  Carolina.  The  FS  and  FWS  offices  are  scheduled 
to  co-locate  in  new  space  in  July  1995. 

Lafayette.  Louisiana.  The  Army  Corp  of  Engineers, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Geological  Survey,  U.  S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA),  NOAA,  and  possibly  the 
National  Biological  Service  are  currently  preparing  plans  to 
consolidate  their  offices  under  the  acquisition  authority  of  NOAA. 

Baltimore.  Maryland.  The  GSA  is  currently  renovating  the 
Federal  Building  and  upon  completion  will  move  offices  of  the 
USDA,  Department  of  Labor,  Coast  Guard  and  FWS  into  the 
building. 

Concord.  New  Hampshire.  The  GSA  plans  to  co-locate  USDA 
and  FWS  offices. 

Philadelphia.  Pennsylvania.  The  GSA  is  in  the  process  of 
acquiring  expansion  space  under  an  existing  lease  that  will  result 
in  the  consolidation  of  offices  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  Defense  Investigative  Services  and  FWS. 

State  College.  Pennsylvania.  Offices  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI),  and  FWS  will 
consolidate  after  GSA  acquires  expansion  space  under  an  existing 
lease. 

Essex  Junction.  Vermont.  Offices  of  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  (FDA),  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service, 
and  FWS  are  now  in  the  process  of  moving  into  a  building  under 
a  GSA  lease. 

Sioux  Falls.  South  Dakota.    The  GSA  is  planning  to  co-locate 

offices  of  the 

U.  S.  Attorney,  FBI,  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and  Firearms,  FDA,  and 

FWS. 

Bismarck.  North  Dakota.  Offices  of  USDA,  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  and  FWS  will  co-locate  under  a  GSA  lease. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  CONRAD  BURNS 

Question.  Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman,  for  calling  this  hearing 
today.  I  am  extremely  glad  we  can  have  this  opportunity  to  talk  to  the 
Assistant  Secretary  and  the  Director  of  the  Wildlife  Service.  Their 
actions,  have  and  will  continue  to  have  a  major  impact  on  my  state  of 
Montana,  and  for  that  matter  the  western  region  of  the  United  States.  I 
feel  it  is  important  that  they  come  to  the  Capitol  to  explain  to  us  what 
they  are  doing.  If  for  no  other  reason  so  we  can  impart  that  to  our 
citizens.  I  don't  feel  that  they  do  a  very  good  job  of  that,  when  it  is  left 
up  to  them. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  have  a  lot  of  problems  with  the  way  that  this 
agency  does  business  with  us  and  the  people  of  this  nation.  I  have  heard 
time  and  again,  how  they  work  with  all  the  grassroots  groups  out  there. 
Yet,  when  the  final  actions  they  propose  are  put  in  print,  I  find  out  just 
how  little  input  the  people  in  our  states  have.  It  appears  that  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  work,  not  with  the  entire  state  and  population,  but 
with  those  groups  that  they  know  will  work  with  them  to  reach  the 
conclusion  that  they  want. 

In  my  state  of  Montana,  we  are  faced  with  a  wide  variety  of  problems 
brought  forth  by  this  agency.  We  can  start  with  the  most  recent 
episode,  the  Canadian  Gray  Wolf.  A  fairly  close  relative  of  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Wolf,  so  assumed  to  be  a  close  substitute  to  introduce  as  a 
replacement  to  the  native  wolf.  In  the  eyes  of  those  people  who  have  to 
work  with  them  and  defend  their  property  from  them,  they  are  no 
where  near  being  closely  enough. 

Another  of  the  problems  that  are  facing  my  state  of  Montana,  involve 
the  water  in  our  rivers  and  the  fish  within  that  water.  If  this 
administration  has  its  way,  Montanans  will  have  be  sending  their  water 
down  the  Columbia  River  for  the  recovery  effort  of  the  salmon,  and 
letting  species  within  our  own  state  suffer.  We  need  to  find  a  way  to 
look  at  all  these  issues  with  a  clear  mind,  and  with  scientific  fore 
thought  to  what  can  really  occur.  Not  all  species  are  worth  the  effort 
that  we  are  putting  in,  Mr.  Darwin  tried  to  teach  us  that.  If  it  can  be 
saved,  and  I  mean  really  saved,  then  let's  find  a  way  to  do  it.  However, 
there  are  some  species  that  have  reached  the  end  of  the  evolution  and  no 
matter  what  we  do  will  not  return  to  the  natural  state. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  number  of  items  I  continue  with  here,  but  I  feel 
that  the  answers  to  my  questions  will  be  more  informative.  So  I  would 
like  to  end  my  statement  here  and  listen  to  the  testimony.  Thank  you 
again  for  calling  this  hearing. 

The  National  Marine  Fisheries  service  has  recommended  a  plan  for  the 
recovery  of  the  Snake  River  Salmon.  I  am  not  sure  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Services  involvement  in  this  program.  However  I  am  aware 
that  this  agency  is  involved  with  the  Bull  Trout.  It  appears  that  NMFS 
is  prepared  to  save  the  salmon  at  the  cost  of  the  Bull  Trout,  a  species 
very  important  to  my  state  of  Montana.  Regarding  the  bull  trout,  by 
when  do  you  propose  making  a  decision  on  listing  of  the  bull  trout? 

Answer.  On  October  30,  1992  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
received  a  petition  to  List  bull  trout  as  an  endangered  species  throughout  its 
range.  On  June  10,  1994  the  Service  published  a  notice  of  petition  finding 
(59  FR  30254)  that  listing  a  distinct  vertebrate  population  segment  of  bull 
trout  in  the  conterminous  United  States  was  "warranted  but  precluded"  due 
to  other  higher  priority  listing  actions.  The  Director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  signed  a  second  "warranted  but  precluded"  finding  on  May  31, 
1995.  It  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  June  12,  1995. 

As  a  result  of  this  second  finding  the  Service  must  publish  another  finding 
within  the  next  12  months.  Other  federal  agencies  and  the  states  have  begun 
the  process  of  developing  programs  to  remove  threats  to  bull  trout  and  their 
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habitat.     The  Service  will  track  the  progress  of  these  programs  and 
incorporate  the  results  in  its  next  finding. 

Question.  If  listed  by  when  do  you  plan  on  developing  the 
recovery  plan,  and  what  public  input  do  you  propose? 

Answer.  It  is  premature  to  speculate  whether  bull  trout  will  be  listed 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  However,  if  bull  trout  are  eventually 
listed,  it  is  Service  policy  to  develop  final  recovery  plans  within  2  1/2  years 
after  the  final  listing.  Coordination  among  Federal,  State,  and  local 
agencies,  tribes,  academic  researchers,  private  individuals,  major  land  users, 
and  conservation  organizations,  is  perhaps  the  most  essential  ingredient  for 
the  development  and  implementation  of  an  effective  recovery  program. 
During  development  of  a  recovery  plan  for  bull  trout,  the  Service  (and/or  the 
recovery  team)  would  solicit  all  available  scientific  and  commercial 
information  from  all  appropriate  parties  described  above,  and  also  solicit 
their  input  on  recovery  actions  these  parties  would  like  to  see  included  in  the 
recovery  plan. 

Question.  If  the  bull  trout  is  listed,  who  will  be  serving  on  the 
recovery  team  and  what  state  representation  will  there  be? 

Answer.  Since  a  recovery  team  provides  biological  advice  to  the 
Regional  Director  and  .serves  only  in  an  advisory  capacity  to  the  Service,  a 
recovery  team  for  bull  trout  would  include  representatives  from  State  Fish 
and  Wildlife  agencies,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Forest 
Service,  tribes  and  researchers  with  demonstrated  expertise  and  specialized 
knowledge  with  bull  trout.  States  likely  represented  on  a  bull  trout  recovery 
team  would  include:  Oregon,  Washington,  Idaho  and  Montana. 

Question.  Will  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recognize 
previously  developed  state  management  plans? 

Answer.  Yes.  The  recovery  team  would  review  aH  previously 
developed  state  management  plans  to  ensure  that  they  meet  overall  local 
watershed  and  region-wide  recovery  objectives  for  bull  trout. 

Question.  Such  as  the  IRC's  for  reservoir  management,  and  the 
Governor's  Roundtable  process  and  plans? 

Answer.  The  IRC's  and  State  of  Montana's  Governor's  Roundtable 
initiatives  and  the  Idaho  bull  trout  strategy  would  likely  form  the 
foundation  for  recovery  actions  for  areas  where  these  initiatives  would 
benefit  bull  trout. 

Question.  Will  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recognize 
previously  developed  regional  plans? 

Answer.  Yes.  The  Service  will  recognize  all  previously  developed 
regional  plans  that  provide  for  the  conservation  and  recovery  of  bull  trout. 

Question.  Such  as  the  Northwest  Power  Planning  Council's 
(NWPPC)  Fish  and  Wildlife  Program? 

Answer:  The  Service  would  consider  all  regional  plans  or  initiatives 
for  bull  trout  developed  as  part  of  the  NWPPC's  Fish  and  Wildlife  Program. 
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Question.  If  the  bull  trout  is  listed,  will  this  listing  be  regional  in 
scope,  or  will  it  be  area  specific? 

Answer.  Both  the  1994  and  1995  petition  findings  for  bull  trout 
have  determined  that  listing  bull  trout  is  warranted  as  a  distinct  population 
segment  throughout  its  range  in  Oregon,  Washington,  Idaho  and  Montana 
(the  conterminous  United  States). 

KOOTENAI  RIVER  WHITE  STURGEON 

Question.  By  when  do  you,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  plan 
on  developing  a  recovery  plan  for  the  Kootenai  River  White  Sturgeon? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  established  a  recovery  team  for  the 
Kootenai  white  sturgeon  comprised  of  representatives  from  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration,  U.S.  Army  Corp  of  Engineers,  Kootenai  Tribe  of 
Idaho,  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  &  Parks,  Canada  Department  of  Fisheries  and  Oceans,  British 
Columbia  Environment,  and  the  Service.  The  Service  has  established  a 
December  3 1 ,  1995  deadline  for  completion  of  a  draft  Kootenai  River  white 
sturgeon  recovery  plan  available  for  public  and  peer  review,  with  a  final 
recovery  plan  to  be  completed  by  December  31,  1996. 

Question.  Should  it  be  necessary  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  list  the  white  sturgeon,  will  you  recognize  and  use  the  plans  that 
have  been  developed  by  the  states,  specifically  the  State  of  Montana, 
such  as  the  IRC's  for  the  reservoirs,  and  the  Northwest  Power  Planning 
Council's  programs? 

Answer.  The  Kootenai  River  population  of  white  sturgeon  is 
federally  listed  as  endangered.  The  recently  formed  recovery  team  is 
currently  formulating  and  evaluating  several  recovery  options  for  the 
Kootenai  River  population  of  white  sturgeon.  These  options  and  recovery 
actions  currently  under  review  by  the  recovery  team  include: 

o  Montana's  IRC's  program  developed  for  the  benefit  of  resident  fish  in  the 
Kootenai  River  basin;  and 

o  Ongoing  Kootenai  River  white  sturgeon  investigations  developed  under 
the  NWPPC  program  and  funded  by  BPA,  to  further  identify  environmental 
factors  limiting  the  white  sturgeon  population. 

The  long  range  recommendations  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  white 
sturgeon  biological  opinion  recognizes  the  States  of  Montana  and  Idaho  and 
Kootenai  Tribe's  interest  in  encouraging  natural  recruitment  in  normal  and 
greater  than  normal  water  years. 

FUTURE  PLANNING 

Question.  How  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  balance 
various  listed  and  nonlisted  species,  for  example  the  sturgeon  vs.  the 
bull  trout  and  the  sturgeon  vs.  the  cutthroat? 

Answer.  Proper  stewardship  of  this  nation's  legacy  of  natural 
diversity  is  one  of  the  major  challenges  facing  society  as  we  enter  the  next 
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century.  Our  resources  will  be  conserved  most  effectively  by  means  that 
look  at  the  whole  picture  rather  than  addressing  the  parts  individually.  It  is 
in  this  context  that  the  Service  is  putting  greater  emphasis  on  conservation 
of  candidate  species  in  order  to  intervene  at  earlier  stages,  when  the  greatest 
range  of  options  is  likely  to  be  available. 

The  Service  recognizes  the  importance  of  managing  its  limited  funding 
resources  in  the  most  effective  way  possible.  Species  such  as  Kootenai 
River  sturgeon  that  have  declined  to  the  extent  that  the  protection  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  is  necessary  clearly  are  a  high  priority  for  Service 
resources  for  listing,  consultation  and  recovery.  However,  in  the  course  of 
addressing  the  needs  of  listed  species,  the  Service  has  broadened  the  use  of 
its  tools  to  address  other  species  of  concern.  By  undertaking  conservation 
actions  for  bull  trout  and  other  candidate  species,  the  Service  and  other 
Federal  agencies  can  accomplish  meaningful  resource  conservation  and 
retain  management  flexibility,  reduce  conflict  with  development,  minimize 
the  costs  of  recovery  if  listing  is  pursued,  and  avoid  the  potential  need  for 
restrictive  land  use  policies  in  the  future. 

The  Service  is  prioritizing  its  efforts  in  candidate  conservation  for  those 
activities  that  include  partnerships  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  and 
interested  parties;  developing  cost-sharing  agreements  where  possible,  and 
emphasizing  those  species  for  which  implementation  of  conservation  could 
avert  the  need  to  list.  Nearly  one-third  of  the  Service's  FY  1995  prelisting 
budget  is  identified  for  projects  that  will  conserve  candidate  species. 

The  Service  is  continuously  increasing  incentives  for  conserving  non-listed 
species.  For  example,  in  August  1994,  the  Secretaries  of  Interior  and 
Commerce  announced  their  "no  surprises"  policy  which  ensures  landowners 
participating  in  Habitat  Conservation  Plans  that  additional  mitigation  will 
not  be  required  if  the  plan  adequately  addresses  and  conserves  nonlisted 
species  that  subsequently  become  listed  under  the  Act. 

Other  Federal  agencies  and  States  also  share  responsibility  for  conserving 
non-listed  species  under  their  respective  jurisdictions.  A  number  of 
authorities  for  Federal  land-managing  agencies  require  conservation  of 
natural  ecosystems,  and  States  also  have  broad  trustee  responsibility  and 
enforcement  powers  for  fish  and  wildlife  resources  within  their  borders.  The 
Service  works  with  these  entities  to  identify  species  of  concern  and  to 
design  and  implement  prelisting  actions  to  remove  or  alleviate  threats  so  that 
listing  priority  is  reduced  or  listing  as  endangered  or  threatened  is 
unnecessary. 

Question.  What  proactive  steps  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  plan  on  taking  to  avoid  future  listings  of  stocks  in  the  rivers  of 
the  Northwest? 

Answer.  Several  Federal  and  State  regulatory  mechanisms  have 
been  implemented  to  oversee  an  array  of  land  and  water  management 
activities  affecting  nonlisted  species  and  their  habitat  in  the  Northwest.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  initiatives  combined  with  other  larger 
strategies,  such  as  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan,  should  provide  an  effective 
means  of  conserving  native  stocks. 

The  Northwest  Forest  Plan  issued  by  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  comprehensively  addresses  management  of  anadromous  fish- 
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producing  watersheds  on  15  national  forests  and  6  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  districts  in  western  Washington,  Oregon  and  portions  of 
northern  California  within  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl.  This  plan 
sets  forth  objectives,  standards  and  guidelines  designed  to  provide  for  a 

functional  and  sustainable  old-growth  forest  ecosystem,  and  includes 
strategies  for  the  conservation  of  aquatic  species.  Implementation  of  the 
plan  and  its  Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy  should  have  positive  benefits  for 
non-listed  species  in  the  future. 

On  February  24,  1995,  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  adopted  an  ecosystem-based,  aquatic  habitat  and  riparian-area 
management  strategy,  commonly  referred  to  as  PACFISH.  This  is  an 
interim  strategy  for  management  of  anadromous  fish-producing  watersheds 
in  Oregon,  Washington,  Idaho  and  portions  of  California,  outside  the  areas 
implementing  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan.  PACFISH  ameuds  Regional 
Guides,  fonest  plans  and  land  use  plans  by  applying  management  measures 
for  all  ongoing  and  proposed  or  new  projects  that  pose  an  unacceptable  risk 
to  anadromous  fish  involving  the  management  of  timber,  roads,  grazing,  and 
other  land  uses.  Currently,  the  Service  is  participating  with  the  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service,  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
in  reviewing  action-agency  PACFISH  screening  efforts  for  anadromous  fish. 

To  address  protection  of  habitat  outside  of  the  areas  implementing  the 
Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  PACFISH,  the  Forest  Service,  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  published  a  proposal  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  March  14,  1995  (60  FR  13697).  to  develop  and 
implement  an  Inland  Native  Fish  Habitat  management  strategy.  As  a 
companion  to  the  protection  provided  by  PACFISH  and  the  Northwest 
Forest  Plan,  the  purpose  of  this  strategy  is  to  preserve  management  options 
and  reduce  the  effects  of  major  projects  on  the  aquatic  habitat  of  inland 
native  fishes.  This  interim  direction  will  include  riparian  management 
objectives,  standards  and  guidelines,  and  monitoring  requirements. 

The  interim  direction  contained  in  PACFISH  and  the  Inland  Native  Fish 
Strategy  will  be  replaced  by  long-term  aquatic  habitat  protection  and 
restoration  strategies  developed  through  two  ecosystem-based 
environmental  impact  statements  (EIS)  under  preparation  for  National 
Forest  System  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  in  the  interior 
Columbia  River  Basin.  The  Eastside  Ecosystem  EIS  and  the  Upper 
Columbia  River  Basin  EIS  will  contain  long-term  directions  designed  to 
implement  an  ecosystem  management  strategy  that,  among  other  things,  is 
intended  to  recover  and  sustain  sub-populations  of  threatened,  endangered, 
or  sensitive  species.  Draft  EIS's  are  scheduled  for  completion  in  1995. 

The  Service  is  pursuing  the  establishment  of  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
with  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC),  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  (BOR),  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE)  to  establish  a 
general  framework  for  cooperation  and  participation  in  the  conservation  of 
species  that  are  tending  toward  federal  listing  as  threatened  or  endangered 
under  the  Act.  The  cooperators  propose  to  work  together  to  achieve  a 
common  goal  of  conservation  of  selected  species  through  protection  and 
management  of  those  portions  of  their  habitats  and  ecosystems  that  are 
affected  by  regulatory  or  management  actions  of  the  FERC,  COE,  and  the 
BOR.  This  MOU  will  serve  as  an  umbrella  agreement  that  will  lead  to 
watershed  or  project-specific  Conservation  Agreements  (CAs)  for  selected 
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species.  These  CAs  will  be  developed  by  the  cooperators  using  agreed  upon 
methods  of  priority  setting  in  full  consideration  of  budgetary  feasibility  and 
respective  agency  missions. 

At  the  State  level,  the  Service  has  participated  in  various  efforts  to  address 
the  protection  and  restoration  of  native  fishes.  For  example,  the  Service  and 
the  Idaho  Department  of  Transportation  have  signed  and  implemented  a  CA 
based  on  the  State's  Bull  Trout  Strategy.  In  Oregon,  the  Service  is  pursuing 
formalization  of  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  the  State  for 
the  purposes  of  cooperation  and  commitment  to  actions  removing  threats  to 
viability  of  native  aquatic  species.  In  the  State  of  Washington,  the  Service  is 
developing  an  MOU  with  the  Washington  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
and  has  initiated  contact  with  the  tribal  governments  and  the  Washington 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  to  discuss  the  development  of  additional 
separate  MOUs  leading  to  conservation  strategies  for  bull  trout. 

In  addition  to  the  initiatives  described  above,  opportunities  for  other 
partnerships  with  the  private  sector  exist.  Clearly,  the  Service  cannot  bear 
the  priiTiary  responsibility  for  ensuring  that  healthy  stocks  of  all  fish  and 
wildlife  species  are  maintained  or  restored.  However,  the  Service  will 
continue  to  take  an  active  role  in  working  with  other  Federal  agencies,  the 
States  and  interested  parties  to  implement  meaningful  conservation 
strategies  to  reduce  the  potential  for  future  listings  in  the  Northwest. 

Question.  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  practice  multiple 
species  and  ecosystem  management,  or  single-species  management? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  and  will  continue  to  emphasize 
conservation  of  species  through  a  multi-species  or  ecosystem  approach.  The 
Service  recognizes  that  concentrating  on  conserving  individual  species  from 
extinction  is  inadequate  when  interdependent  species  in  the  same  ecosystem 
continue  to  decline.  Because  the  survival  of  individual  species  depends  on 
ecosystem  integrity,  the  Service  believes  that  ecosystem  management  is 
ultimately  the  most  successful  approach  for  prelisting,  listing,  and  recovery 
activities. 

The  Service  prepares  multi-species  listing  packages  whenever  possible.  This 
approach  has  proven  very  efficient  in  States  such  as  Hawaii  and  California, 
where  numbers  of  candidate  species  share  the  same  habitat  and  threats. 
Recognizing  that  listed  species  also  share  geographic  locations  and  face 
common  threats,  the  Service  seeks  opportunities  to  combine  listed, 
proposed,  and  candidate  species  in  a  single  recovery  plan.  This  approach 
can  improve  the  rate,  fiscal  efficiency,  and  effectiveness  of  recovery 
planning  and  implementation  for  listed  species  and  may  prevent  the  need  to 
list  some  candidate  species. 

Question.     How  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  address 
actions  by  other  federal  agencies.  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  or 
National  Park  Service,  on  now  listed  stocks  of  inland  fish? 
Examples:  salmon  vs.  the  bull  trout 
salmon  vs.  cutthroat  trout 

Answer.  On  issues  concerning  stocks  of  listed  inland  fish,  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  routinely  conducts  conferences  and  consults,  both 
informally  and  formally,  with  other  federal  agencies  through  the  section  7 
process  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.    The  Service  is  also  active  in 


developing  partnerships  with  other  federal  agencies  often  through 
development  of  memoranda  of  understanding.  On  issues  of  policy 
development  and  program  implementation,  the  Service  works  closely  with 
the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  Salmonid  issues  are  an  excellent 
example  of  a  situation  wherein  the  Service  is  working  in  close  partnership 
with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service, 
National  Park  Service,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  other  Federal,  State,  and  local  entities. 

Question.  What  specific  actions  has  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  done  to  reduce  impacts  on  Bull  Trout  in  Montana  reservoirs? 

Answer.  The  primary  reservoir  bull  trout  populations  exist  in 
Hungry  Horse  Reservoir  (South  Fork  Flathead  River),  Lake  Koocanusa 
(Kootenai  River),  Cabinet  Gorge,  and  Noxon  Rapids  Reservoir  (Clark  Fork 
River). 

The  Service  has  been  an  active  participant  in  the  Northwest  Power  Planning 
Council  (NPPC)-sponsored  Hungry  Horse  Mitigation  Implementation 
Group  since  its  inception.  The  Service  has  vigorously  supported  the 
development  and  adoption  of  Integrated  Rule  Curves  (IRC's)  by  the  NPPC, 
to  protect  fish  populations  in  Hungry  Horse  and  Koocanusa.  IRC's  are 
recommended  modifications  of  water  releases  from  dams  and  changes  in 
reservoir  operations  to  benefit  aquatic  life.  The  Service  has  supported  the 
State  and  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes'  efforts  to  obtain 
excessive  reservoir  drawdown  mitigation  funds  and  supported 
implementation  of  habitat  improvement  activities  at  these  two  reservoirs 
(culvert  replacement,  selective  withdrawal,  etc.). 

In  the  FERC  relicensing  process  for  Kerr  (Flathead  Lake),  Noxon  Rapids, 
and  Cabinet  Gorge  Reservoirs,  the  Service  has  pushed  for  measures  that  will 
facilitate  recovery  of  populations  of  native  fish  species  through  operational 
changes,  habitat  improvement,  and  fish  passage. 

The  Service  is  an  active  participant  in  Governor  Racicot's  Montana  Bull 
Trout  Restoration  Team  and  its  associated  Scientific  Group,  which  has 
developed  watershed  plans  for  bull  trout  in  these  drainages  and  is  working 
toward  implementation  of  habitat-based  recovery  actions. 

The  Service  has  carried  out  hatchery-related  research  on  bull  trout  at 
Creston  National  Fish  Hatchery  and  Bozeman  Fish  Technology  Center, 
including  a  genetic  evaluation  of  wild  bull  trout  stocks  in  the  Flathead  River 
Basin  and  experimental  work  with  bull  trout  fish  culture  and  rearing. 

The  Service  has  participated  in  the  Systems  Operation  Review  and  other 
activities  for  the  Federal  Columbia  River  Power  System,  in  attempts  to 
achieve  balance  between  anadromous  fish  water  needs  and  resident  fish 
needs  in  reservoirs  in  the  upper  system  (keep  water  in  the  reservoirs). 

WOLVES 

Question.  Please  describe  all  wolf  related  programs  in  which  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  or  its  agencies  are  currently  obligating 
funds. 
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Answer.  The  Department  does  not  have  a  readily  available 
inventory  of  all  wolf  related  programs.  However,  since  activities  related 
recovery  are  conducted  in  a  manner  that  lends  itself  to  reporting  on  the  basis 
of  individual  species  or  groups  of  species  it  is  possible  to  describe  wolf 
recovery  programs  in  Interior. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  -  -  Coordinates  and  administers  the 
program,  provides  scientific  expertise  and  skilled  biologists  for  gray  wolf 
and  red  wolf  recovery.  Leads  efforts  to  provide  accurate  information  to  the 
public  and  respond  to  information  requests.  Provides  law  enforcement. 

National  Park  Service  -  -  For  wolf  reintroduction  -  provides  locations  and 
pens  inside  Yellowstone  National  Park,  provides  care  of  wolves,  monitors 
wolves  once  released.  The  Park  Service  coordinates  media  relations  and 
security  in  the  Park.  They  provide  biological  and  clerical  assistance  during 
litigation.  Under  contract  with  the  Service  they  provided  veterinarian 
assistance. 

National  Biological  Service  -  -  Provided  the  salary  and  travel  of  Dr.  l. 
David  Mech,  an  authority  on  wolves,  to  assist  in  planning  and  implementing 
the  Yellowstone  National  Park  reintroduction  effort  and  as  an  expert  witness 
during  litigation. 

Question.  For  the  record,  please  identify  all  wolf  related 
programs,  account  numbers,  and  amounts  which  are  within  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  agencies'  FY  1996  budget  submittal. 

Answer.  As  discussed  above,  only  endangered  species  recovery 
activities  are  readily  identifiable.  Fish  Wildlife  Service  wolf  related 
programs,  accounts  and  amounts  are  shown  below: 

Account:    Resource  Management  [14-1611-0-1- 

303] 

Activity:  Endangered  Species 
Subactivity:    Recovery 

FY  1995  FY  1996 

Gray  Wolf  750  600 

(western) 

Red  Wolf  968  968 

Mexican  Wolf  499  500 

Gray  Wolf  51  61 

(eastern) 


National  Park  Service  -  -  The  funding  source  is  the  Yellowstone  National 
Park  base  account  within  the  Operation  of  National  Parks  System 
Appropriation  [14-8356-0-7-303].  In  FY  1995  3339,000  and  in  1996 
$335,000  is  supporting  the  Rocky  Mountain  gray  wolf  reintroduction  effort. 
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GRIZZLY  BEAR 

Question.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  had  the  grizzly 
bear  listed  for  some  years  now.  When  do  you  anticipate  the  delisting  of 
the  bear  considering  the  current  number  of  animals  that  can  be  found 
in  Montana  and  the  remainder  of  the  western  region? 

Answer.  The  grizzly  bear  has  been  listed  since  1975.  Since  that 
time,  significant  progress  has  been  made  towards  the  delisting  goal.  As  of 
1994,  the  Yellowstone  Ecosystem  population  has  reached  the  population 
targets  as  described  in  the  Grizzly  Bear  Recovery  Plan.  The  Service,  in 
cooperation  with  the  Interagency  Grizzly  Bear  Committee,  is  now 
completing  documentation  of  the  existence  of  adequate  regulatory 
mechanisms  in  the  form  of  a  Conservation  Strategy  as  required  by  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  Section  4(a)(1).  Once  this  is  completed,  the 
Service  will  initiate  a  status  review  and,  if  warranted  by  the  results  of  the 
status  review,  will  publicize  a  proposed  rule  change  to  reclassify  and  delist 
the  Yellowstone  population  of  grizzly  bears.  The  Northern  Continental 
Divide  Ecosystem  is  slightly  behind  the  progress  in  Yellowstone,  and 
similar  actions  will  follow  in  that  area  as  the  recovery  targets  are  met. 


GRAZING  FEES 

Question.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  authority  over  the 
CM.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge  along  the  Missouri  River  in 
Montana.  For  some  years  as  a  measure  of  maintaining  proper  forage 
for  the  refuge,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  allowed  grazing  in  the 
refuge.  Would  you  explain  the  manner  in  which  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  develops  the  pricing  structure  for  the  permit  holders  on  this 
land? 

Answer.  The  grazing  fee  at  CMR  was  set  by  former  Director  Frank 
Dunkle  at  the  rate  of  $4.50  per  animal  unit  month  (AUM)  beginning  in 
1986.  That  fee  was  to  remain  stable  for  eight  years,  and  then  increase  at  the 
rate  of  SI. 00  per  year  per  AUM  until  it  reached  the  level  charged  at  other 
National  Wildlife  Refuges  in  Montana.  In  1994,  the  Charles  M.  Russell 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  grazing  fee  was  increased  to  $5.50  per  AUM;  the 
1995  fee  is  $6.50  per  AUM. 

Question.  Why  is  this  grazing  fee  so  far  out  of  line  with  the  fees 
being  charged  throughout  the  rest  of  the  state  and  the  region? 

Answer.  Grazing  fees  for  National  Wildlife  Refuges  in  Region  6  are 
based  on  fair  market  surveys  conducted  in  each  State  every  five  years,  and 
then  adjusted  upward  or  downward  based  on  fall  beef  prices.  The  1994 
grazing  fee  for  Montana  was  $10.30.  The  1995  grazing  fee  for  Montana  is 
$9.52,  which  reflects  the  drop  in  1994  fall  beef  prices.  The  fees  for  CMR 
were  set  by  former  Director  Dunkle  as  outlined  previously,  and  will 
eventually  be  the  same  as  other  Refuges  in  Montana. 

Question.  Interim  approval  of  bismuth  shot  at  the  end  of  1994- 
1995  duck  season  proved  very  popular  with  hunters,  can  we  be  assured 
that  bismuth  shot  will  be  timely  approved  in  advance  of  the  1995-1996 
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season?  Will  the  Service  act  fast  enough  so  that  this  alternative  to  steel 
will  be  widely  available  on  sporting  goods  shelves  in  September? 

Answer.  When  conditional  approval  for  the  use  of  bismuth-tin  shot 
was  granted  for  the  1994-95  hunting  season,  it  was  with  the  assurance  that 
the  Bismuth  Cartridge  Company  would  complete  the  reproductive  (second) 
phase  of  toxicity  testing  on  the  bismuth  product.  The  reproductive  testing 
would  be  completed  before  any  additional  approval  would  be  granted. 
However,  when  it  became  clear  that  the  second  phase  testing  would  not  be 
completed  in  time,  the  Service  again  agreed  to  consider  conditional  approval 
for  the  1995-96  hunting  season  pending  review  of  all  preliminary  data  from 
ongoing  toxicity  testing. 

Question.  Will  the  Service  act  fast  enough  so  that  this 
alternative  to  steel  will  be  widely  available  on  sporting  goods  shelves  in 
September? 

Answer.  The  proposed  rule  for  conditional  approval  was  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  June  14,  1995.  This  rule  provides  for  a  30  day 
public  comment  period.  A  final  decision  on  the  approval  of  bismuth  shot 
for  the  1995-96  hunting  season  will  be  made  as  soon  as  possible,  pending 
review  of  these  public  comments  and  all  toxicity  test  results. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  ROBERT  C.  BYRD 

NATIONAL  EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING  CENTER  -  TERRAPIN 
NECK 

Question.  Mr.  Chairman,  last  fall  the  Director  and  I 
participated  in  the  groundbreaking  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
first  comprehensive  education  and  training  facility.  Construction  is 
well  underway  at  the  site  near  Shepherdstown,  West  Virginia.  The  FY 
1996  budget  includes  $28  million  to  complete  the  construction  of  this 
facility.  I  commend  the  Director  for  this  action.  Director  Beattie,  can 
you  describe  for  the  Subcommittee  the  current  status  of  construction  at 
the  site? 

Answer.  Construction  is  proceeding  at  a  steady  pace.  All  of  the 
buildings  have  been  started,  foundation  work  will  soon  be  completed,  site 
work  and  underground  utility  work  is  nearing  completion,  and  block  walls 
and  structural  steel  work  is  now  underway. 

Question.  How  has  the  progress  to  date  compared  to  the 
anticipated  schedule?  What  is  the  current  estimate  for  completion  of 
construction? 

Answer.  The  construction  is  close  to  schedule.  Due  to  some 
weather  delays  and  some  initial  problems  with  soils  on  site,  we  have  granted 
a  30  day  extension  to  the  schedule.  The  scheduled  completion  date  is  now 
July  1996. 

Question.  As  you  know,  this  project  is  being  built  within  an 
agreed  upon  cost  cap,  which  included  an  inflation  factor.    Now  that 
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construction  Is  actually  underway,  how  is  the  cost  of  the  project  doing 
vis-a-vis  the  limit? 

Answer.  The  project  is  presently  well  within  the  agreed  upon  limit. 
The  cap,  with  an  inflation  adjustment  through  FY  1994,  is  estimated  at  $142 
million.  Total  current  project  cost  is  estimated  at  $132  million. 

Question.  Is  the  funding  requested  in  the  FY  1996  budget 
necessary  to  complete  construction  and  equipping  of  the  facility  as 
designed? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  $28  million  request  would  complete  construction, 
including  outfitting  of  the  facility. 

Question.  What  would  happen  if  the  Congress  failed  to 
appropriate  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget?  Would  the 
government  be  liable  in  any  form  to  the  contractor? 

Answer.  The  Service  would  ha^e  to  shut  down  the  construction 
operation.  The  costs  to  the  government  for  demobilization,  shut  down  and 
other  claims  and  for  completion  of  the  facility  are  estimated  at 
approximately  $60  million.  This  figure  includes  $7  million  in  claims  for 
breaking  the  contract,  $25  million  in  demobilization/mobilization  costs  to 
terminate  the  work,  currently  underway  and  to  startup  the  project  at  some 
later  date,  and  $28  million  to  complete  the  construction  of  the  facility. 

Question.  Some  might  think  that  this  final  increment  of  funding 
could  be  phased.  What  would  be  the  effect  if  this  full  amount  were  not 
provided  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.  Extension  of  the  project  into  FY  1997  would  increase  costs 
for  contract  renegotiation,  extended  operation  and  overhead  costs  for  the 
contractor  and  construction  manager,  and  inflation.  The  financial  impact  to 
the  government  would  be  several  million  dollars.  Additionally,  the  Center 
would  not  be  operational  in  FY  1997,  as  planned,  impacting  the  Service's 
training  program. 

(Operational  Needs)  Question.  Understandably,  most  attention  with 
this  project  has  been  focused  to  date  on  the  construction  requirements. 
However,  on  a  parallel  track  with  construction,  there  is  an  important 
need  to  remain  vigilant  about  the  operating  requirements  for  the 
facility.  And  we  can't  wait  to  begin  thinking  about  these  concerns  until 
after  construction  is  completed.  Exercising  prudent  planning  and 
preparation  now  will  ensure  that  when  the  construction  and  outfitting 
of  the  facility  is  completed,  it  is  available  to  begin  conducting  its 
programs. 

Unfortunately,  the  Service  has  failed  to  budget  adequately  for  these 
activities  in  the  FY  1996  request.  An  increase  of  $300  thousand  is 
requested,  which  would  bring  the  total  for  the  program  to  a  level  of 
about  $6.9  million.  I  understand  that  the  Service  has  reprogrammed 
$450,000  FY  1995  funds  and  20  FTEs  to  assist  with  the  training  effort, 
consistent  with  agreements  made  by  the  Service  during  conference  last 
year.  So,  I  appreciate  your  doing  this,  and  expect  the  Service  to  fulfill 
the  remaining  portion  of  its  commitment  as  soon  as  possible. 
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Nonetheless,  despite  these  efforts,  the  operational  component  of  the 
training  center  is  lagging  behind  the  schedule  identified  in  the 
operations  plan  developed  last  year.  At  that  time,  the  FY  1996  needs 
were  identified  to  be  $8.9  million.  That  figure  did  not  include  the 
estimated  $800,000  worth  of  activities  to  be  funded  in  the  Washington 
training  office,  which  has  been  folded  into  the  NETC  budget.  In  all,  this 
leaves  the  training  center  about  $2.4  million  short  of  what  the  Service's 
operations  plan  had  identified  for  FY  1996. 

What  are  the  activities  that  are  to  be  conducted  in  FY  1996  based  on  the 
operational  plan?  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  $8.9  million. 

Answer.  The  largest  increase  was  for  the  development  and  delivery 
of  training  programs.  The  funding  would  be  used  to  conduct  training, 
contracts  for  the  development  of  training,  and  training  materials.  There 
were  also  funds  for  the  development  of  the  distance  learning  capability, 
including  training  videos,  computer  based  training,  and  broadcast  delivery. 
These  methods  will  be  used  to  deliver  training  to  employees  in  the  field  in  a 
cost  effective  way.  Funding  was  also  included  for  the  administration  of  the 
facility  from  the  government  side.  This  would  include  the  people  that  would 
oversee  the  facility  maintenance  and  facility  operations,  as  well  as  the  staff 
that  would  set  up  and  run  the  operating  systems  such  as  computers, 
telecommunications,  accounting,  personnel,  contracting  and  procurement. 
There  is  also  a  small  amount  to  pay  fixed  costs  such  as  utilities  for  the  new 
facility.  Finally,  there  was  funding  to  hire  the  guest  services  contractor  who 
will  operate  the  dining  hall,  dorm  rooms,  maintenance,  transportation  and 
security.  The  following  table  details  FY  1996  funding  amounts  for  each 
area  based  on  the  Service's  operational  funding  projections.  We  have 
included  the  $800,000  for  Washington  office  operations  in  this  chart, 
including  $500,000  in  training,  and  $300,000  in  education.  The  original 
operations  plan  did  not  include  these  functions,  and  thus  totaled 
approximately  S8.9M  in  FY  1996. 

FY  1996  NETC  Operations  Plan: 

Facility  Operations  $1,500,000 

Training  Operations  $6,000,000 

Education  Programs  $1,350,000 

Training  Material  Production  $    325,000 

Guest  Services  $    550.000 

Total  $9,725,000 

Question.  Aren't  these  steps  necessary  if  the  facility  is  to  open 
for  business  upon  completion  of  construction  and  equipping  and 
furnishing? 

Answer.  Yes,  these  activities  are  critical  to  the  NETC  operating  in 
FY  1997  as  planned. 

Question.  What  won't  get  done  at  NETC  in  1996  if  the  shortfall 
presented  by  the  budget  is  not  resolved? 

Answer.  There  will  be  a  delay  in  the  opening  of  the  facility  as 
funding  is  not  available  for  the  guest  services  contract  and  administrative 
staff  on  the  procurement  side  to  develop  and  oversee  the  contract.  Training 
would  continue  at  locations  around  the  countrv  but  at  a  reduced  levels  and 
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training  material  production,  which  provides  for  cost  effect  distance  learning 
capability,  would  be  deferred. 

Depending  on  the  availability  of  funds  in  1996,  priorities  for  funding  would 
include:  administrative  and  guest  services  contract  funding  to  allow  the 
facility  to  open;  the  development  of  distance  learning  capability,  which  is  a 
cost  effective  way  for  the  NETC  to  reach  large  numbers  of  students  with 
training  materials;  and  continuing  current  levels  of  course  offerings  and 
developing  new  training  program.s  needed  within  the  Service  and  the 
Department  to  reach  downsizing  and  streamlining  goals  while  meeting  the 
Service's  legislative  and  trust  responsibilities  and  customer  needs. 

Question.  Then  why  aren't  funds  included  in  the  budget  for 
these  purposes? 

Answer.  In  formulation  of. the  1996  budget  the  Service  had  to 
consider  the  Full  spectrum  of  prograrns  for  the  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife 
and  address  priorities  within  a  funding  target  that  is  2.5%  over  the  1995 
request.  Despite  these  fiscal  constraints,  the  Service  was  able  to  realign 
$450,000  from  existing  programs  for  operations  and  budget  an  increase  of 
$300,000  (combined  r2.7%  change)  over  the  1995  enacted  level.  This 
compares  to  a  4.6%  increase  overall  in  Resource  Management  funds  in  the 
FY  1996  budget. 

Question.  Is  it  accurate  to  assume  that  there  will  be  additional 
costs  in  FY  1997,  when  the  facility  would  be  open  for  a  full  year  of 
operations? 

Answer.  Yes.  To  get  operations  up  to  the  full  potential,  additional 
funding  is  needed  to  accomplish  this.  The  operations  plan  identified  $9.8 
million  for  FY  1997,  the  first  full  year  of  operation,  an  increase  of  $2.1 
million  over  the  anticipated  funding  level  for  FY  1996. 

Question.  If  the  funds  for  operations  were  not  provided  until  FY 
1997,  what  would  be  the  consequence  --  how  long  would  it  take  to  get 
the  funds  processed  through  from  headquarters  to  the  field,  and  then 
for  the  field  to  prepare  the  contracts,  advertise,  award,  and  then  the 
contractor  get  people  hired? 

Answer.  For  the  guest  services  function,  it  would  take  at  least  6 
months  from  the  time  the  money  became  available  until  the  guest  services 
operator  was  actually  ready  to  operate.  This  is  due  to  time  needed  to 
advertise  the  contracts,  select  a  contractor  and  award  the  contract,  and  allow 
the  contractor  to  hire  and  train  staff  to  run  the  facility.  Therefore,  if  the 
money  was  not  available  until  1997,  it  would  probably  be  well  into  spring  of 
1997  before  the  facility  could  open. 

Question.  Director  Beattie,  now  that  construction  funding  is 
nearing  completion,  I  hope  you  will  provide  your  personal  attention  to 
how  the  budget  addresses  the  operating  requirements  for  the  training 
center.  I  know  it  won't  be  easy,  but  this  is  a  facility  that  the  Service  has 
all  along  indicated  was  very  important  and  crucial  to  helping  the  agency 
fulfill  its  mission.  I  recognize  that  dollars  are  tight,  but  I  think  the 
Service  needs  to  do  a  better  job  of  budgeting  for  ongoing  projects 
before  allocating  significant  resources  to  new  initiatives.  I  don't  believe 
you.  Secretary  Babbitt,  or  I  want  to  see  this  facility  fail  to  fulfill  its 
potential. 
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As  government  is  downsized  and  streamlined,  it  is  important  that  the 
employees  of  the  Service  be  well  informed  on  the  agency's  mandates 
and  statutory  responsibilities.  An  important  part  of  the  job  is 
communicating  effectively  vi'ith  the  public  who  are  affected  by  the 
Service's  programs.  The  training  center  will  provide  an  important 
opportunity  for  the  Service  to  improve  its  capabilities  in  all  of  these 
areas.  It  is  still  early  in  the  formulation  of  the  Service's  FY  1997 
budget,  and  while  we  work  with  Chairman  Gorton  to  address  the  FY 
1996  needs  for  the  training  center,  I  urge  you  to  do  everything  you  can 
to  see  that  a  similar  funding  shortfall  does  not  occur  in  the  FY  1997 
budget. 

(Use  of  Training  Center  by  Other  Parties) 

From  the  earliest  concepts  of  the  training  center,  it  was  envisioned  that 
this  facility  would  provide  leadership  training  in  the  field  of  natural 
resource  conservation  not  only  to  the  professionals  —  both  within  and 
external  to  the  Federal  family. 

One  means  to  assist  with  covering  the  operational  costs  necessary  to  run 
the  facility  is  to  assure  that  the  use  of  the  facility  by  other  parties  is 
done  on  a  reimbursable  basis.  This  would  mean  that  the  benefiting 
party  pays  the  Service  for  its  room,  board,  and  tuition  costs,  and  that 
these  revenues  remain  at  the  training  center  for  use  in  operating  the 
facility. 

What  is  the  current  statutory  requirement  with  respect  to  revenues  that 
might  be  generated  through  use  of  the  facility?  Must  they  be  returned 
to  the  General  Fund  of  the  Treasury? 

'.  Answer.  At  present  time,  through  reimbursable  agreements,  we 
have  ways  to  recoup  payments  from  other  government  agencies  (federal  and 
state)  and  keep  them  within  the  NETC,  but  any  money  generated  from 
outside  of  the  government  must  go  to  the  general  treasury. 

Question.  If  authority  exists  to  enter  into  reimbursable 
agreements,  what  is  the  procedure  for  executing  such  arrangements? 
Are  multiple  agreements  necessary  with  the  various  agencies? 

Answer.  The  current  process  for  entering  into  reimbursable 
agreements  is  inefficient  and  time  consuming.  For  each  agency,  whether 
federal  or  state,  a  separate  agreement  must  be  generated,  and  a  separate 
account  must  be  established  at  our  finance  center  in  Denver.  Each  time  a 
trainee  would  come  to  our  course  we  would  have  to  bill  the  finance  center, 
who  would  then  bill  the  government  entity,  who  would  then  pay  the  finance 
center,  who  would  then  credit  our  account.  Each  of  these  accounts  would 
have  to  be  established  and  closed  out  each  year.  In  many  cases  a 
government  agency  would  not  be  comfortable  setting  up  one  reimbursable 
agreement  because  they  would  rather  have  different  courses  charged  to 
different  entities  within  their  agency.  In  other  words  we  could  be  dealing 
with  multiple  accounts  even  within  a  single  agency  and  could  easily  be 
working  with  over  100  accounts. 
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Question.  Would  it  be  more  cost-effective  to  deposit  funds  into  a 
special  account  for  facility  operations  rather  than  to  enter  into  an 
administratively  complex  process  of  securing  multiple  reimbursable 
agreements? 

Answer.  It  would  be  more  cost  effective  to  have  receipts  deposited 
into  a  Service  account  set  up  for  facility  operations. 

Question.  What  authority  is  necessary  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  retain  revenue  generated  at  the  training  center  in  a  fund  that 
would  be  used  towards  the  annual  operating  cost  of  the  facility? 

Answer.  Bill  language  authorizing  the  Service  to  retain  funding 
generated  by  the  training  program  would  be  necessary. 

Question.  For  the  record,  please  provide  appropriate  language 
that  would  address  these  requirements. 

Answer.  Draft  Appropriations  Language  is  as  follows: 

"The  Director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  may  charge 
reasonable  fees  for  expenses  to  the  Federal  Government  for 
providing  training  by  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center  or 
other  Service  facilities.  All  fees  collected  shall  be  available  to  the 
Director  until  expended,  without  further  appropriations.  The 
Director  shall  use  all  fees  collected  to  offset/defray  the  costs  of 
training  and  education  provided  by  the  National  Education  and 
Training  Center." 

This  language  will  1)  allow  receipts  to  be  collected  from  non-government 
organizations,  corporate  entities  and  individuals  for  training  and  education 
services  such  as  course  tuition,  facility  usage,  room  and  board,  and  other 
training  and  education  related  activities  at  the  National  Education  and 
Training  Center  and/or  other  course  locations  throughout  the  United  States, 
and  2)  allow  the  Service  to  use  these  receipts  to  offset  operational  costs  of 
the  National  Education  and  Training  Center. 

CANAAN  VALLEY 

Question.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  requesting  $2  million 
for  additional  land  acquisition  funding  for  the  Canaan  Valley  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  in  West  Virginia.  What  is  the  current  status  of 
acquisition  for  this  refuge?  Does  the  Service  have  options  that  might 
result  in  the  expenditure  of  existing  funds  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year? 

Answer.  As  of  June  15.  1995,  the  Service  has  obligated  all  but 
S262.927  of  the  $4,000,000  appropriated  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.  These 
contracts  will  result  in  the  acquisition  of  736  acres. 

Question.  Are  there  a  number  of  parcels  currently  being 
pursued,  whose  total  cost  might  exceed  what  is  presently  available? 
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Answer.  There  are  four  approved  appraisals  totaling  $703,000 
which  are  the  basis  for  offers  by  the  Service  that  are  currently  under 
negotiation.  It  is  expected  that  these  offers  will  result  in  the  obligation  of 
remaining  funds  by  the  end  of  June. 

Question.  So  the  FY  1996  request  would  be  used  for  parcels 
where  there  are  willing  sellers  and  active  expressions  of  interest  in 
selling  their  land  to  the  Service? 

Answer.  In  addition  to  the  several  properties  referred  to  in  the 
previous  response,  there  are  twelve  other  individual  or  corporate  willing 
sellers,  representing  approximately  23  parcels  which  encompass  2,455  acres. 
It  is  anticipated  that  as  funds  become  available,  the  Service  will  successfully 
negotiate  the  protection  of  the  bulk  of  this  land. 

Question.  Recently,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  provided 
objections  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  prepared  by  the 
West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways  for  the  construction  of 
Corridor  H.  In  response  to  this,  the  Tucker  County  Commission  has 
voted  to  withdraw  its  endorsement  of  the  refuge. 

What  effect  will  this  action  by  the  local  governmental  entity  have  on  the 
Service's  efforts  to  proceed  with  acquisitions  for  this  refuge? 

Answer.  The  Tucker  County  Commission,  a  body  comprised  of 
three  individuals,  which  originally  had  voted  to  support  the  establishment  of 
the  Refuge,  recently  voted  to  withdraw  support  for  the  project,  apparently  in 
response  to  the  Service  support  of  the  no  action  alternative  in  the  Corridor  H 
highway  development  proposal.  The  Service  has  since  met  with  the 
Commission  to  explain  that  their  action  was  not  intended  to  block 
construction,  but  to  ensure  that  certain  fish  and  wildlife  resources  are  given 
adequate  consideration.  The  Service  wishes  only  to  prevent  avoidable  fish 
and  wildlife  resource  losses. 

The  Tucker  County  Planning  Commission  recently  reconfirmed  their 
support  for  the  Canaan  Valley  NWR,  and  expressed  gratitude  to  Senator 
Byrd  for  his  ongoing  support  for  the  project.  The  Service  does  not  expect 
that  these  issues  will  impact  our  activity.  As  long  as  there  are  landowners 
willing  to  sell  to  the  Service  and  funds  are  made  available,  we  will  continue 
to  move  forward  with  the  protection  of  these  unique,  increasingly  scarce 
wildlife  resources. 

I  have  written  Secretary  Babbitt  regarding  my  concerns  about  the 
Department's  comments  on  Corridor  H.  I  do  not  yet  have  the  benefit  of  the 
Secretary's  response,  but  look  forward  to  discussing  this  issue  with  him 
when  he  appears  before  this  subcommittee  on  June  6. 

Question.  I  have  written  to  Secretary  Babbitt  regarding  my 
concerns  about  the  Department's  comments  on  Corridor  H.  I  do  not 
yet  have  the  benefit  of  the  Secretary's  response,  but  look  forward  to 
discussing  this  issue  with  him  when  he  appears  before  this 
Subcommittee  on  June  6. 
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In  the  Interim,  what  can  you  tell  me  about  the  Service's  comments 
regarding  this  highway  project?  If  mitigation  were  accomplished,  what 
would  be  the  position  of  the  Service  with  regard  to  this  project? 

Answer.  Concurrence  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  can  be 
achieved  if  the  identified  concerns  are  resolved.  However,  the  final 
approval  for  the  project  rests  with  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  and 
the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Transportation. 

I  participated  in  the  establishment  of  Canaan  Valley  as  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service's  500th  National  Wildlife  Refuge  last  fall,  along  with 
Assistant  Secretary  Frampton.  It  took  a  long  while  for  the  local 
community  to  become  supportive  of  this  project,  and  I  hope  that  local 
favor  won't  be  lost  because  of  issues  that  don't  affect  the  refuge  directly. 

BOWDEN  NATIONAL  FISH  HATCHERY 

Question.   The  FY  1996  budget  includes  a  proposal  to  transfer 

II  national  fish  hatcheries  to  the  states.  One  of  the  affected  hatcheries 
is  the  Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery  in  West  Virginia.  Did  the  Service 
engage  in  consultations  with  the  affected  States  prior  to  making  this 
recommendation? 

Answer.  No,  the  Service  did  not  engage  in  consultations  with  the 
affected  States  prior  to  making  the  recommendation  proposing  the  transfer 
of  hatcheries  in  FY  1996.  The  list  of  proposed  facilities  was  developed 
internally  as  the  development  of  the  President's  Budget  is  an  internal  process 
and  made  public  when  presented  to  Congress. 

Question.  One  concern  of  the  study  was  that  hatchery 
production  has  adverse  effects  on  native  species.  Is  this  the  case  with  the 
Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery? 

Answer.  To  date,  the  Service  has  not  assessed  the  impact  of  trout 
stockings  by  Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery  on  native  species  found  in 
Monongahela  National  Forest  waters.  To  our  knowledge,  studies  to 
determine  the  effects  of  these  trout  stockings  on  native  species  on  federal 
lands  in  West  Virginia  are  in  the  infancy  stage  and  nothing  has  been 
published  to  date.  However,  preliminary  findings  by  university  biologists 
indicate  that  native  species  in  West  Virginia  and  southwestern  Virginia 
waters,  such  as  the  candy  darter,  are  probably  being  impacted. 

It  has  become  the  Service's  general  practice  to  conduct  hatchery  product 
evaluations,  including  impacts  on  native  species,  with  all  our  fish  production 
programs,  i.e  Atlantic  salmon,  striped  bass,  American  shad,  etc.  For 
example,  monitoring/assessment  activities  were  conducted  by  the  Service  on 
striped  bass  produced  by  Bowden  for  the  Chesapeake  Bay  restoration 
program.  The  Atlantic  coastal  migratory  stock  of  striped  bass  was  declared 
restored  on  January  1,  1995  by  the  Atlantic  States  Marine  Fisheries 
Commission  (ASMFC)  and  was  attributed  in  part  to  stocking  of  hatchery- 
produced  fish  that  resulted  in  increased  spawning  stock  biomass  and 
juvenile  indices.  Follow-up  monitoring  and  evaluation  needs  to  occur 
whenever  fisheries  managers  decide  that  stocking  of  hatchery-produced  fish 
is  an  appropriate  tool  to  be  used  in  addressing  a  fishery  restoration. 
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Question.  My  understanding  is  that  much  of  the  production 
from  the  Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery  is  used  to  stock  waters  on 
Federal  lands  in  West  Virginia,  principally  those  on  the  Monongahela 
National  Forest.  What  would  be  the  condition  of  the  fishery  resources 
on  Federal  lands  in  West  Virginia  if  the  production  from  Bowden  were 
no  longer  available? 

Answer.  There  is  a  total  of  600  miles  of  trout  streams  in  the 
Monongahela  National  Forest.  Of  these  streams,  186  miles  are  stocked  with 
trout,  or  about  31%  of  the  total  trout  streams.  Reduction  of  stocked  trout 
from  these  streams  would  impact  the  fishery  resources  in  the  short  term. 
Major  habitat  restoration  would  be  needed  to  increase  long-term  native  fish 
populations  in  these  waters.  Previously,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  has 
participated  in  habitat  restoration  throughout  the  forest  and  has  participated 
(i.e.  purchased  limestone  drums  using  federal  funding)  in  stream  restoration 
projects  with  the  West  Virginia  Depajftment  of  Natural  Resources. 

Question.  Is  the  Service  now  suggesting  that  it  has  no 
responsibility  for  fish  produced  for  streams  on  Federal  lands? 

Answer.  The  Service  is  refocusing  its  efforts  in  fulfilling  Federal 
mandates  by  addressing  high  priority  fishery  resource  needs,  specifically  the 
recovery,  restoration,  and  interjurisdictional  management  of  depleted  fish 
stocks.  National  Fish  Hatcheries  will  focus  their  efforts  on  the  recovery  of 
aquatic  species  listed  or  likely  to  be  listed  in  the  next  five  years,  as 
threatened,  endangered  or  candidates  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act;  on 
restoring  and  maintaining  depleted  anadromous  or  highly  migratory  fish 
stocks  and  aquatic  habitats  to  self-sustaining  levels;  and  helping  to  manage 
anadromous  or  highly  migratory  fish  stocks  and  maintain  them  in  a 
productive  or  self-sustaining  condition.  The  Service  will  continue  to  work 
on  Tribal  and  Federal  land  where  that  work  supports  recovery,  restoration, 
and  interjurisdictional  management  of  depleted  fish  stocks. 

Question.  The  budget  also  seems  to  suggest  that  the  hatcheries 
are  dispensable  because  they  produce  local  benefits  and  the  fish  are 
used  for  recreational  purposes.  If  this  is  the  case,  then  why  does  the 
Service  propose  a  $4  million  increase  for  recreational  fisheries? 

Answer.  The  decision  to  transfer  ten  National  Fish  Hatcheries  was 
driven  by  the  need  to  focus  Service  activities  on  Federal  responsibilities  in 
these  times  of  diminishing  budgets.  There  are  many  needs  for  restoring  and 
conserving  recreational  fisheries.  The  Service  has  taken  a  hard  look  at  just 
what  the  Federal  role  is  and  adjusted  its  role  accordingly.  Stated  very 
simply,  the  Federal  role  in  recreational  fisheries  is  to  focus  on  highly 
migratory  species  whereas  the  States'  role  is  resident  fish.  Those  Service 
activities  that  are  more  appropriate  to  the  States  will  be  discontinued  while 
moving  our  support  for  recreational  fisheries  to  projects  with  Federal 
responsibilities.  The  Service  will  provide  emphasis  for  restoration  and 
enhancement  of  aquatic  habitats  that  support  recreational  fishing 
opportunities.  The  Service  will  work  with  the  States  to  see  that  those 
hatcheries  that  provide  significant  economic  benefits  continue  to  be  operated 
as  part  of  State  programs. 

There  are  certain  recreational  fisheries  that  State  programs  tend  not  to 
address.  State  funds  needed  to  match  funds  from  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration 
Account  are  derived  to  a  large  extent  from  license  fees  paid  by  resident 
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anglers.  Consequently,  projects  that  offer  immediate  benefits  to  resident 
anglers,  such  as  boating  access  and  stocking  non-migratory  fish,  often  are 
assigned  high  priority.  States  generally  place  a  lower  priority  on  sport  fish 
restoration  activities  on  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  do  not  manage  fishery 
resources  on  Tribal  Lands,  and  place  a  lower  priority  on  interjurisdictional 
fisheries  that  involve  multiple  jurisdictions  and  species  that  require  complex 
management  approaches.  The  $4  million  increase  would  complement  the 
State  contribution  to  local  recreational  fisheries  by  focusing  Federal 
attention  on  those  recreational  fisheries  that  States  tend  not  to  address. 

Question.  In  justifying  the  $3.3  million  budget  increase  for 
habitat  enhancement  on  refuges,  one  purpose  cited  is  fishing 
opportunities.  It  appears  that  fishing  is  acceptable,  so  long  as  it  doesn't 
involve  hatchery  fish.  Why  should  the  Subcommittee  reduce  existing 
fishery  programs  to  enhance  the  refuge  fishery  program? 

Answer.  The  Service  will  provide  emphasis  for  restoration  and 
enhancement  of  aquatic  habitats  that  support  recreational  fishing 
opportunities. 

The  Service  is  focusing  its  recreational  fisheries  efforts  on  self-sustaining 
wild  fish  stocks  over  the  long  term.  Healthy  wild  fish  stocks  require  sound 
habitats,  management  based  on  good  science,  genetic  integrity,  and 
maintenance  of  the  biological  integrity  of  aquatic  ecosystems.  The  Service 
believes  that  when  and  where  possible,  recreational  fisheries  should  be 
maintained  by  protecting  and  restoring  ecosystems  that  provide  natural 
support  rather  than  by  augmenting  populations  through  stocking.  In  the 
long  run,  habitat  improvement  will  provide  greater  benefits,  in  most  cases, 
than  stocking  and  will  cost  less.  Service  funding  for  recreational  fisheries 
will  be  focused  on  those  species  that  States  tend  not  to  focus  on. 

Question.  Another  concern  in  West  Virginia  is  the  economic 
effect  of  the  fish  produced  at  Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery.  The 
State  was  provided  estimates  that  the  trout  produced  at  Bowden 
produce  400,000  angler  days  valued  at  $10.8  million.  Given  that  the 
annual  operating  costs  at  Bowden  are  less  than  $500,000,  how  is  the 
decision  to  close  this  hatchery  economically  justified? 

Answer.  As  budget  reductions  are  addressed  in  light  of  essential 
Federal  mandated  roles,  the  Service  is  forced  to  reprioritize  its  base  fisheries 
operations.  As  part  of  this  narrowed  focus,  the  National  Fish  Hatchery 
System  has  evaluated  functions  of  specific  facilities  to  determine  the  extent 
to  which  each  contributes  to  providing  fish  to  meet  high  priority  Service 
programs.  A  three-step  method  was  used  to  identify  candidates  for  transfer. 
A  different  set  of  criteria  was  applied  in  each  step,  ultimately  leading  to  a 
single  list  of  candidates  for  transfer.  Subsequently,  fish  hatcheries,  one  of 
which  is  Bowden,  have  been  identified  for  transfer  to  the  States  or  for 
closure  in  FY  1996  because  their  production  primarily  supports  non- 
migratory  species  and  resident  State  fishery  programs,  and  secondarily, 
recreational  programs  on  Federal  and  Tribal  lands.  The  Service  recognizes 
that  while  the  Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery  largely  supports  lower- 
priority  activities  of  the  Service's  fishery  program,  the  fish  stocked  by  the 
Bowden  hatchery  do  provide  important  recreational  and  economic  benefits, 
particularly  at  the  State  and  local  level.  For  this  reason,  we  have  proposed  a 
mechanism  to  enable  States  to  accept  Federal  hatcheries  and  continue  to 
operate  them  for  the  benefit  of  America's  anglers  and  the  important  local 
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and  State  economies  they  support.  Two  key  elements  of  our  proposal  are  a 
willingness  to  convey  the  hatchery  to  the  State  of  West  Virginia  without 
requiring  payment  of  fair  market  value  and  an  agreement  for  us  to  provide 
operational  funds  over  the  next  three  years  on  a  sliding  scale  of  100%,  80%, 
and  40%.  The  proposal  will  provide  States  with  the  incentive  and  flexibility 
they  need  to  continue  successful  stocking  programs  and  secure  permanent 
funding  with  the  help  of  recreational  fishing  public  and  State  officials. 

Question.  Isn't  it  correct  that,  in  addition  to  a  regular  license, 
West  Virginia  has  a  special  fee  for  trout  fishermen,  which  is  used  to 
help  fund  the  state  hatcheries? 

Answer.  Yes.  West  Virginia  has  a  trout  stamp  that  anglers  purchase 
in  addition  to  the  regular  license.  West  Virginia  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  reported  that  over  118,000  trout  stamps  were  sold  generating  a 
total  of  over  $893,000  in  FY  1993,  all  of  which  goes  back  into  supporting 
state  hatchery  trout  production  programs.  Over  27,600  additional  individual 
(does  not  include  stamps  sold  as  a  package  deal,  i.e.  sportsman)  national 
forest  stamps  were  sold  yielding  over  $55,000. 

Question.  The  budget  proposes  a  three  year  phase-in  of  state 
control  of  the  affected  hatcheries.  Under  this  plan,  the  Service  would 
provide  operational  assistance  on  a  declining  basis  over  the  three  year 
period.  To  what  extent  have  the  affected  states  expressed  an  interest  in 
assuming  the  management  responsibilities  the  Service  proposes  to 
transfer? 

Answer.  Most  of  the  affected  States  have  either  stated  that  they  are 
not  interested  in  assuming  the  management  responsibilities  of  the  hatcheries 
the  Service  proposes  to  transfer  or  close  in  FY  1996,  or  they  have  taken  a 
wait-and-see  position.  Of  the  affected  States,  only  one  State,  South 
Carolina,  has  indicated  strong  interest  in  assuming  management 
responsibilities  of  a  transferred  hatchery.  South  Carolina  has  discussed  the 
proposed  transfer  of  Walhalla  National  Fish  Hatchery  with  both  the  Director 
and  the  Region  4  Regional  Director.  A  meeting,  between  Region  4  and 
South  Carolina  personnel,  was  held  on  May  31,  1995,  to  begin  transfer 
negotiations. 

The  other  affected  States  (Alabama,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Mississippi,  New 
Mexico,  North  Carolina,  Texas,  and  West  Virginia)  have  either  indicated 
that  they  are  not  interested  in  assuming  the  management  responsibilities  of 
the  facilities  proposed  for  closure,  or  that  they  plan  to  wait  until  October  1, 
1995,  before  they  make  a  decision. 

Question.  On  what  basis  does  the  Service  propose  to  use 
administrative  funds  within  the  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Account  for  the 
operating  costs  of  these  hatcheries  by  the  States? 

Answer.  These  funds  are  being  used  to  avoid  the  widespread  impact 
on  the 

recreational  fisheries  in  several  states  if  funds  were  cut  in  one  year.  The 
Service  is  proposing  to  make  available  up  to  $2  million  of  Sport  Fish 
Restoration  (SFR)  administrative  funds  to  assist  with  the  transfer  of 
hatcheries,  rather  than  expecting  the  States  to  identify  alternative  funding 
sources  in  an  unreasonably  short  time  frame.  Transitional  funding  relative 
to  approved  amounts  will  be  provided  at  100  percent  in  FY  1996,  80  percent 
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in  FY  1997,  and  40  percent  in  FY  1998  with  no  funds  available  from  the 
Service  beyond  FY  1998.  Providing  up  to  $2  million  for  the  transition  of  the 
hatcheries  will  not  eliminate  funding  for  any  on-going  projects. 

Question.  Please  provide  the  legal  basis  for  proposing  this  use  of 
funds. 

Answer.  The  Service's  actions  are  in  line  with  the  intent  of  the 
Federal  Aid  in  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Act,  that  is  to,  "...cooperate  with  the 
States  through  their  respective  state  fish  and  game  departments  in  fish 
restoration  and  management  projects...".  The  Assistant  Solicitor  of  the 
Service  has  determined  the  proposed  use  to  be  within  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  broad  authority  as  authorized  under  Section  4  of  the  SFR  Act.  The 
Service's  use  of  SFR  funds  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  directed  toward 
the  restoration  and  management  of  America's  valuable  sport  fisheries 
resources.  States  must  submit  their  proposals  to  the  Service  for  transferring 
a  facility.  Proposals  must  address  only  those  activities  eligible  under  the 
SFR  Act.  In  summary,  proposals  will  be  treated  similar  to  any  other  Federal 
Aid  proposal  under  the  SFR  Act  program. 

Question.  Are  the  other  states  who  benefit  from  the  Sport  Fish 
Restoration  Fund  in  agreement  with  this  proposed  use  of  administrative 
funds? 

Answer.  The  decision  to  use  these  funds  was  made  only  after 
consulting  with  the  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies 
and  initially  receiving  their  concurrence  with  the  proposed  action. 

Question.  Does  the  Service  propose  to  complete  the  maintenance 
backlogs  at  these  facilities  so  that  the  States  are  not  being  handed 
Federal  liabilities? 

Answer.  The  National  Fish  Hatchery  System  has  an  extensive 
backlog  of  needed  maintenance  and  rehabilitation  totaling  $152  million. 
The  Service's  hatchery  maintenance  budget  is  being  reduced  by  $2.5  million 
in  FY  1996.  Nevertheless,  within  the  limits  imposed  by  available  funds,  the 
Service  will  make  every  effort  to  assist  with  essential  repairs  at  transferred 
facilities. 

Question.  In  fiscal  years  1989  and  1990,  a  total  of  $3.3  million 
was  provided  for  capital  investments  at  Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery 
to  assist  with  striped  bass  recovery  program.  Because  of  the  success  of 
this  program,  a  stocking  of  striped  bass  has  been  reduced.  Are  there 
other  production  capabilities  for  which  these  facilities  can  be  used? 
What  are  they? 

Answer.  Yes.  The  Atlantic  coastal  migratory  stock  of  striped  bass 
was  declared  restored  on  January  1,  1995  by  the  Atlantic  States  Marine 
Fisheries  Commission  (ASMFC),  attributed  mainly  to  the  restoration  of  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  striped  bass  stock.  Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery  could 
produce  striped  bass  fingerlings  if  the  ASMFC  identifies  a  production  need 
for  depleted  Roanoke  or  Delaware  River  striped  bass  stocks  that  have  not 
experienced  the  same  level  of  rebuilding  as  the  Chesapeake  Bay  stock  over 
the  past  ten. 
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Bowden  also  has  facilities  for  the  production  of  fish  in  support  of  the  Ohio 
River  and  other  interjurisdictional  fisheries  management  needs  and  ASMFC 
fishery  management  plans  by  producing  American  shad,  herring,  paddlefish, 
and  laike  sturgeon. 

In  addition,  Bowden  could  propagate  endangered,  threatened  and  candidate 
species.  Groups  for  consideration  may  include  endangered  shellfish  and 
finfish,  i.e.  candy  darter,  kanahwa  minnow,  cheat  minnow,  green  floater 
mussel,  elk  toe  mussel,  crystal  darter,  and  blue  sucker. 

Question.  What  facilities  currently  in  the  system  participate  in 
fisheries  activity  on  the  Ohio  River?  What  would  be  the  possible 
benefits  of  using  Bowden  for  such  work? 

Answer.  Several  facilities  from  the  Service's  Regions  3,  4,  and  5  are 
currently  involved  in  various  fisheries  and  other  aquatic  resource  activities 
in  the  Ohio  River  basin,  including  recovery  of  listed  and  imperiled  shellfish 
and  finfish  species,  potential  refugia  of  listed  and  imperiled  species, 
monitoring  and  assessment  of  nonindigenous  aquatic  nuisance  species 
(zebra  mussel),  and  habitat  restoration  including  acid  mine  drainage  clean- 
up: Northeast  Fishery  Center  (PA),  Cookeville  Field  Office  (TN), 
Carterville 

Fishery  Resources  Office  (IL),  Asheville  Field  Office  (NC),  Elkins  Field 
Office  (WV),  Ohio  River  Islands  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (WV), 
Bloomington  Field  Office  (IN),  Patoka  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (IN). 

Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery,  in  close  cooperation  with  the  West 
Virginia  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  would  participate  in 
interjurisdictional  fisheries  management  (i.e.  lake  sturgeon,  paddlefish, 
crystal  darter,  blue  sucker)  in  the  Ohio  River  watershed,  supporting  the 
goals  and  objectives  of  the  Mississippi  Interstate  Cooperative  Resources 
Agreement.  The  habitat  restoration  and  recovery  activities  would  directly 
support  two  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Fisheries  Program's  highest 
priorities:  1)  recovery  of  aquatic  species  listed  as  threatened,  endangered  or 
candidates  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  2)  helping  to  manage 
interjurisdictional  fisheries  and  maintain  them  in  a  productive  and  self- 
sustaining  condition. 

Question.  Is  it  possible  to  maintain  the  current  trout  production 
at  Bowden  as  well  as  begin  work  on  some  of  the  Ohio  River  species? 
What  is  the  estimated  cost? 

Director  Beattie,  I  must  express  my  opposition  to  the  proposed  closure 
of  the  Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery.  This  hatchery  produces 
considerable  economic  benefit,  as  well  as  providing  fishery  resources 
for  depleted  streams  on  the  Monongahela  National  Forest.  Many  of  the 
strongest  supporters  of  the  conservation  programs  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  are  those  who  are  interested  in  the  hatchery  program. 
While  there  may  be  problems  with  hatchery  operations  in  other 
locations,  there  has  been  little  or  no  cry  for  the  elimination  of  the 
Bowden  National  Fish  Hatchery.  I  intend  to  work  with  chairman 
Gorton  to  see  that  adequate  funding  is  provided  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  budget  this  year  to  maintain  the  ongoing  programs  at  Bowden. 
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Answer.  Yes  it  is  possible  to  maintain  current  trout  production  at 
Bowden  as  well  as  being  work  on  some  Ohio  River  species.  An  estimated 
$600,000/2  new  FTE's  would  be  needed  in  order  to  maintain  the  current 
trout  production  for  recreational  fishing  on  Federal  lands;  to  develop  and 
implement  aquatic  restoration  and  recovery  activities  on  Federal  lands, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  actions  to  restore  streams  impacted  by  acid 
deposition;  and  to  begin  participating  with  the  West  Virginia  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  and  other  State  and  Federal  agencies  in  managing 
interjurisdictional  aquatic  species  of  the  Ohio  River. 

OHIO  RIVER  ISLANDS 

Question.  The  Ohio  River  Islands  National  Wildlife  Refuge  was 
dedicated  as  the  first  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  West  Virginia  in  1992. 
What  is  the  current  status  of  the  acquisition  program  for  the  islands  -- 
have  all  funds  previously  appropriated  ($3.1  million)  been  obligated? 

Answer.  Yes,  willing  sellers  are  being  told  there  are  no  funds.  We 
are  currently  working  on  donations  only,  and  have  just  received,  June  8, 
1995.  the  remaining  75  percent  of  Muskingum  Island  as  a  donation.  We  are 
presently  working  to  complete  a  donation  of  a  portion  of  Wheeling  Island 
from  the  City  of  Wheeling. 

Question.  Have  purchases  to  date  in  this  refuge  been  on  a 
willing  seller  basis? 

Answer.  Yes,  public  support  is  high  from  private  individuals, 
corporations,  and  municipalities  all  along  the  Ohio  River.  Inquiries  as  to 
funds  available  to  continue  to  purchase  islands  within  the  boundary  are 
frequent. 

Question.  How  many  islands  in  total  will  comprise  the  refuge? 
How  many  have  been  acquired  to  date? 

Answer.  The  refuge  will  be  comprised  of  38  islands.  To  date.  18 
have  been  acquired. 

Question.  Does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  options  on 
additional  islands? 

Answer.  No  formal  options  are  in  place,  however,  we  are 
continuing  (o  negotiate  with  willing  sellers. 

Question.  Do  you  anticipate  that  other  islands,  for  which  the 
Service  does  not  yet  have  options,  might  become  available  for 
acquisition  in  FY  1996?  What  would  be  the  estimated  costs? 

Answer.  Yes,  options  on  four  islands  are  pending  based  on 
availability  of  funding:  Eureka,  Brush.  Mustapha,  and  property  on 
Manchester  #2;  followed  by  interested  inquiries  from  ownerships  on  Fish 
Creek.  Gallipolis,  Captina  and  Marietta  Islands.  Estimated  costs  are  $1.5 
rmllion. 
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SPENDING  PRIORITIES 

Question.  Director  Beattie,  the  budget  resolutions  considered  by 
the  House  and  Senate  call  for  significant  reductions  in  domestic 
discretionary  spending.  Some  program  assumptions  were 
recommended  by  the  Budget  Committees,  but  the  bulk  of  the  decisions 
about  how  to  achieve  the  components  of  these  reductions  will  be  left  to 
the  Appropriations  Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate. 

One  of  the  assumptions  in  the  Senate  budget  resolution  is  that  the 
principal  operating  account  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be 
reduced  by  10  percent  below  the  FY  1995  level. 

What  strategy  would  you  employ,  as  director  of  the  agency,  in 
determining  how  such  a  reduction  would  be  distributed  to  your 
programs? 

Answer.  In  general  terms,  our  strategy  will  be  to  allocate  available 
resources  to  meet  our  mandates  for  the  conservation  and  protection  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  of  national  significance,  namely  migratory  birds, 
endangered  and  threatened  species,  marine  mammals,  and  interjurisdictional 
species. 

Question.  What  changes  in  field  structure  of  the  Service  might 
you  consider?  Are  facility  closures  likely? 

Answer.  Once  the  Senate  has  completed  Subcommittee  markup  of 
the  1996  Appropriations  Bill  for  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  the  Service 
will  have  adequate  information  to  gauge  the  level  of  funding  that  it  can 
anticipate  for  1996.  Up  until  that  time  we  do  not  have  sufficient  information 
with  which  to  formulate  plans  for  program  changes,  organizational  or 
structure  changes. 

Question.  Are  there  further  reductions  in  the  Service's  base 
programs  that  you  would  recommend  in  order  to  proceed  with  some  of 
the  initiatives  in  the  budget?  If  so,  please  provide  details  for  the  record. 

Answer.  No,  the  Service  would  not  propose  further  reductions  in 
base  programs  in  order  to  proceed  with  initiatives  proposed  in  the  budget. 

COOPERATIVE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  FUND 

Question.  The  FY  1996  budget  proposes  an  increase  of  $29 
million  for  the  cooperative  endangered  species  fund.  These  dollars  are 
proposed  to  be  used  for  grants  to  states  for  the  acquisition  of  land 
consistent  with  habitat  conservation  plans. 

It  appears  that  the  Department  has  concluded  that  the  only  way  to 
make  the  Endangered  Species  Act  work  is  to  provide  more  Federal 
money  for  land  acquisition.  Do  you  concur  with  this  assessment?  If 
not,  what  conclusion  should  the  Committee  draw  from  the  increase 
proposed  in  the  budget  this  year? 

Answer.  No,  the  Administration  believes  that  overall,  the  Act  is 
working  well  and  accomplishing  its  stated  purpose.    The  last  published 
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recovery  report  documented  that  the  status  of  nearly  one-half  of  listed 
species  has  either  been  stabilized  or  is  improving.  This  Cooperative 
Endangered  Species  fund  for  HCP  land  acquisition  program  was  proposed 
to  alleviate  some  of  the  burden  on  local  communities  and  private 
landowners  for  species  protection.  The  proposal  provides  a  funding  source 
in  order  to  respond  to  requests  for  monetary  aid  from  the  affecied  private 
parties.  This  proposal  is  an  innovative  solution  to  maximize  HCP  efforts. 

Question.  If  the  benefits  of  local  habitat  conservation  plans  are 
agreements  that  allow  development  to  proceed  in  some  areas  while 
protecting  species  in  others,  why  is  it  necessarily  a  Federal 
responsibility  to  fund  this  compromise? 

Answer.  To  date,  all  habitat  conservation  plans  have  been 
implemented  without  the  assistance  of  this  new  initiative.  However,  one  of 
the  major  logistic  hurdles  in  the  habitat  conservation  planning  process  are 
land  purchases  for  mitigation  purposes.  This  program  has  been  proposed  in 
response  to  requests  from  numerous  habitat  conservation  plan  participants. 
The  Service  believes  that  this  program  would  increase  not  only  the  number 
of  successfully  completed  conservation  plans,  but  it  would  greatly  enhance 
the  effectiveness  of  the  plans'  protection  of  affected  species.  Additionally, 
the  program  would  ease  the  burden  of  habitat  protection  on  the  private 
sector. 

Question.  What  local  contributions  (governmental  and  private) 
are  contemplated  in  the  areas  where  the  Federal  funds  proposed  in  the 
FY  1996  budget  will  be  used? 

Answer.  It  will  work  much  like  the  current  section  6  grants-to-states 
program,  which  allocates  funding  based  on  a  75%  federal  and  25%  state  cost 
share  basis  and  ranks  proposals  by  considering  various  species  and  habitat 
protection  factors. 

Question.  If  the  requested  funds  are  to  be  granted  to  the  states, 
why  is  a  126  percent  increase  in  administrative  funding  necessary? 

Answer.  The  Service  is  requesting  a  total  of  $1.14  million  for 
administration  of  the  336.86  million  budget  for  initiative.  This  represents  a 
3.1%  "overhead"  for  administration.  This  year  (FY  1995),  of  the  $8.48 
million  allocated  for  the  program,  $0.5  million,  or  5.9%,  was  provided  for 
administration.  The  percentages  for  administration  have  decreased  from  5.9 
to  3.1.  While  the  overall  funding  has  increased  by  over  400%,  the 
percentage  required  for  administrative  activities  has  decreased  by 
approximately  50%.  This  is  possible  through  increased  administrative 
efficiencies.  The  real-dollar  increase  in  administration  costs  (from  $0.5  in 
FY  1995  to  $1.14  in  FY  1996)  is  required  to  support  the  review  and 
monitoring  of  state  proposals  and  projects. 

Question.  What  is  the  basis  for  the  dollar  amount  requested  in 
the  budget?  What  would  be  the  priorities  the  Service  would  fund  if  the 
request  were  reduced  by  50  percent?  by  75  percent? 

Answer.  The  Administration  determined  the  amount  as  sufficient  to 
initialize  the  program  in  a  manner  that  is  both  aggressive  enough  to  meet 
many  needs  while  providing  for  a  manageable  program  in  its  incipient 
stages.   The  Service  believes  that  this  program  would  increase  not  only  the 
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number  of  successfully  completed  conservation  plans,  but  it  would  greatly 
enhance  the  effectiveness  of  those  plans'  protection  for  the  affected  species. 
This  ranking  system  would  consider  proposals  using  various  criteria  such  as 
listed  species,  proposed  species,  candidate  species,  and  ecosystem 
protection,  along  with  other  criteria.  If  the  funding  were  reduced  by  any 
proportion,  the  highest  ranking  proposals  would  be  funded  in  order  of 
ranking  until  the  allocated  funds  were  exhausted. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  FUND 

Question.  The  Interior  Department  has  responsibility  for  two 
different  "payment  in  lieu  of  taxes"  accounts  to  compensate  local 
jurisdictions  where  the  Federal  government  owns  land.  The  BLM 
account  funds  payments  for  the  public  domain  (BLM)  lands,  Forest 
Service,  and  Park  Service  lands.  The  FWS  account  pays  for  national 
wildlife  refuge  lands. 

What  is  that  rationale  behind  the  Department's  proposal  to  increase 
BLM  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  by  $10  million  (+9.6  percent),  and  to 
decrease  FWS  national  wildlife  refuge  payments  by  $606,000  (-5 
percent)? 

Answer.  The  Department's  FY  1996  budget  request  reflects  a 
carefully  considered  process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  priorities, 
determining  trade-offs  between  programs,  and  making  difficult  decisions  in 
proposing  funding  allocations.  The  Department  included  the  PILT  program 
increase  in  these  deliberations.  The  Department  attempted  to  comply  with 
the  spirit  of  the  recently  passed  PILT  legislation  which  substantially 
increased  the  PILT  formula.  The  Department  also  included  the  Refuge 
Revenue  Sharing  Act  request  administered  by  the  FWS  in  these 
deliberations;  this  program  was  reduced  by  a  modest  amount. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

Question.  As  the  Congress  considers  the  FY  1996  budget 
resolution,  proposals  have  been  put  forth  in  both  the  House  and  Senate 
calling  for  the  termination  of  the  National  Biological  Service  and  a 
return  of  the  research  and  coop  unit  programs  to  the  agencies  of  origin. 
Thus,  most  of  the  program  would  be  returned  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

What  if  budget  constraints  preclude  transferring  the  funding  which 
supports  the  research  program?  Would  the  Service  reconfigure  its 
operational  priorities  to  accommodate  some,  perhaps  greatly  reduced 
level  of  research? 

Answer.  No.  The  Service  has  insufficient  resources  to  address 
current  legislated  mandates  without  absorbing  the  costs  for  research 
components.  The  Service  strongly  supports  research  and  research  is 
essential  to  operational  management  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  If 
Congress  feels  it  is  necessary  to  eliminate  research  funding,  the  Service 
would  make  every  effort  to  reestablish  a  research  component  through 
requests  for  additional  funds  through  the  appropriations  process  in  future 
years. 
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Question.  One  criticism  of  NBS  is  that  it  is  engaging  in  areas  of 
worit  that  weren't  conducted  by  the  Interior  Department  prior  to  the 
establishment  of  NBS  --  areas  such  as  inventory  and  monitoring  and 
information  transfer.  For  the  record,  please  discuss  the  role  of  the 
various  agencies  of  the  Department  in  these  functions  both  prior  to,  and 
subsequent  to,  the  establishment  of  the  NBS? 

Answer.  We  would  argue  the  opposite.  The  Department  did  not  go 
out  and  invent  these  areas  of  work  with  the  creation  of  the  National 
Biological  Service.  The  Department  has,  in  fact,  conducted  these  types  of 
activities  for  years.  The  Department  manages  over  400  million  acres  of 
public  land  for  the  American  people  through  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  and  the  National  Park 
System.  In  order  to  effectively  manage  these  lands,  our  bureaus  have  been 
inventorying  and  monitoring  all  resource  values  for  decades.  These  range 
from  critical  habitat  to  range  land  condition  to  cultural  resources.  Our  field 
professionals  in  the  land  management  agencies  continue  to  use  these  tools. 

COASTAL  ECOSYSTEMS 

Question.  As  budgets  become  more  and  more  constrained,  areas 
of  duplication  within  government  must  be  eliminated.  A  possible  area 
of  such  concern  within  the  Interior  Department  is  the  bay  and  estuary 
program  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

What  functions  are  conducted  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  this 
program  that  are  not  addressed  by  other  bay  and  estuary  programs, 
such  as  those  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  or  the 
Department  of  Commerce  (NOAA;  NMFS)? 

Answer.  The  four  primary  functions  of  the  Service's  Coastal 
Ecosystems  Program  are  to  implement  projects  on-the-ground  to  protect  and 
restore  important  coastal  habitats,  to  integrate  all  Service  activities  in  high 
priority  coastal  watersheds,  to  bring  the  Service's  technical  expertise  in 
living  resources  management  to  the  planning  and  decision-making  processes 
of  other  agencies,  and  to  use  focused  outreach  to  catalyze  the  private  sector 
to  identify  and  implement  actions  to  protect  coastal  resources  and  habitats. 
No  other  Federal  agency  or  Department  has  as  its  primary  focus  the 
conservation  of  living  resources  to  enable  them  to  fulfill  these  four 
functions.  The  mission  of  the  Service,  "to  conserve,  protect,  and  enhance 
the  Nation's  fish  and  wildlife  and  their  habitats  for  the  continued  benefit  of 
the  American  People,"  allows  the  Service  to  uniquely  carry  out  activities 
that  are  not  within  the  scope  of  EPA  and  NOAA  missions. 

The  Coastal  Ecosystems  Program  complements,  rather  than  duplicates  the 
efforts  of  EPA,  and  NOAA,  and  has  developed,  in  part,  to  fill  gaps  not 
covered  by  these  other  agencies.  While  EPA  and  others  focus  on  restoring 
the  physical  and  chemical  attributes  of  our  Nation's  coastal  waters,  the 
Service's  focus  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  completes  a  holistic 
management  and  restoration  of  coastal  ecosystems.  EPA's  National  Estuary 
Program  (NEP)  focuses  primarily  on  developing  comprehensive 
management  policies  and  plans.  NOAA's  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Program  is  largely  a  State  planning  program,  more  similar  to  the  NEP  than 
to  the  Service  focus  on  implementation  of  coastal  restoration  activities. 
Service  biologists  take  the  lead  in  developing  and  implementing  the  living 
resource  and  habitat  restoration  efforts.    Without  the  Service  presence. 
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several  of  the  NEP  comprehensive  conservation  and  management  plans 
would  lack  living  resource  components  and  focus  nearly  entirely  on  nutrient 
and  toxic  pollution  and  human  health.  EPA  looks  to  other  Federal  and  State 
agencies,  including  the  Service,  for  implementation  of  the  management 
plans.  The  on-the-ground  focus  of  the  Service's  coastal  programs  ensures 
that  the  management  plans  become  reality  and  do  not  simply  gather  dust  on 
a  shelf. 

Service  coastal  activities  address  problems  facing  coastal  trust  species  and 
their  habitats  including  migratory  fish  and  birds,  waterfowl  management, 
and  threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  focuses  primarily  on  commercial  fisheries  and  shares  the 
management  of  certain  marine  endangered  species  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  The  Service  provides  needed  expertise  on  the  upstream 
watershed,  land/water  interface,  and  terrestrial  components  of  coastal 
ecosystems  while  NOAA/NMFS  focuses  primarily  on  the  estuarine  open 
water  and  marine  realms.  Up  to  70%  of  the  Service's  coastal  program 
funding  is  used  for  on-the-ground  restoration  and  protection  projects,  while 
a  primary  emphasis  of  NMFS  funding  is  fisheries  research  and  economics. 

Question.  What  are  the  statutory  prohibitions  that  would 
preclude  these  other  agencies  from  assuming  the  functions  presently 
conducted  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service? 

Answer.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  operates  its  coastal  activities 
under  a  broad  array  of  statutory  authorities.  Chief  among  them  are: 

°  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  of  1936,  as  amended; 

°  Coastal  Barrier  Resources  Act  of  1982,  as  amended; 

°  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning,  Protection,  and  Restoration  Act  of  1990; 

°  Clean  Water  Act  of  1972,  as  amended; 

°  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended; 

°  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  of  1929,  as  amended;  and 

°  Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act  of  1986. 

Several  functions  of  the  Service's  coastal  program  are  distinctly  unique  in 
that  they  cannot  be  undertaken  by  other  agencies  without  significant 
changes  in  statutes  and  appropriations.  The  Coastal  Wetlands  Conservation 
Grants  program  under  the  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning,  Protection,  and 
Restoration  Act  of  1990;  the  administration  of  the  Coastal  Barrier  Resources 
Act  of  1982,  as  amended;  and  implementation  of  habitat  restoration  projects 
in  the  NEP  comprehensive  plans  are  three  examples  of  activities  that  are  not 
within  the  statutory  authority  of  NOAA/CZM  or  EPA. 

There  is  no  explicit  statutory  prohibition  that  would  preclude  NOAA  or  EPA 
from  attempting  to  perform  some  limited  subset  of  the  current  Service 
coastal  program  functions.  However,  neither  EPA  nor  NOAA  has  statutory 
roles  under  this  full  array  of  legislation  necessary  to  fulfill  all  the  current 
functions  of  the  Service  coastal  programs,  i.e.,  implementation  of  on-the- 
ground  restoration  activities.  For  example,  neither  EPA  nor  NOAA  has  the 
field  presence  or  technical  expertise  in  habitat  restoration  that  is  unique  to 
the  Service. 

The  success  of  the  Service's  coastal  program  stems  from  its  function  as  a 
focal  point  for  integrating  all  Service  programs,  authorities,  and  efforts  that 
play  a  role  in  the  conservation  of  coastal  living  resources.    The  program 
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draws  on  the  ecological  expertise  within  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
System,  National  Fish  Hatcheries,  migratory  bird  and  waterfowl 
management  programs,  and  many  others.  Neither  EPA,  NOAA,  nor  any 
other  external  agency  could  integrate  these  various  programs  as  effectively 
as  an  internal  Service  program. 

BASE  OPERATIONS 

Question.  The  budget  proposes  a  decrease  of  nearly  $7  million 
in  refuge  maintenance  expenditures  in  order  to  allocate  more  resources 
to  operational  requirements.  How  are  the  funds  proposed  for  the 
ecosystem  initiative  in  refuge  operations  different  from  the  maintenance 
program  on  refuges? 

Answer.  The  ecosystem  initiative  for  refuges  is  funded  from  the 
Refuge  Operations  subactivity.  Activities  which  will  be  supported  are 
oriented  to  restoration  of  fish  and  wildlife  values  to  existing  habitats  through 
actions  such  as  replanting  native  trees  or  grasses,  restoring  hydrology  to 
former  wetland  basins,  and  conducting  follow-up  reviews  to  determine 
wildlife  response.  Other  activities  such  as  wildlife  disease  monitoring,  and 
reintroduction  of  imperiled  species  will  also  be  supported.  Biological 
surveys  and  investigations  will  provide  the  information  base  to  guide 
decisions  on  how  best  to  manage  refuge  lands  in  the  context  of  surrounding 
activities. 

Refuge  maintenance  involves  the  rehabilitation,  repair,  or  replacement  of 
equipment  and  facilities  and  these  actions  may  not  directly  improve  wildlife 
values. 

Question.  What  are  the  anticipated  maintenance  costs  for  the 
projects  contemplated  in  the  ecosystem  initiative?  Why  should  the 
Committee  fund  these  if  there  won't  be  any  resources  to  maintain  the 
ecosystem  habitat  work  that  might  be  conducted? 

Answer.  Projects  to  be  completed  under  the  ecosystem  initiative  are 
designed  to  improve  knowledge  of  fish  and  wildlife  needs  and  to  modify 
vegetation  in  a  way  that  effectively  and  efficiently  meets  wildlife  needs. 
The  majority  of  projects  completed  within  the  ecosystem  initiative  do  not 
involve  development  of  facilities  and  will  require  no  follow-up  maintenance 
in  future  years.  Where  follow-up  maintenance  work  might  be  required  such 
as  for  some  wetland  restoration  efforts,  project  design  will  take  future  costs 
into  account  and  minimize  future  commitment  of  resources. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

Question.  The  budget  requests  an  increase  of  $1,440  million  (7.9 
percent)  above  the  base  for  endangered  species  consultation.  No 
personnel  resources  (FTE's)  are  requested  in  support  of  this  funding 
increase.  How  will  the  additional  funds  be  used?  Are  these  for  Federal 
activities,  or  will  the  fund.«  be  used  for  state  programs? 

Answer.  The  section  7,  Endangered  Species  Act,  consultation  and 
conference  workload  is  determined  largely  by  the  number  of  listed  species 
and  proposed  species  and  by  the  number  of  listed  species  reviewed.  During 
the  approximately  half-year  period  from  October  I,  1994,  until  the  listing 
moratorium  this  spring,  the  number  of  endangered  and  threatened  species 
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increased  from  920  to  956,  an  increase  of  about  4  percent.  Such  increases  in 
botli  listed  and  proposed  species  will  result  in  proportional  increased  in 
consultation  and  conference  workload. 

The  Service  will  increase  assistance  to  Federal  agencies  to  better  enable 
them  to  carry  out  their  affirmative  responsibilities  under  section  7  (a)(1). 
Conservation  recommendations  in  biological  opinions  and  recovery  tasks  in 
approved  and  draft  recovery  plans  will  be  identified  to  assist  agencies  in 
conserving  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

Additional  funds  will  be  also  be  used  to  increase  the  Service's  ability  to 
consult  informally  and  to  provide  technical  assistance.  These  types  of 
consultation  are  a  high  priority  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  It  has 
proven  to  be  an  efficient  and  effective  method  for  identifying  possible 
project-species  conflicts  early  in  project  planning  stages,  when 
modifications  to  projects  can  be  designed  and  implemented  with  minimum 
increases  in  cost  and  lost  time. 

The  Service  is  continuing  to  receive  more  requests  for  major  programmatic 
consultations  from  Federal  agencies.  We  anticipate  that  these  types  of 
consultations  will  continue  in  the  future.  Examples  include  consultation 
with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  for  both  its  pesticide  and  Clean 
Water  Act  programs  and  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  its  pest 
control  programs.  The  complexity  of  these  consultations  greatly  exceeds  the 
norm  due  to  the  broader  scope  and  effect  of  such  nationwide  programmatic 
evaluations,  the  need  for  more  refined  assessment  models,  and  the  large 
number  of  listed  species  affected.  Also,  consultation  workload  is  increasing 
with  the  increasing  popularity  of  the  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  process 
under  section  10  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  As  more  non-Federal 
entities  (State  and  local  governments  and  private  parties)  apply  for  permits 
under  section  10,  section  7  review  is  required. 

Question.  When  additional  resources  are  necessary  for 
consultation  projects  for  other  agencies  that  cannot  be  accommodated 
with  the  base  funding  of  the  Service,  why  aren't  those  agencies  required 
to  cover  the  FWS  costs? 

Answer.  The  Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  regulations 
implementing  section  7  require  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (through  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  to  provide  consultation  services  when  and  as 
requested  by  the  action  Federal  agencies.  It  is  critical  that  Federal  action 
agencies  come  to  the  Service  seeking  both  informal  and  formal  consultation, 
and  requiring  action  agencies  to  pay  for  such  services  would  likely  prove  to 
be  a  disincentive  to  consult. 

Question.  An  increase  of  $1,018  million  is  requested  for 
endangered  species  recovery  activities  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest 
Plan.  Why  is  an  increase  in  the  level  of  effort  devoted  to  the  Forest  Plan 
necessary  at  this  time? 

Answer.  As  Forest  Plan  implementation  efforts  and  effectiveness  of 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  Forest  Service  (FS)  increase,  there 
is  an  expanding  role  and  workload  for  the  Service  in  implementing  the 
Forest  Plan.  Consultation  on  timber  related  activities  to  meet  harvest  goals 
of  the  plan,  technical  assistance  and  participation  in  developing  watershed 
analysis  plans,  administration  and  technical  assistance  to  implement  Jobs-in- 
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the-Woods  program,  technical  advice  related  to  Adaptive  Management  Area 
(AMA)  assessments  and  Late  Successional  Reserve  (LSR)  assessments,  and 
involvement  in  all  stages  of  planning  and  implementation  of  Forest  Plan 
monitoring  require  increased  effort  by  the  Service  to  meet  our 
responsibilities  and  shared  goals  with  BLM  and  FS  under  the  Plan. 

Question.  What  actions  will  be  completed  sooner  as  a  result  of 
this  request? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  realigned,  hired  and  moved  staff,  and 
applied  resources  and  creative  approaches  to  effectively  meet  the  goals  of 
the  Plan.  The  Service  continues  to  focus  primarily  on  the  minimum 
necessary  project  review  and  consultation  timeframes  for  section  7 
compliance  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  to  adequately  conserve  listed 
species  and  reach  timber  harvest  and  other  goals.  A  cooperative  strategy 
with  the  BLM,  FS,  NMFS  and  the  Service  to  ensure  early  involvement  in 
sale  planning  is  in  place  now  to  help  meet  the  timber  harvest  goals  of  the 
Plan.  Increased  involvement  by  the  Service  in  up  to  100  Watershed 
Analysis  plans  in  FY  1996  is  expected.  These  plans  will  allow  for  increased 
efficiency  in  developing  timber  harvest  plans  in  Matrix  areas  and  Adaptive 
Management  Areas  across  entire  watersheds  and  will  help  avoid  time  delays 
experienced  in  the  past  working  on  a  project-by-project  basis.  Since  the 
Record  of  Decision  was  signed  on  April  13,  1994,  efforts  to  implement  the 
various  components  of  the  Plan  have  resulted  in  a  steadily  increasing 
workload  related  to  planning  and  implementation  of  the  various  components 
of  the  Plan. 

Question.  How  will  the  actions  to  be  funded  with  this  increase 
enhance  the  timber  sales  programs  of  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service? 

Answer:  A  cooperative  agreement  with  the  BLM,  FS,  NMFS  and 
the  Service  to  ensure  early  involvement  in  sale  planning  is  signed  and  being 
implemented  to  help  meet  the  timber  harvest  goals  of  the  Plan.  Part  of  the 
increase  will  go  toward  full  implementation  of  the  agreement  strategy.  In 
addition.  Watershed  Analysis  Plans  are  a  key  component  of  the  Forest  Plan 
and  will  be  useful  in  increasing  efficiency  in  developing  timber  harvest 
plans  in  Matrix  and  Adaptive  Management  Areas  (AMA).  These  plans  can 
accommodate  planning  of  multiple  timber  sales  within  a  watershed  as  well 
as  assisting  land  management  agencies  in  working  with  the  Service  early  in 
project  planning  to  ensure  the  greatest  efficiency  in  completing 
consultations  on  sales  and  other  timber-related  activities  under  the  Forest 
Plan.  The  Service's  involvement  in  designing,  monitoring  and  evaluating 
innovative  timber  harvest  and  late  succession  forest  restoration  approaches 
in  AMA's  is  an  objective  of  the  Forest  Plan  designed  to  help  the  Service  and 
land  management  agencies  to  be  more  effective  in  meeting  the  goals  of  the 
Plan  in  the  future.  This  would  include  increased  effectiveness  of  land 
management  agency  timber  sale  programs  and  ecosystem  restoration 
programs  for  managing  listed  species  habitats  and  other  forest  resources. 

Question.  What  downward  constraints  are  placed  on  the  forest 
plan  in  terms  of  maintaining  funding  at  prior  year  levels? 

Answer.  Efforts  to  expedite  the  section  7  consultation  process  and 
eliminate  unnecessary  formal  consultations  involving  timber  harvest 
activities  would  be  adversely  affected  by  static  funding  levels. 
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Question.  What  will  be  the  effect  if  no  increased  funding  for  the 
forest  plan  is  provided  this  year? 

Answer.  Requested  funds  for  FY  1996  reflect  the  Service's  efforts 
to  use  an  innovative  cooperative  approach  to  reviewing  timber  harvest 
activities  involving  interagency  teams  to  assess  impacts  to  listed  species  and 
their  habitats  during  early  phases  of  timber  sales  planning.  Early  Service 
involvement  in  Watershed  Analysis  plans  would  continue  to  be  marginal 
with  level  funding.  These  plans  are  required  of  all  activities  covered  by  the 
Plan,  including  timber  harvesting  within  each  watershed  under  the  Plans 
ecosystem  management  approach.  The  Service  would  not  achieve  effective 
levels  of  participation  in  Adaptive  Management  Area  and  Late  Successional 
Reserve  assessments  for  Forest  Plan  implementation.  The  implementation 
of  a  4(d)  rule  for  the  northern  spotted  owl  providing  regulatory  relief  to  non- 
Federal  lands  would  be  delayed,  and  an  increasing  demand  for  Habitat 
Conservation  Plans  on  non-Federal  lands  would  be  unmet  or  stalled  at  static 
funding  levels. 

HABITAT  CONSERVATION 

Question.  An  increase  of  $2,118  million  is  requested  for  habitat 
restoration  in  priority  areas.  The  budget  indicates  that  these  areas 
might  not  qualify  nor  be  enrolled  in  the  wetlands  reserve  program. 

What  is  the  significance  of  these  lands  if  they  are  not  enrolled  in  the 
Wetlands  Reserve  Program? 

Answer.  With  respect  to  wetland  restoration,  the  Wetlands  Reserve 
Program  (WRP)  will  be  able  to  purchase  conservation  easements  from  only 
a  portion  of  the  landowners  willing  to  sell  easements  on  their  lands.  As  in 
previous  sign-ups,  USDA  expects  the  demand  for  this  program  to  exceed  the 
funds  available.  It  has  become  apparent  that  WRP  cannot  achieve  the  entire 
wetland  restoration  goal  by  itself.  In  addition,  there  are  landowners  with 
very  sensitive  and  valuable  lands  who  are  not  interested  in  selling  permanent 
easements  but  who  do  need  financial  and  technical  assistance  to  restore 
habitats.  There  are  many  important  wetland  restoration  opportunities 
beyond  the  reach  of  the  WRP. 

With  respect  to  other  habitats,  the  opportunities  for  habitat  restoration  on 
private  lands  is  significant.  We  are  currently  working  with  private 
landowners  to  restore  native  prairies,  streams,  riparian  corridors,  and  other 
unique  habitats  that  are  not  eligible  for  WRP  participation.  Although 
wetlands  are  a  primary  focus  of  the  program,  other  habitats,  especially  those 
in  need  of  restoration  to  avoid  additional  listing  of  threatened  or  endangered 
species,  are  extremely  significant  in  fish  and  wildlife  conservation. 

Question.  Why  is  it  a  Federal  responsibility  to  pay  for  the 
restoration  of  these  private  lands? 

Answer.  The  mission  of  the  Service  is  to  provide  national 
leadership  in  the  conservation  of  Federal  trust  fish  and  wildlife  resources, 
primarily  migratory  birds,  threatened  and  endangered  species,  and  some 
interjurisdictional  fisheries.  The  Service  can  seek  to  carry  out  this  mission 
by  relying  on  acquiring  and  managing  public  lands  and  through  participating 
in  regulatory  programs,  or  it  can  seek  a  broader  perspective  and  work  pro- 
actively.  cost-efficiently,  and  cooperatively  with  the  people  that  control  the 
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vast  majority  of  the  Nation's  Federal  trust  species  habitats  -  private 
landowners.  With  the  financial  and  technical  assistance  incentives  offered 
by  the  Service,  private  landowners  are  empowered  to  restore  these  habitats 
on  their  lands  for  the  benefit  of  the  Nation's  public. 

The  Service  can  never  hope  to  acquire,  restore  and  protect  enough  habitat  on 
public  lands  to  adequately  protect  the  species  for  which  it  has  trust 
responsibilities.  However,  working  with  private  landowners  in  the  vicinity 
of  Refuges  and  other  public  lands  enhances  the  ability  of  these  public  lands 
to  support  Federal  trust  fish  and  wildlife  species.  The  Trust  Species  Habitat 
program  and  its  ability  to  pro-actively  restore  degraded  Federal  trust  species 
habitats  and  to  prevent  future  endangered  species  "train  wrecks"  is  vital  to 
carrying  out  the  mission  of  the  Service. 

NATIONAL  WETLANDS  INVENTORY 

Question.  In  a  departure  from  current  policy,  the  budget 
requests  appropriated  funds  to  digitize  final  National  Wetlands 
Inventory  maps.  Currently,  these  maps  are  funded  on  a  user-pays  basis. 

What  is  the  reason  for  the  policy  change?  Why  should  the  government, 
faced  with  dramatic  reductions  in  discretionary  spending,  start 
providing  for  free  something  that  has  been  paid  for  previously  by  non- 
Federal  sources? 

Answer.  There  is  no  policy  change.  Section  401  (a)  of  the 
Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act  was  amended  in  1992  to  require  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  acting  through  the  Director  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  to  produce,  by  September  30,  2004,  a  digital  wetlands 
database  for  the  United  States  based  on  the  final  wetlands  maps.  Rather 
than  waiting  for  appropriated  dollars  the  development  of  the  digital  wetlands 
database  was  initiated  with  100%  user-pays  basis.  To  date  over  22  percent 
of  the  wetlands  layer  of  the  National  Spatial  Data  infrastructure  has  been 
built  with  over  $7,000,000.00  of  user  pays  funding.  Digital  data  is  critical  to 
promote  economic  development,  improve  our  stewardship  of  natural 
resources,  and  protect  the  environment.  Modem  technology  now  permits 
improved  acquisition,  distribution,  and  utilization  of  data.  The  National 
Performance  Review  has  recommended  that  the  Executive  Branch  develop, 
in  cooperation  with  State,  local,  and  tribal  governments,  and  the  private 
sector,  a  coordinated  National  Spatial  Data  Infrastructure  to  support  public 
and  private  sector  applications  of  digital  data  in  many  areas,  one  of  which  is 
wetlands.  0MB  Circular  A- 16  "Coordination  of  Surveying  Mapping,  and 
Related  Spatial  Data  Activities"  (revised  1990)  establishes  an  interagency 
committee,  the  Federal  Geographic  Data  Committee  (FGDC),  to  promote 
the  coordinated  development,  use,  sharing  and  dissemination  of  geographic 
data.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  chairs  the  FGDC's  Wetlands  Subcommittee. 
The  States  have  stepped  forward  in  the  effort  to  build  the  wetland  layer  of 
the  National  Spatial  Data  Infrastructure.  This  budget  appropriation  will 
represent  the  Federal  governments  contribution  toward  the  common  goal. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONTAMINANTS 

Question.  What  will  be  the  effect  on  refuge  and  hatchery 
managers  of  the  proposal  to  terminate  funding  for  the  underground 
storage  tanks  effort?  What  base  programs  will  have  to  be  reduced  in 
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order  to  accommodate  this  added  responsibility?  Have  all  underground 
storage  tank  contaminants  been  resolved? 

Answer.  The  percentage  of  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs) 
brought  into  compliance  since  the  inception  of  the  program  is  94  percent  of 
the  total  tanks.  The  Service  will  address  the  remaining  USTs  through 
normal  maintenance  priorities. 

No,  all  the  USTs  contaminants  have  not  been  resolved.  The  Service  has 
tried  to  remove  from  the  ground  all  obvious  leaking  tanks  as  soon  as 
possible  and  address  all  high  priority  tank  problems,  but  cannot  guarantee 
that  the  remaining  USTs  are  not  leaking.  Also,  although  the  Service 
performs  Pre-Acquisition  Surveys  on  lands  it  proposes  to  acquire,  USTs  are 
not  always  easily  discernible.  A  few  additional  USTs  are  being  discovered 
at  later  dates  on  new  lands  the  Service  acquires. 

Question.  Why  is  ecosystem  contaminant  work  more  important 
than  resolving  underground  storage  tank  problems? 

Answer.  While  it's  not  a  question  of  one  being  more  important  than 
another,  it  is  a  question  of  phasing  out  one  program  (UST's)  and  phasing  in 
another  program  (Ecosystem  contaminants).  We've  made  significant  strides 
in  underground  storage  tank  (UST)  removal.  In  its  final  stages,  we  have 
only  6%  of  the  total  remaining  USTs.  The  Service  believes  that  UST 
removal  is  manageable  through  existing  maintenance  programs.  Ecosystem 
investigations  will  look  at:  examining  the  extent  of  contamination  and  the 
severity  of  the  contaminant  effects  on  the  biodiversity  in  a  whole  ecosystem; 
identifying  potential  major  ecosystem  problems;  and,  quantifying  currently 
unknown  contamination  issues  that  affect  whole  ecosystems.  These 
investigations  will  allow  the  Service  to  focus  resources  on  remediation  of 
contaminant  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 

Question.  The  budget  proposes  $1.43  million  for  an  equipment 
replacement  initiative.  How  much  funding  was  requested  for  this 
initiative  when  the  Service  submitted  its  budget  to  the  Department?  the 
Department  to  0MB?  in  the  0MB  passback? 

Answer.  Subsequent  to  submission  of  the  Service's  budget  to  0MB, 
the  Service  completed  an  internal  review  of  recent  accident  cases  and  made 
the  determination  that  a  significant  portion  can  be  related  to  failure  of 
equipment  due  to  expiration  of  productive  life,  inadequate  maintenance  and 
other  factors,  primarily  related  to  insufficient  funding  for  equipment 
maintenance  and  replacement.  The  Service  determined  that  a  centralized 
health  and  safety  equipment  fund  was  needed.  The  President's  budget 
includes  $1.4  million  for  this  fund. 

Question.  Why  is  an  equipment  initiative  proposed,  but  base 
refuge  maintenance  funds  decreased? 

Answer.  The  reductions  proposed  in  refuge  and  hatchery 
maintenance  will  necessitate  to  a  great  extent  the  availability  of  a  centralized 
fund  to  provide  for  replacement  of  equipment  to  ensure  continued  safe 
working  conditions.  It  is  essential  to  ensure  the  safety  of  Service  employees 
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to  replacing  equipment  when  it  has  exceeded  its  useful  life  and  it  is  no 
longer  practical  to  repair. 

Question.  How  are  the  priorities  for  the  use  of  these  funds  to  be 
determined? 

Answer.  The  allocation  of  funds  for  equipment  replacement  will  be 
based  on  the  life  cycle  of  equipment  already  owned  by  the  Service  and  will 
be  prioritized  based  on  the  immediacy  of  equipment  needs  and  condition  of 
equipment. 

Question.  What  source  of  funds  was  used  to  establish  this 
system? 

Answer.  The  source  of  funding  is  provided  through  the  Service 
Resource  Management  Appropriation  (uncontrollable  cost).  This 
appropriation  includes  mandated  adjustments  or  Servicewide  costs  which 
are  not  attributable  to  any  specific  program. 

Question.  What  is  the  total  cost  of  the  system?  How  is  it  being 
allocated  to  the  various  bureaus  of  the  Department? 

Answer.  The  total  cost  of  the  Accessibility  Data  Management 
System  (ADMS)  for  the  Service  is  $270,000  (5  years).  An  interagency 
agreement  has  been  established  between  the  Service  and  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  Reclamation  will  bill  the  Service  in  the  amount  of  $54,000  (of 
which  $10,000  is  developmental  and  $44,000  is  operation  and  maintenance) 
in  FY  1995.  The  remaining  funds  ($216,000)  will  cover  operation  and 
maintenance  costs  and  development  payback  for  the  four  remaining  fiscal 
years  (FY  1996-1999). 

ADMS  is  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Service  Center  in 
Denver,  Colorado.  Development  and  operation  and  maintenance  costs  will 
be  shared  by  each  Bureau  on  a  pro  rata  basis.  Therefore,  each  Bureau's  total 
cost  is  different  based  on  their  size. 

Question.  Why  is  an  entire  management  system  needed  for  this 
purpose. 

Answer.  The  ADMS  is  an  information  sharing  network  designed  to 
make  the  Department  of  the  Interior  a  model  employer,  provider  of 
customer  service,  and  source  of  information  for  accessible  programs  and 
activities.  ADMS  will  allow  anyone  to  find  out  with  one  phone  call  or 
computer  connection,  whether  a  particular  park,  building,  trail,  or  historic 
site  is  readily  accessible.  If  it  is  not,  or  if  the  caller  would  like  to  file  a 
complaint,  ADMS  will  automatically  begin  that  process  as  well.  The  system 
also  generates  checklists  for  program  and  on-site  evaluations;  provides  for 
special  reporting  needs;  and  facilities  reporting  to  other  Federal  agencies  as 
required  by  law. 

The  entire  management  system  provides  an  efficient,  "centralized"  data 
system  evaluate  programs  and  facilities.  In  addition  it  reduces  burdens  on 
recipients,  beneficiaries,  and  Federal  agencies  by  simplifying  reviews, 
standardizing  data  requirements,  tracking  data,  and  by  promoting  consistent 
application  of  standards. 
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Question.  An  increase  of  $264,000  is  proposed  for  GIS  technical 
support.  Why  aren't  GIS  costs  paid  for  by  the  program  area  requiring 
use  of  GIS? 

Answer.  The  requested  increase  will  support  Servicewide  efforts  to 
standardize  the  collection,  use  and  retrieval  of  GIS  data.  Document  existing 
maps  and  statistics  and  make  them  available  on  the  Internet.  Work  with 
local  offices  to  expand  national  access,  or  national  clearinghouse  for  GIS 
data,  cone-stop  shopping  to  find  GIS  files.  As  this  will  have  broad 
application  to  all  Service  programs  it  is  a  centralized  cost. 

Question.  Last  year,  in  exchange  for  the  Congress  providing 
funds  to  address  FWS  administrative  costs,  the  Service  committed  to 
providing  $1,000,000  and  20  FTEs  for  the  operational  costs  of  the 
training  center  in  Shepherdstown.  How  much  of  this  funding  and  FTEs 
has  been  transferred  to  date?  What  is  the  Service's  plan  for  fulfilling 
its  portion  of  the  agreement  reached  last  year? 

Answer.  The  Service  has  transferred  20  FTEs  and  reprogrammed 
$450,000  to  the  NETC  in  FY  1995.  The  Service  anticipates  reprogramming 
an  additional  $450,000  in  FY  1996. 

RHINOCEROS  AND  TIGER  CONSERVATION  FUND 

Question.  Pursuant  to  new  authority  provided  by  P.L.  103-391, 
the  Service  proposes  $400,000  be  provided  for  rhino  and  tiger 
conservation  programs.  How  will  these  funds  be  used?  Are  they  to  be 
cost-shared? 

Answer.  The  funds  will  be  used  to  provide  assistance  to  countries 
which  have  proven  conservation  records  and  which  have  the  greatest  chance 
of  producing  immediate  results,  in  cooperation  with  the  governments  of  key 
range  countries  and  national  and  international  non-governmental 
organizations.  Emphasis  will  be  placed  on  assisting  with  anti-poaching 
measures  to  protect  populations  undergoing  the  most  catastrophic  declines, 
such  as  the  black  rhino  in  Africa,  the  Sumatran  rhino,  and  the  tiger 
throughout  Asia.  As  with  projects  currently  managed  under  the  African 
Elephant  Conservation  Fund,  a  minimum  of  100%  matching  funds  will  be 
required  for  all  projects,  and  projects  where  the  recipient  will  provide  an 
even  larger  match  will  be  given  priority.  This  will  serve  as  a  measure  of  the 
commitment  from  the  grant  recipient  to  rhino  or  tiger  conservation  and  will 
ensure  that  Federal  appropriations  are  used  to  leverage  at  least  twice  as 
much  in  total  conservation  benefits. 

Question.  The  law  also  provides  authority  for  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  deposit  donated  funds  into  this  account.  What  level  of 
donations  are  anticipated  for  this  purpose? 

Answer.  The  Service's  experience  with  the  African  Elephant 
Conservation  Fund  indicates  that  donations  will  total  no  more  than  $50,000 
per  year  and  likely  considerably  less.  The  Service  will  not  solicit  donations 
to  the  fund,  an  activity  which  would  put  the  Federal  Government  in 
competition  with  private  donors  having  similar  conservation  goals.  Rather, 
the  Service  will  develop  cost-sharing  projects  with  such  organizations 
through  cooperative  projects  in  rhino  and  tiger  range  countries  as  a  way  of 
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multiplying  the  overall  effects  of  appropriations  to  the  Rhino/Tiger 
Conservation  Fund. 

Question.  Are  endangered  species  funds  eligible  to  be  used  for 
international  endangered  species  activities? 

Answer.  In  previous  years,  the  Service  used  a  small  portion  of  the 
funds  appropriated  to  the  Endangered  Species  Subactivity  for  international 
endangered  species  programs,  primarily  from  the  "CITES  and  Permits" 
element.  However,  in  FY  1996  the  Service  has  transferred  these  funds  to 
the  International  Affairs  Subactivity  under  General  Administration  and  no 
Endangered  Species  funds  are  being  used  for  international  activities.  The 
funds  in  the  International  Affairs  CITES  and  Permits  program  are  used  to 
ensure  effective  customer  service  within  the  Service's  import/export  permits 
program  and  fulfilling  management  and  scientific  authority  functions 
required  by  international  treaties. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  PATRICK  LEAHY 
ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 

Question.  Many  of  the  wise-use  groups,  landowners,  industry 
coalitions  and  others  have  made  ESA  reform  a  top  priority  for  this 
Congress.  Many  of  them  have  the  impression  that  the  act  is  inflexible 
and  asks  them  to  do  too  much  in  the  name  of  protecting  American 
plants  and  animals.  In  making  their  argument,  some  of  the  opponents 
present  a  circus  of  anecdotes  rather  than  a  reasoned  look  at  facts. 

How  many  Endangered  Species  Consultations  have  there  been  since 
1988,  how  many  projects  were  canceled,  and  what  percentage  of  the 
total  projects  proposed  is  this? 

Answer.  The  most  comprehensive  statistics  the  Service  has  for 
Endangered  Species  Act  consultation  actions  are  provided  in  a  detailed  audit 
by  the  General  Accounting  Office.  The  survey  covers  the  5-year  period 
from  1987  through  1992.  During  this  period,  the  Service  conducted  over 
94,000  informal  and  over  2,700  formal  biological  consultations.  Of  the 
more  than  2,700  formal  consultations,  the  Service  has  documented  only  54 
instance  in  which  projects  that  were  not  completed.  Many  of  the  projects 
that  did  not  proceed  may  have  been  dropped  for  reasons  other  than 
endangered  species  considerations.  Never-the-less,  the  54  projects  represent 
less  than  0.06%  of  all  federal  projects  reviewed  by  the  Service  and  only  2% 
of  all  federal  actions  that  may  affect  listed  species.  The  Service  believes  the 
statistics  would  be  similar  for  consultations  conducted  since  1993. 

Question.  A  number  of  my  colleagues  on  this  subcommittee  have 
an  interest  in  the  livestock  industry—either  for  beef  or  for  milk.  In 
Vermont,  the  dairy  industry  is  the  number  one  agricultural  commodity. 
Those  of  us  who  are  close  to  the  livestock  industry  know  that  genetic 
diversity  is  critical  to  the  long-term  productivity  of  the  farm  or  ranch.  A 
herd  cannot  remain  productive  and  healthy  if  it  is  constantly  inbred. 
We  also  know,  for  obvious  and  directly  related  reasons,  that  genetic 
diversity  is  critical  to  the  long-term  productivity  of  the  salmon  industry 
and  the  sport  Ashing  industry.  Fisheries  cannot  remain  healthy  if  we 
rely  on  limited  genetic  resources  to  stock  all  of  our  streams. 


330 

What  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  doing  to  find  the  balance  between 
different  industries  such  as  commercial  salmon  fishing,  logging, 
ranching,  and  sport  fishing? 

Answer.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  has  a  mission  to 
help  find  the  balance  among  industries  and  user  groups  that  compete  for 
natural  resources  and  the  conservation  of  natural  resources.  The  Service 
strives  to  fulfill  this  obligation  by  implementing,  or  helping  implement,  the 
various  laws  and  regulations  that  work  to  conserve  the  Nation's  resources. 

For  example,  among  other  laws,  the  Service  is  charged  with  implementing 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (as  amended).  One  of  the  primary 
goals  of  the  act  is  to  conserve  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  the 
habitats  they  live  in.  Therefore,  the  baseline  position  of  the  Service  is  to 
take  the  measures  needed  to  recover  the  species  so  they  may  be  delisted. 
Delisting  species  removes  both  a  financial  and  regulatory  burden  from  the 
public.  However,  the  Service  also  recognizes  that  the  recovery  needs  for 
listed  species  must,  to  the  greatest  extent  possible,  accommodate  other 
interests,  such  as  commercial  fishing,  logging,  ranching,  and  sport  fishing. 
The  Service  works  with  many  partners  when  devising  the  recovery 
strategies  for  listed  species.  During  the  recovery  planning  and 
implementation  phases,  the  Service  and  partners  are  constantly  exploring 
methods  of  recovering  species  with  as  little  as  possible  impact  to  the  public. 
The  Service  uses  the  Section  7(a)(2)  process  for  Federal  projects  and  the 
Section  10(a)(1)(B)  process  for  non-Federal  projects  to  help  ensure  that 
species  and  habitats  are  not  jeopardized  while  permitting  projects  to 
proceed.  Nearly  all  species  of  threatened  fish  which  might  be  considered 
sport  fish  have  Section  4(d)  special  rules.  These  rules  generally  allow  the 
capture  of  threatened  fish  incidental  to  normal  sports  fishing  activities.  This 
process  of  competing  interests  being  balanced  with  the  recovery  needs  of 
species  tends  to  balance  the  costs  among  the  interests. 

Question.  If  you  were  to  use  a  cost-benefit  approach,  as 
proposed  by  some  in  the  Republican  leadership,  are  the  salmon  fisheries 
and  other  industries  that  rely  on  water  quality  and  habitat  quality 
getting  a  fair  piece  of  the  budget  pie? 

Answer.  Probably  no  interest  group  that  relies  on  conservation  of 
natural  resources  would  receive  a  fair  allocation  of  funding  under  a  cost- 
benefit  approach.  Many  of  the  benefits  that  are  derived  from  the 
conservation  of  our  Nation's  natural  resources  are  intangible  benefits.  For 
example,  what  is  the  value  of  a  bird  watcher  adding  a  new  species  to  his  or 
her  life  list?  While  the  dollars  spent  on  accommodations,  rental  cars,  or 
sporting  equipment  by  bird  watchers  can  be  measured,  the  value  to  the 
person  of  having  the  unique  experience  cannot  be  quantified.  Likewise,  the 
value  of  clean  water  and  clean  air  goes  far  beyond  having  a  healthy  salmon 
or  sport  fishery.  The  alternative  is  to  not  have  good  water  or  habitat  quality. 
This  alternative  risks  the  public's  health  and  the  long-term  viability  of  our 
Nation,  which  are  unacceptable  costs  under  any  cost-benefit  approach. 

Question.  One  of  the  lead  examples  used  to  make  the  case  of  the 
Act's  failure  is  the  Pacific  Northwest.  While  the  federal  timber  harvest 
has  dropped  significantly,  I've  also  noticed  that  the  States  of 
Washington  and  Oregon  have  reported  an  overall  increase  in  forest 
products  jobs  since  President  Clinton  was  elected.  So,  to  me,  its  seems 
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like  the  lead  example  of  the  Act's  failure  is  actually  an  example  of  the 
Act's  success,  at  least  from  a  jobs  point  of  view.  This  committee  has 
appropriated  many  millions  of  dollars  to  help  cushion  the  timber 
harvest  reductions  in  Oregon,  Washington  and  California.  How  much 
is  included  in  the  FY  1996  request? 

Answer.  Service  funding  in  the  amount  of  $3,513,000  is  allocated 
in  FY  1995  to  provide  employment  and  training  opportunities  for 
unemployed  workers  of  timber  dependent  communities  under  the  Jobs-in- 
the- Woods  Program.  The  President's  Budget  for  1996  requests  an  add  of 
$487,000  for  the  Service's  Jobs-in-the-Woods  program. 

Question.  Is  this  justified  in  light  of  national  needs? 

Answer  There  is  continued  need  for  forest  ecosystem  restoration 
and  efforts  to  train  and  employ  displaced  timber  workers  in  ecosystem 
restoration  and  other  conservation  areas;  the  Service  believes  that  the 
current  request  for  funding  in  this  area  is  appropriate  and  in  line  with  other 
national  needs.  The  Service  has  increased  its  capability  in  Washington, 
Oregon  and  northern  California  to  efficiently  and  effectively  deliver 
technical  assistance  and  funding  support  for  Jobs-in-the-Woods  employment 
and  restoration  projects.  This  capability  has  been  greatly  enhanced  by 
efforts  of  the  Community  Economic  Revitalization  Teams  and  other 
cooperators  working  with  the  Service  to  locate  and  sponsor  ecosystem 
restoration  projects  and  meet  employment  needs  in  affected  communities. 

LAKE  CHAMPLAIN 

Question.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  a  major  partner  in 
the  interstate  efforts  to  clean-up  Lake  Champlain  according  to  the  Lake 
Champlain  Special  Designation  Act.  Last  year,  Secretary  Babbitt 
expressed  his  strong  interest  in  continuing  to  support  this 
comprehensive,  interagency,  multi-media  approach  to  ecosystem 
management.  How  much  funding  is  provided  in  the  President's  budget 
for  FY  1996? 

Answer.  Because  Lake  Champlain  is  an  interstate  and  international 
water  body,  conservation  of  the  lake's  fish  and  wildlife  is  an  important 
function  of  the  Service.  The  Lake  Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources 
Complex,  consisting  of  the  Pittsford  National  Fish  Hatchery  and  the  Lake 
Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Office,  will  have  a  combined 
budget  of  $785,000  in  FY  1996,  of  which  approximately  80%  will  be  used 
in  the  Lake  Champlain  watershed.  Further,  the  Missisquoi  National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  with  an  annual  budget  of  approximately  $226,000,  the 
New  England/Vermont  Ecological  Services  Field  Office,  New  York 
Ecological  Services  Field  Office  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Law 
Enforcement  Agent  stationed  in  Essex  Junction,  Vermont,  are  all  highly 
active  on  Lake  Champlain.  Along  with  representatives  from  our  Regional 
Office  in  Hadley.  Massachusetts,  these  programs  are  deeply  involved  in 
implementation  of  the  Lake  Champlain  Special  Designation  Act  through  the 
Service's  Lake  Champlain  Ecosystem  Team. 

ZEBRA  MUSSELS 

Question.  Under  which  authorities  can  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  address  the  zebra  mussel  problems  of  our  country? 
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Answer.  The  Service  has  several  authorities  under  which  zebra 
mussel  issues  can  be  addressed.  The  zebra  mussel  is  directly  addressed  by 
the  Nonindigenous  Aquatic  Nuisance  Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1990 
(16  U.S.C.  4701-4741).  In  addition,  varying  aspects  of  zebra  mussel 
problems  can  also  be  addressed  under  other  Service  authorities,  including 
the  Lacey  Act  Amendments  of  1981  (16  U.S.C.  3371-3378),  injurious 
wildlife  provisions  of  the  Lacey  Act  of  1900  (18  U.S.C.  42),  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Act  of  1956  (16  U.S.C.  742a-742j),  Great  Lakes  Fishery  Act  of 
1956  (16  U.S.C.  931-939C),  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (16  U.S.C. 
661-667e),  and  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (16  U.S.C.  1531-1544). 

Question.  Which  authorities  are  most  appropriate  to  the  newly 
discovered  zebra  mussel  problems  on  Lake  Champlain? 

Answer.  The  zebra  mussel  infestation  on  Lake  Champlain  is 
appropriately  being  addressed  under  "authority  of  the  Nonindigenous  Aquatic 
Nuisance  Prevention  and  Control  Act  (16  U.S.C.  4701-4741),  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Act  of  1956  (16  U.S.C.  742a-742j),  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  (16  U.S.C.  661-667e). 

Question.  How  much  has  been  appropriated  under  each  of  these 
authorities  in  each  of  the  past  five  years? 

Answer.  Service  appropriations  for  zebra  mussel  activities  have 
been  authorized  under  the  Nonindigenous  Aquatic  Nuisance  Prevention  and 
Control  Act  of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  4701-4741)  since  FY  1992.  Previously, 
funding  for  zebra  mussel  related  work  was  funded  under  the  authority  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956  (16  U.S.C.  742a-742j)  and  the  Great  Lakes 
Fishery  Act  of  1956  (16  U.S.C.  931-939c).  Other  applicable  Service 
authorities  have  not  been  cited  as  authority  for  appropriations  to  deal  with 
the  zebra  mussel  infestation. 

Appropriations  for  the  last  five  fiscal  years  specifically  for  zebra  mussels  are 
as  follows: 

FY  1991  $1,600,000 

FY  1992  52,390,000 

FY  1993  $2,539,000 

FY  1994*  $455,000 

FY  1995  $370,000 

*  Beginning  with  FY  1994,  Service  responsibility  and  funding  for  zebra 
mussel  research  was  transferred  to  the  newly  created  National  Biological 
Service. 

Question.  Can  you  briefly  summarize  the  results  of  this  work? 

Answer.  Since  the  introduction  of  the  zebra  mussel  into  Lake  St. 
Clair  near  Detroit,  MI,  in  1986,  this  pest  has  spread  virtually  unabated 
throughout  the  Great  Lakes.  Through  connecting  waterbodies  and  probably 
other  means,  the  infestation  has  spread  to  the  south  into  much  of  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  Mississippi  River  drainage,  as  far  west  as  Oklahoma  in  the 
Arkansas  River,  and  eastward  into  the  Hudson  River  and  Lake  Champlain. 
Major  waterways  with  substantial  boat  and  barge  traffic  have  the  highest 
incidence  and  the  greatest  frequency  of  occurrence  of  zebra  mussels. 
Although  reaction  to  the  infestation  were  slower  than  desired,  it  is  unlikely 
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that  efforts  short  of  severely  restricting  or  prohibiting  the  movement  of  boats 
and  barge  traffic  would  have  been  successful. 

Given  this  invasion  history,  the  Service  devoted  substantial  effort  to 
understanding  the  biology  and  impacts  of  zebra  mussels  before  that  function 
was  transferred  to  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS),  is  helping  States 
and  other  affected  entities  track  and  cope  with  the  infestation,  and  is 
identifying  and  implementing  means  of  controlling  the  spread  of  zebra 
mussels.  Service  researchers  developed  much  of  the  knowledge  about  the 
biology  of  zebra  mussels. 

One  of  the  first  Service  operational  activities  was  to  encourage  and  facilitate 
the  development  of  cooperative  zebra  mussel  detection  and  monitoring 
systems  to  provide  an  early  warning  of  their  presence  for  water  users, 
government  agencies,  and  other  interested  parties.  Information  about 
current  distribution  is  provided  through  NBS  using  a  system  the  Service 
helped  establish.  Service  staff  also  provide  technical  assistance  on  how  to 
cope  with  infestations  or  directs  inquiries  to  others  better  qualified  to 
provide  assistance  or  information.  The  service  has  also  undertaken  public 
awareness/outreach  efforts  to  inform  the  public  about  zebra  mussel 
problems,  the  potential  for  the  spread  of  zebra  mussels,  how  to  minimize  the 
risk  of  transport  of  the  mussel  especially  on  watercraft  and  with  live  bait, 
and  programs  to  keep  the  zebra  mussel  from  invading  sensitive  areas. 

The  Service  has  identified  several  opportunities  and  is  playing  a  lead  role  in 
implementing  efforts  to  stop  or  slow  the  spread  zebra  mussels.  The  Service, 
in  cooperation  with  the  National  Park  Service,  the  States  of  Minnesota  and 
Wisconsin,  and  local  agencies,  has  developed  and  implemented  a  Zebra 
Mussel  Response  Program  for  the  St.  Croix  River.  The  objective  of  this 
program  is  to  slow  or  stop  the  spread  of  the  mussel  to  the  St.  Croix  National 
Scenic  River  where  several  species  of  endangered  mussels  are  found. 
Components  of  this  program  include  information  and  education,  detection 
and  monitoring,  vessel  inspections,  access  management  and  remediation. 

The  Service  is  also  cooperating  with  Canadian  Federal  agencies,  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  western  States  and 
Provinces  to  prevent  the  spread  of  zebra  mussels  west  of  the  continental 
divide  and  into  the  Rio  Grande  River  drainage.  Efforts  currently  underway 
include:  developing  an  information  and  education  program  on 
nonindigenous  species  and  encouraging  the  States  to  develop  similar 
programs;  assisting  State  and  provincial  governments  to  assess  their 
capabilities  to  establish  inspection  stations  to  prevent  transport  of  zebra 
mussels  to  uninfested  areas;  evaluating  the  potential  risks  and  impacts  of 
zebra  mussels  on  western  ecosystems  and  facilities;  and  developing 
partnerships  with  other  agencies. 

CONNECTICUT  RIVER 

Question.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Silvio  Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  was  published  this 
month.  It  culminates  several  months  of  public  involvement. 

What  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  budget  for  FY  1996  for  the  Silvio 
Conte  Refuge?  What  activities  are  included  in  this  budget? 
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Answer.  The  Silvio  Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge 
funding  for  FY  1996  is  proposed  from  three  sources:  Base  Refuge 
Operations  and  Maintenance  funds  for  $99,000,  the  Connecticut  River 
Initiative  for  $750,000,  and  $156,000  from  a  Refuge  Operations  and 
maintenance  increase  for  resource  protection  and  habitat  management. 
Planning  of  the  Refuge  was  funded  in  FY  1995  by  land  acquisition  funds. 
These  funds  are  not  included  in  the  estimates  for  FY  1996.  The  additional 
funds  in  the  Connecticut  River  Initiative  partially  are  for  startup  of  the 
refuge  including  basic  operations  at  the  Refuge;  to  cover  salaries  and 
support  for  a  staff  of  five,  and  field  equipment  and  to  undertake  a  basin- 
wide  ecosystem  initiative. 

Activities  for  the  Refuge  budget  include  working  cooperatively  with  a 
number  of  state  and  local  groups  to  protect  the  federally-listed  and  candidate 
species  which  occur  in  and  along  an  eighteen-mile  stretch  of  the  Connecticut 
River  mainstem  in  New  Hampshire  and  Vermont.  Optimal  flow  regimes 
for  these  would  be  determined,  major  nonpoint  source  inputs  to  this  river 
segment  would  be  identified,  partnerships  to  solicit  and  assist  landowners  in 
implementing  nonpoint  source  controls  would  be  created,  and  conservation 
easements  on  3  sites  would  be  sought. 

The  Conte  Advisory  Committee,  in  concert  with  the  Conte  Refuge  staff,  will 
develop  a  concept  plan  and  program  criteria  which  will  guide  the 
development  of  the  cooperative  approach  to  environmental  education 
envisioned  in  the  Conte  Refuge  planning  documents.  In  addition  to 
beginning  a  cost-sharing  grants  program  to  support  programs  or  materials 
development  when  these  would  simultaneously  fulfill  the  mission  of  the 
Service  and  the  mission  of  the  environmental  education  provider,  the  Refuge 
will  establish  partnerships  to  set  up  and  run  a  cooperative  environmental 
education  center  in  each  of  the  four  states.  Partners  have  already  come 
forward  and  tentative  discussions  begun;  this  work  will  continue. 

Many  non-waterfowl,  migratory  bird  populations  are  declining.  These  neo- 
tropical birds  breed,  nest  and  summer  in  the  Connecticut  River  basin  and 
winter  in  Central  and  South  America.  A  four  state  research  plan  to 
determine  neo-tropical  migratory  bird  stop  over  habitat  has  been  developed. 
A  large  highly  coordinated  volunteer  effort  is  being  planned  to  gather  data. 
Each  state  will  provide  a  state  coordinator  and  the  major  non  profits  will 
organize  their  members.  Information  will  be  used  to  determine  high  priority 
habitat  types  for  potential  protection.  Funds  will  be  used  to  coordinate  and 
support  the  project.  In  addition  to  the  stopover  study,  efforts  to  identify 
important  breeding  habitat  is  also  ongoing.  The  Service  would  incorporate 
the  results  of  both  this  research  into  existing  protection  plans  and  make  the 
results  widely  known  to  appropriate  state  and  local  land  conservation 
organizations,  so  that  all  these  groups  could  contribute  toward  the  goal  of 
reversing  the  decline  of  these  species. 

Activity  will  commence  on  coordinating  a  number  of  plans  that  currently 
exist  for  protection  or  restoration  of  wetlands.  Staff  will  coordinate  with 
these  plans  and  facilitate  the  exchange  of  ideas  between  them  resulting  in 
full  geographic  coverage,  consistency,  and  the  recognition  and  adoption  of 
watershed-wide  priorities.  Priority  actions  and  funding  sources  would  be 
efficiently  matched.  The  Service  would  also  enter  cooperative  partnerships 
with  organizations  including  the  Joint  River  Commissions,  the  Connecticut 
Watershed  Council  and  other  state  and  local  organizations  to  help 
disseminate  recommendations  of  these  plans  and  other  information  to 
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audiences  including  conservation  commissions,  zoning  boards,  land  trusts, 
and  others  who  could  assist  in  protecting  and  restoring  wetland  habitats. 

PARTNERS  FOR  WILDLIFE 

Question.  The  Administration  has  been  an  advocate  of  non- 
regulatory  approaches  to  conservation.  The  Partners  for  Wildlife 
program  accomplishes  exactly  this,  and  therefore  it  is  surprising  that 
the  Administration  proposes  to  eliminate  funding  for  this  program  in 
FY  1997.  I  am  particularly  concerned  since  this  program  is  identified 
as  an  important  component  of  the  Northern  Forest  Council's 
recommendations  and  the  Silvio  Conte  Refuge. 

How  much  funding  has  been  appropriated  to  Vermont  in  each  of  the 
last  five  years? 

Answer.  Funding  for  habitat  restoration  efforts  in  Vermont  have 
been  provided  through  two  funding  activities,  as  follows: 

($000) 

FY91  FY92         FY93         FY94         FY95 

Ecological  Services/ 

Habitat  Conservation/  10  7  8  5  100 

Trust  Species  Habitat 
(Partners  for  Wildlife)* 

Fisheries/Fish  and 
Wildlife  Management 

Assistance  40 40 

Total  ($000)  10                7                8              45            140 

*  Regional  funding  allocations  are  determined  by  a  national  criteria 
developed  by  the  Trust  Species  Habitat  program.  Annual  funding  for  field 
offices  within  the  Region  can  vary  dependent  upon  total  available  funding 
allocated,  the  Director's  Priority  Objective's,  past 
performance/accomplishments,  cost  share  proposals  submitted  and  how  well 
they  compete  with  other  priority  projects. 

Question.  How  has  this  program  been  used  in  Vermont  to 
conserve  wildlife? 

Answer.  The  Fisheries,  Lake  Champlain  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Resource  Office's  wildlife  biologist  has  served  as  the  team  leader  for  habitat 
restoration  projects  in  Vermont  since  FY  94.  Prior  to  FY  94  the  program 
was  managed  through  the  Ecological  Services,  New  England  Field  Office, 
located  in  Concord,  New  Hampshire.  Working  with  partners  from  Federal 
and  State  agencies,  the  Service  has  contacted  over  125  private  landowners 
and  initiated  or  completed  45  wetland  and  riparian  habitat  restoration 
projects  within  the  Lake  Champlain  and  Connecticut  River  watersheds 
during  1995,  utilizing  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  Assistance  and 
Partners  for  Wildlife  funds. 

Initial  efforts  have  focused  in  the  Lake  Champlain  basin  but  new 
partnerships  are  being  developed  quickly  to  cover  a  wider  geographic  area 
including  an  increased  emphasis  in  the  Connecticut  River  watershed  of 
Vermont.  These  efforts  have  provided  financial  incentives  to  landowners  to 
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restore  wetlands  and  protect  riparian  areas  through  streambank  fencing  and 
vegetation  plantings.  Project  goals  statewide  include:  the  restoration  of  100 
acres  of  wetland;  50  acres  of  upland;  and  9  miles  of  riparian  habitat.  The 
various  Service  habitat  conservation  programs  support  the  Service's  new 
initiative  to  protect  habitat  in  the  Connecticut  River  watershed  (Conte 
National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge)  which  is  consistent  with  our  ecosystem 
approach  to  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.  The  Service's  efforts  to  restore 
degraded  wetlands  and  riparian  areas  are  expected  to  lead  to  a  broad  array  of 
public  benefits  including  sediment  and  pollution  filtration,  enhancement  of 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  floodwater  retention,  groundwater  recharge,  and 
aesthetic  and  educational  values  in  two  important  ecosystems  of  Vermont. 

Question.  What  could  be  accomplished  with  $200,000  in  FY 
1996? 

Answer.  Both  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  Assistance  and  Trust 
Species  Habitat  funds  would  be  used  to  better  meet  the  high  demand  for 
habitat  restoration  activities  to  benefit  endangered,  threatened  or  candidate 
species,  nongame  species  of  management  concern,  migratory  bird 
populations,  and  imperiled  communities  as  defined  by  the  Vermont  Natural 
Heritage  Program.  Funding  would  also  allow  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  conduct  habitat  restoration  efforts  on  a  cost-share  basis  with 
interested  landowners  to  achieve  significant  public  fish  and  wildlife  benefits 
for  minimal  investment. 

Anticipated  projects  include: 

Maintain  the  current  level  of  habitat  restoration  efforts  within  the  Lake 
Champlain  watershed  of  Vermont  and  New  York.  Restoration  and/or 
enhancement  of  wetlands  in  marginally  productive  agricultural  lands  that 
were  filled,  ditched,  or  diked  along  with  important  riparian  habitat  through 
cost-share  programs  will  further  assist  in  the  protection  of  water  quality  in 
the  watershed. 

Conduct  habitat  restoration  projects  in  the  Connecticut  River  watershed  of 
Vermont.  In  the  Connecticut  River  watershed  nearly  152,000  acres  of 
wetlands  have  been  identified. 

Approximately  10%  of  these  wetlands  have  the  potential  for  restoration 
dependent  upon  willing  landowners,  because  they  are  subject  to  degradation 
or  loss. 

Up  to  5%  of  the  407,000  acres  of  agricultural  land  in  the  Connecticut  River's 
entire  watershed  could  be  returned  to  their  former  wetland  status  on  a 
willing  basis  through  cost  share  projects. 

Initiate  cost-share  projects  in  partnership  with  Federal,  State  and  local 
agencies,  conservation  organizations,  and  corporations,  e.g.  dairy  industry, 
and  private  landowners. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  THE 
VERMONT  NBS 

Question.  How  much  funding  is  provided  to  the  Vermont  NBS 
through  the  Lake  Champlain  office?  How  does  this  funding  procedure 
compare  with  western  NBS  units? 
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Answer.  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Lake  Champlain  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Resources  Office  has  allocated  $100,000  per  year  since  1992  to 
fund  National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  Cooperative  Research  Unit  research 
projects  on  fish,  wildlife  and  habitat  topics  of  concern  in  the  Lake 
Champlain  basin.  The  Unit  plays  an  important  role  in  providing  critical 
information  necessary  to  provide  a  sound  ecological  basis  for  future 
management  of  the  Lake  ecosystem. 

No  other  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  facility  provides  such  a  large  proportion 
of  its  annual  budget  to  support  an  NBS  Cooperative  Research  Unit.  In  the 
western  United  States,  Unit  research  is  substantially  supported  by  Federal 
agencies  with  large  landholdings,  i.e.  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  In  the 
eastern  U.S.,  states  provide  the  bulk  of  the  research  support. 

Question.  The  Atlantic  salmon  has  been  decimated  by  three 
centuries  of  heavy  development  in  the  northeast  and  overfishing  at  sea. 
There  is  a  chance  that  we  can  bring  back  some  of  the  salmon  runs  in  the 
east  if  we  can  curtail  the  high  seas  harvest  of  Atlantic  salmon  by  the  few 
remaining  countries  that  have  not  already  banned  commercial  salmon 
fishing.  We  have  spent  millions  at  home  to  help  bring  the  salmon  back; 
we  need  to  stop  the  high  seas  harvests.  Sport  fishermen  at  home  have 
been  working  to  bring  the  salmon  back  for  many  years.  How  much  is  in 
the  budget  to  stop  foreign  countries  from  harvesting  American  stocked 
fish? 

Answer.  The  Service's  FY  1996  budget  request  for  Fisheries 
includes  an  increase  of  5500,000  for  the  Atlantic  salmon  buy-out  program. 
Similar  amounts  were  provided  by  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Foundation  from  nongovernmental  sources  in  FY  1994  and  by  the  Service 
through  another  budget  activity  in  FY  1995. 

Question.  Can  you  give  me  an  update  on  the  progress  to  get  an 
international  agreement  to  end  the  high  seas  harvesting? 

Answer.  Formal  international  efforts  to  ensure  that  high  seas 
harvest  does  not  contribute  to  the  decline  of  Atlantic  salmon  are  the 
responsibility  of  the  North  Atlantic  Salmon  Conservation  Organization 
(NASCO)  established  by  the  Convention  for  Conservation  of  Salmon  in  the 
North  Atlantic  (T.I.A.S.  10789).  A  number  of  nongovernmental 
organizations  are  urging  an  end  to  high  seas  harvests. 

As  a  result  of  a  privately  financed  buyout  in  1994,  only  12  metric  tons  (mt) 
of  the  156  mt  quota  established  by  NASCO  was  harvested  off  West 
Greenland  for  subsistence  purposes.  Scientific  studies  by  the  International 
Council  for  the  Exploration  of  the  Seas  (ICES)  indicate  that  this  reduction  in 
high  seas  harvest  benefited  primarily  fish  stocks  originating  in  Ireland  and 
Scotland. 

At  its  recently  concluded  meeting  in  Scotland,  NASCO  reduced  the  1995 
quota  for  high  seas  harvest  off  West  Greenland  to  77  mt  from  the  156  mt 
allowed  in  1994.  At  that  meeting,  the  U.S.  and  Canada  urged  that  no  quota 
be  authorized  in  1995.  Based  on  current  information  and  trends,  NASCO 
projections  suggest  no  quota  for  high  seas  harvest  may  be  allowed  in  1996. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DALE  BUMPERS 

Question.  The  production  and  stocking  of  fish  by  mitigation 
hatcheries  is  a  legitimate  and  important  responsibility  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  Arkansas  hatcheries  came  into  being  because 
Congress  recognized  that  the  Federal  government  had  an  obligation  to 
make  sure  that  fishery  resources  impacted  by  federal  water  projects  are 
replaced  with  acceptable  substitutes.  3  of  the  11  hatcheries  slated  for 
closure  or  transfer  perform  at  least  some  mitigation  activities.  Is 
mitigation  still  a  priority  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service?  If 
mitigation  is  no  longer  priority,  shouldn't  Congress  be  involved  in 
developing  a  sound  and  fair  plan  to  close  or  transfer  hatcheries  if 
Congress  determines  that  such  action  is  in  the  public  interest? 

Answer.  The  priorities  of  the  Service's  Fisheries  Program  (Program) 
are  complex  and  involve  specific  mandates  (i.e.,  Federal  project  mitigation 
areas),  activities,  partnerships,  and  lands-  and  waters.  As  budget  reductions 
are  addressed  in  light  of  essential  Federal  mandated  roles,  the  Service  is 
forced  to  reprioritize  its  base  fisheries  operations.  First,  the  Service  has  re- 
evaluated the  priorities  of  the  Fisheries  Program  and  placed  more  emphasis 
on  the  highest  priorities,  which  are: 

*  To  recover  aquatic  species  listed  as  threatened,  endangered  or 
candidates  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act; 

*  To  restore  depleted   interjurisdictional   fisheries   and  aquatic 
ecosystems  to  self-sustaining  levels;  and 

*  To  help  manage  interjurisdictional  fisheries  and  maintain  them  in  a 
productive  and  self-sustaining  condition. 

Second,  the  Service  will  continue  to  evaluate  its  fish  production  programs  at 
each  hatchery  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  each  hatchery  contributes  to 
identified  priorities.  Continued  importance  will  be  placed  on  Federal 
mitigation  programs  that  promote  or  pursue  the  Program's  highest  priorities 
of  recovery,  restoration,  and  interjurisdictional  fishery  management. 

Question.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  that 
a  Federal  agency  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
whenever  a  major  Federal  action  has  the  potential  to  significantly  affect 
the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  Why  isn't  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  preparing  an  EIS  prior  to  closing  hatcheries. 

Answer.  The  Service  recognizes  that  we  will  need  to  be  in 
compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  other 
environmental,  safety,  and  historical  preservation  requirements  prior  to 
transferring  or  closing  the  proposed  hatcheries.  The  Service  is  currently 
evaluating  compliance  requirement  in  each  of  these  areas  and  will 
implement  compliance  activities  once  the  evaluation  is  completed. 

Question.  The  President's  FY  1996  budget  request  proposes  to 
use  $2  million  from  the  Wallop-Breaux  Trust  Fund  to  help  pay  for  the 
transfer  or  closure  of  11  hatcheries  through  a  grant  program  to  the 
states.  Do  you  think  it  is  appropriate  and  legal  to  use  these  funds  to 
help  close  or  transfer  hatcheries? 
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Answer.  The  Service's  position  is  that  use  of  Sport  Fish  Restoration 
Program  monies  to  fund  the  transfers  is  an  appropriate  and  authorized  use  of 
the  Sport  Fish  Account.  The  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Program  is  part  of  the 
Service's  Federal  Aid  Program,  and  is  conducted  under  authority  of  the 
Federal  Aid  in  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Act  (commonly  known  as  the  Dingell- 
Johnson  or  D-J  Act),  16  U.S.C.  lll-lllk,  as  amended.  The  Act  provides 
generally  for  financial  aid  to  States  and  Territories  for  sport  fish  restoration 
projects.  Section  4  of  the  Act,  16  U.S.C.  777c,  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  (Secretary)  to  expend  monies  for  "his  expenses  in  the  conduct  of 
necessary  investigations,  administrative,  and  the  execution  of  this  [Act]...." 

Specific  authority  for  the  Service  to  make  grants  is  found  in  section  1  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (Coordination  Act),  16  U.S.C.  661, 
wherein  it  is  provided  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  "to 
provide  assistance  to,  and  cooperate  with.  Federal,  State,  and  public  or 
private  agencies  and  organizations  in.. .carrying  out  other  measures 
necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  [the  Coordination  Act]." 

Specifically,  a  grant  agreement  is  used  when: 

(1)  the  principal  purpose  of  the  relationship  is  to  transfer  a  thing  of 
value  to  the. ..recipient  to  carry  out  a  public  purpose  of  support  or 
stimulation  authorized  by  a  law  of  the  United  States  instead  of 
acquiring. ..property  or  services  for  the  direct  benefit  or  use  of  the 
United  States  Government;  and 

(2)  substantial  involvement  is  not  expected  between  the  executive 
agency  and  the. ..recipient  when  carrying  out  the  activity 
contemplated  in  the  agreement. 

While  section  4  of  the  D-J  Act  does  not  contemplate  the  issuance  of  grants, 
implicit  in  the  Secretary's  authority  to  administer  the  Act  is  his  authority  to 
enter  into  contracts  to  acquire  property  or  services  for  the  direct  benefit  of 
the  Government.  Additionally,  in  light  of  Comptroller  General's  rulings  on 
grant  authority,  the  above  language  —  "to  provide  assistance  to"  —  is 
sufficient  authority  for  the  Secretary  to  make  grants  for  the  purpose  of 
transferring  hatcheries  to  the  States. 

Question.  Is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  transferring  funds 
from  the  hatchery  program  to  the  endangered  species  program? 

Answer.  No,  the  Service  is  not  transferring  funds  from  the  hatchery 
program  to  the  endangered  species  program. 

Question.  The  Arkansas  Game  and  Fish  commission  has 
repeatedly  stated  that  it  does  not  have  the  resources  or  the  facilities  to 
take  control  of  the  Federal  fish  hatcheries.  In  addition,  the  amount  of 
money  that  is  costs  the  Federal  government  to  operate  the  hatcheries  in 
Arkansas  is  a  fraction  of  the  amount  of  money  that  the  hatcheries 
generate  for  local  economies.  Are  these  type  of  criteria  considered  in 
you  decisions  to  close  or  transfer  hatcheries? 

Answer.  The  Service  understands  the  importance  many  National 
Fish  Hatcheries  play  in  support  of  local  economies.  However,  local 
economic  benefits  were  not  one  of  the  selection  criteria.  The  decision  was 
based  on  the  percentage  of  production  that  was  directed  toward  meeting 


340 

Federal  responsibilities.  Those  facilities  that  did  not  have  a  high  percentage 
of  their  production  associated  with  high  priority  Federal  responsibilities 
were  identified  for  transfer  to  states. 

Question.  What  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  doing  to  ensure 
that  management  methods  of  fish-eating  birds  are  economically  feasible 
for  the  producer  as  well  as  practical,  effective,  and  environmentally 
safe? 

Answer.  All  bird  control  methods  (including  regulated  take 
authorized  by  depredation  permits)  have  associated  costs  that  must  be  borne 
by  aquaculture  producers.  In  1988  (the  most  recent  figures  available  to  us), 
losses  to  birds  (harassment  costs  plus  value  of  fish  lost)  at  catfish  farms  in 
the  Mississippi  Delta  was  estimated  at  about  3%  of  total  sales.  In  some 
cases,  birds  may  become  scapegoats  for  problems  associated  with  old  or 
improperly  management  facilities,  or.  with  other  issues  such  as  disease.  The 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture's  "Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service  (APHIS)  is  the  Federal  agency  responsible  for  developing  bird 
control  techniques,  including  assessments  of  associated  costs  and  benefits. 
APHIS  (Animal  Damage  Control)  personnel  routinely  consult  with  fish 
farmers  to  implement  cost-effective  control  measures,  and  the  Service 
recommends  that  non-lethal  control  measures  be  implemented  whenever 
feasible.  Upon  receipt  of  an  application  demonstrating  that  the  available 
non-lethal  control  measures  are  not  practical,  effective,  or  economically 
feasible  at  a  particular  fish  farm  suffering  economic  losses  from  fish-eating 
birds,  the  Service  will  issue  a  depredation  permit  to  help  minimize  the 
problem. 

Question.  Is  it  true  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  plans  to 
transfer  the  authority  to  issue  bird  depredation  permits  to  the  Office  of 
Migratory  Bird  Management?  If  so,  why? 

Answer.  Yes.  Recently,  concerns  were  raised  by  a  number  of 
groups  about  the  administration  of  the  migratory  bird  and  eagle  permit 
function  and  the  issue  of  a  potential  conflict  of  interest.  Some  groups 
expressed  concern  that  the  issuance  of  certain  migratory  bird  permits  should 
more  properly  be  administered  by  those  responsible  for  the  management  of 
the  resource  rather  than  by  those  responsible  for  permit  enforcement.  After 
review  by  the  Service  and  the  Solicitor's  Office,  the  Service  determined  that 
it  would  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Service,  the  public,  and  the  migratory 
bird  resource  to  transfer  responsibility  for  the  administration  and 
management  of  the  migratory  bird  and  eagle  permit  function  to  the 
Migratory  Bird  Management  Program  from  the  Division  of  Law 
Enforcement.  Currently,  the  Regional  Offices  have  the  primary 
responsibility  for  permit  issuance  and  administration,  and  the  Washington 
Office  provides  national  policy  and  technical  oversight.  During  this  transfer 
of  responsibility  from  Law  Enforcement  to  Migratory  Bird  Management,  we 
will  look  for  opportunities  to  streamline  the  process  to  provide  better  service 
to  both  the  public  and  the  resource. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  RICK  SANTORUM 

Question.  Federal  regulations  allow  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  issue  depredation  permits  to  resolve  problems  caused  by 
protected  migratory  birds.  The  bird  species  and  the  level  of  the  damage 
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for  issuing  a  permit  varies  with  the  philosophy  of  the  specific  region. 
Why  isn't  a  policy  developed  by  the  FWS  to  standardize  the  process  and 
make  it  easier  for  the  permit  to  be  issued  without  unnecessary  "red- 
tape"? 

Answer.  On  January  24,  1995,  the  Service  reassigned  program 
responsibility  for  migratory  bird  and  eagle  permits  from  Law  Enforcement 
to  Migratory  Bird  Management.  As  part  of  this  transfer,  the  Office  of 
Migratory  Bird  Management  (MBMO)  was  given  responsibility  for 
developing  policy,  preparing  regulations  and  other  directives,  and  providing 
policy  and  technical  oversight  for  the  migratory  bird  permit  function.  More 
specifically,  MBMO  will  be  unifying  permitting  procedures  nationwide  and 
developing  national  permitting  policy  for  the  Service.  We  believe  that  this 
standardization  of  the  process  will  make  it  easier  for  permits  to  be  reviewed 
and  ultimately  decided  upon. 

Question.  The  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  has  done  a  good  job 
of  protecting  migratory  birds,  and  many  species  have  shown 
remarkable  population  increases.  Provisions  of  this  act  provide  for  the 
issuance  of  depredation  permits  to  manage  damage  caused  by  excessive 
bird  populations.  Producers  who  follow  the  law  by  applying  for 
depredation  permits  are  being  penalized  when  permits  are  either 
denied,  buried  in  "red-tape",  or  delayed  for  months.  Is  this  the  way 
provisions  of  the  act  were  meant  to  be  applied? 

Answer.  The  Service  would  be  remiss  in  its  responsibilities  under 
the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  if  it  did  not  thoroughly  review  and  consider 
all  of  the  anticipated  effects  on  the  problem  migratory  bird  population 
before  the  issuance  of  a  depredation  permit  allowing  the  take  of  a  protected 
species.  Only  after  careful  review  of  the  permit  application  can  the  Service 
fulfill  its  trust  responsibilities  for  our  migratory  bird  resources. 
Notwithstanding,  the  Service  is  currently  reviewing  the  permitting  process 
as  part  of  the  reassigned  program  responsibility  for  migratory  bird  and  eagle 
permits  from  Law  Enforcement  to  Migratory  Bird  Management.  As  part  of 
this  review,  the  Office  of  Migratory  Bird  Management  will  be  unifying 
permitting  procedures  nationwide  and  developing  national  permitting  policy 
for  the  Service.  We  believe  this  review  and  unification  of  the  permitting 
function  will  result  in  not  only  a  more  standardized  program  between 
Regions,  but  also  a  more  cost-effective  and  efficient  permit  program. 

Question.  There  are  149  aquaculture  farms  in  Pennsylvania, 
and  many  are  confronted  with  crippling  bird  depredation  problems.  I 
have  been  advised  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  only  issued  one 
depredation  permit  for  aquaculture  in  Pennsylvania  during  1994,  and 
none  have  been  issued  so  far  this  year.  Why  have  so  few  permits  been 
issued  for  Pennsylvania? 

Answer.  The  Service  received  fewer  than  10  applications  for 
depredation  permits  from  Pennsylvania  aquaculturists  in  1994  and  issued  1 
permit.  In  addition,  the  Service  conducted  a  management  review  of  one 
applicant  and  offered  management  recommendations  for  his  facility. 
Depredation  permits  are  just  one  of  a  host  of  management  options  available 
for  dealing  with  bird  depredations,  and  may  not  be  the  most  effective  option 
in  all  situations.  Many  of  the  Pennsylvania  applicants  failed  to  provide 
convincing  evidence  that  (1)  bird  depredation  was  causing  severe  economic 
losses  or  (2)  they  had  tried  other  (non-lethal)  control  techniques  and  that 
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these  had  proven  ineffective  in  minimizing  the  problem.  The  Service 
recognizes  that  Pennsylvania  fish  farmers  need  help  in  addressing  bird 
management  problems  at  their  facilities,  and  has  designed  a  training 
program.  This  program,  which  addresses  management  of  fish-eating  bird 
problems,  will  be  offered  to  aquaculture  managers  early  in  Fiscal  Year  1996. 

Question.  It  is  my  understanding  the  FWS  policy  is  to  issue 
depredation  permits  within  seven  days.  Trout  farmers  in  Pennsylvania 
advise  me,  however,  that  Region  V  routinely  exceeds  the  seven  day 
guidelines  in  processing  permit  requests.  In  one  case  that  has  been 
documented  for  my  office,  a  permit  request  was  still  outstanding  more 
than  seven  months  after  it  had  been  submitted.  For  aquaculture 
producers  in  my  state  and  others,  these  delays  cause  substantial 
financial  losses  which  could  be  avoided  through  timely  action  by  FWS. 
Why  has  Region  V  taken  so  long  to  process  these  requests? 

Answer.  FWS  policy  is  to  "issue  depredation  permits  within  seven 
working  days  of  receipt  of  a  complete  application.  This  includes  the  FWS 
investigation  of  this  application.  Applications  recently  received  from 
Pennsylvania  fish  farmers  have  been  incomplete  or  contained  obvious 
errors,  and  have  required  extensive  coordination  with  the  Pennsylvania 
Game  Commission. 

The  FWS  is  not  aware  of  any  complete  application  that  has  not  been  acted 
upon  within  a  seven  month  period.  However,  at  least  two  applications 
which  were  denied,  were  involved  in  lengthy  appeals  processes. 

Question.  In  June,  1994,  the  Pennsylvania  Fish  and  Boat 
Commission's  Huntsdale  Fish  Culture  Station  applied  for  a  permit  to 
take  twenty  Black-Crowned  Night  Herons  during  the  period  of  June- 
Sept..  1994.  The  permit  was  requested  as  an  emergency,  short-term 
measure  to  protect  fish  stocks  during  the  period  that  existing  tent-type 
netting  structures  (which  had  proved  to  be  ineffective  in  keeping  the 
birds  from  preying  on  fish  in  the  raceways),  were  to  be  replaced  with  an 
extensive  elevated  netting  structure  covering  the  entire  lower  series  of 
raceways.  The  period  of  construction  coincided  with  the  period  of 
heaviest  use  of  the  hatchery  by  herons,  which  are  summer  residents. 

The  Service  received  the  application  on  June  4,  and  denied  it  by  a  letter 
dated  July  1.  The  Fish  and  Boat  Commission  challenged  the  reasons  for 
the  denial  in  a  formal  request  for  reconsideration  dated  July  15, 1994.  I 
am  advised  that  the  Service  did  not  respond  to  the  appeal  or  even 
return  the  phone  calls  of  Mr.  Dennis  Ricker,  Chief  of  Trout  Production, 
for  nearly  two  months.  On  September  13,  when  Mr.  Ricker  finally 
reached  a  Service  representative,  he  was  informed  that  if  the 
application  was  amended  to  request  the  taking  of  a  smaller  number  of 
birds  (8-10),  then  the  application  might  be  accepted.  The  application 
was  formally  amended  by  overnight  mail  on  September  14  to  request 
the  taking  of  ten  herons,  but  the  permit  was  not  delivered  until  more 
than  a  month  later.  Since  the  birds  had  already  migrated  from  the  area 
and  the  enclosure  nearly  complete,  the  permit  was  useless. 

How  can  depredation  permits  be  considered  an  emergency,  shore-term 
measure  when  the  process  for  obtaining  a  permit  can  extend  over 
several  months? 
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Answer.  The  herons  involved  in  this  application  are  associated  with 
a  rookery  on  the  Susquehanna  River  near  Harrisburg.  The  FWS  denied  this 
application  based  upon  concern  for  the  status  of  this  rookery  and  for  the 
completeness  of  the  applicant's  non-lethal  management  program.  The 
applicant  subsequently  requested  reconsideration  of  the  denial.  The 
reconsideration  process  resulted  in  a  modified  application  from  which  a 
permit  was  issued. 

During  the  application  and  reconsideration  process  the  Pennsylvania  Fish 
and  Boat  Commission  were  undergoing  their  own  evaluation  of  the 
necessity  to  address  depredation  concerns  by  lethal  means.  The 
Commission  adopted  a  policy  which  does  not  allow  for  lethal  depredation 
control  measures  at  their  facilities. 

The  lengthy  time  period  involved  with  this  application  and  permit  issuance 
resulted  from  concerns  about  the  migratory  bird  resource,  the  PA  F&B 
Commission's  internal  debate  about  lethal  control  measures,  and  the 
Pennsylvania  Game  Commission  policies  and  concerns  about  this  permit,  as 
well  as  staffing  and  workload  constraints.  The  FWS  Regional  Office  in 
Hadley,  MA  maintains  a  voice-mail  system  as  well  as  electronic  mail 
system  so  that  messages  for  any  employee  are  readily  distributed  for  reply. 
The  FWS  has  no  records  indicating  that  the  applicant  attempted  to  contact 
any  Service  employee  or  tried  in  any  way  to  expedite  the  decision  making 
process. 

Question.  Certain  species  of  migratory  birds  have  shown 
remarkable  population  increases  in  many  parts  of  the  country  over  the 
past  several  years.  Increasing  numbers  of  resident  Canada  geese,  ring- 
billed  and  laughing  gulls,  cormorants  and  other  fish-eating  birds  have 
caused  considerable  damage  and  endangered  human  lives. 

I  understand  that  the  FWS  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  a  policy  on  the 
removal  of  problem  Canada  geese.  What  is  the  status  of  this  proposal  ? 
Is  the  Service  considering  the  problems  caused  by  other  migratory  bird 
species  ?  If  so,  has  the  FWS  formulated  an  immediate  and  long-range 
plan? 

Answer.  The  proposal  to  develop  and  implement  a  simplified 
procedure  to  issue  control  permits  for  nuisance/damage  complaints  for 
resident  Canada  geese  is  progressing  rapidly  through  channels.  A  draft 
environmental  assessment  is  being  prepared,  a  draft  of  the  regulatory 
procedure  has  been  included  in  the  revision  of  50  CFR  part  21  that  is 
currently  undergoing  Departmental  review.  Additionally,  discussions  with 
other  Federal,  State  and  private  organizations  are  ongoing  regarding 
specifics  of  the  proposal.  We  anticipate  some  "fine-tuning"  of  the  proposed 
procedures  to  address  specific  concerns  of  the  various  constituencies. 
However,  we  are  hopeful  that  full  implementation  of  the  procedure  will  be 
achieved  in  FY-96.  The  procedure,  as  currently  proposed,  allows  for  a 
single  blanket  permit  to  be  issued  to  a  requesting  State  conservation  agency 
and  allows  such  a  permit  holder  to  exercise  their  authority  to  act  in  any 
given  situation  within  their  jurisdiction  in  the  manner  they  consider  most 
effective.  By  issuing  a  single  permit  per  State  the  Service  fully  expects  to 
significantly  lower  the  administrative  burden  for  all  involved  parties  related 
to  the  permit  process.  However,  the  Service  will  continue  to  be  an  active 
5nd  supportive  partner  in  dealing  with  problems  associated  with  resident 
Canada  geese.  The  Service  will  also  continue  to  fulfill  its  responsibilities 
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under  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  to  ensure  that  other  populations  and 
subspecies  of  Canada  geese  will  not  be  adversely  effected  by  actions  taken 
under  this  permit  authority. 

The  Service  is  actively  considering  similar  measures  to  address  problems 
associated  with  other  species  of  migratory  birds. 

The  Service  reassigned  program  responsibility  for  migratory  bird  and  eagle 
permits  from  Law  Enforcement  to  Migratory  Bird  Management  on  January 
24,  1995,  transfer  to  be  effective  on  October  1,  1995.  As  part  of  this 
transfer,  the  Office  of  Migratory  Bird  Management  (MEMO)  was  given 
responsibility  for  developing  consistent  national  policy,  preparing 
regulations  and  other  directives,  and  providing  policy  and  technical 
oversight  for  the  migratory  bird  permit  function.  It  is  the  goal  of  MEMO  to 
develop  a  simplified,  consistent  national  permit  policy  for  the  Service.  This 
task  will  be  given  a  high  priority  during  FY-96  and  beyond. 

Question.  Ever  since  1962,  when  60  people  died  in  a  plane  crash 
resulting  from  a  collision  with  birds  at  Logan  International  Airport,  the 
FWS  has  issued  depredation  permits  to  aid  airports  in  their  wildlife 
hazard  control  programs. 

In  1994,  the  Service's  northeast  region  began  requiring  that  non- 
Federal  permit  applicants  prepare  Environmental  Assessments  before 
depredation  permits  are  issued.  Why  is  the  Service  requiring  non- 
Federal  agencies  to  write  Environmental  Assessments,  especially  when 
human  safety  is  involved? 

Answer.  The  FWS  routinely  reviews  migratory  bird  permit 
applications  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  The 
majority  of  these  applications  meet  criteria  as  a  categorical  exclusion  to 
NEPA  and  require  no  further  environmental  analysis.  However,  a  few 
applications  require  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Assessment  or 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  FWS  lacks  personnel  and  funds  to 
prepare  such  documents  in  a  timely  manner  and  usually  request  the 
applicant  to  prepare  an  acceptable  document.  If  the  FWS  can  adopt  this 
document,  it  advances  this  document  through  the  NEPA  process  to  support 
the  proposed  permit  action. 

A  recent  review  of  the  Logan  International  Airport  (LIA)  application 
indicated  the  need  for  NEPA  analysis.  The  FWS  and  LIA  application 
indicated  the  need  for  NEPA  analysis.  This  FWS  and  LIA  negotiated  an 
acceptable  permit  that  fit  the  FWS  criteria  for  a  categorical  exclusion  to 
NEPA. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  RECESS 

Senator  GORTON.  I  do  come  back,  unfortunately,  to  what  I  had 
to  say  at  the  beginning.  We  are  in  very  difficult  straits  this  year. 
There  is  clearly  going  to  be  less  money,  and  we  are  going  to  want 
every  bit  of  input  you  can  give  us. 

We  will  accept  all  of  your  reservations,  recognizing  that  what  you 
would  like  to  do  is  what  the  President  has  submitted. 

But  we  do  not  want  to  make  inadvertent  mistakes,  as  opposed 
to  conscious  policy  decisions,  in  changes  that  we  make  in  this  budg- 
et. And  you  can  help  us  very  greatly  in  that  respect. 
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Ms.  Beattie.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Frampton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  GORTON.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  thank  you  very  much 
for  coming.  The  subcommittee  will  stand  in  recess  until  9:30  a.m., 
Tuesday,  June  6,  when  we  will  hear  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior. 

[Whereupon,  at  12:29  p.m.,  Wednesday,  May  24,  the  subcommit- 
tee was  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  9:30  a.m.,  Tuesday,  June  6.] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  EXTERIOR  AND  RELAT- 
ED AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1996 


TUESDAY,  JUNE  6,  1995 

U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 
The  subcommittee  met  at  9:34  a.m.,  in  room  SD-138,  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Slade  Gorton  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Gorton,  Stevens,  Cochran,  Domenici,  Bennett, 
Byrd,  Bumpers,  and  Reid. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
statement  of  hon.  bruce  babbitt,  secretary  of  the  interior 

budget  request 

Senator  Gorton.  Well,  Mr.  Secretary,  we  already  have  three 
members  with  us  now.  I  suspect  that  you  may  anticipate  more. 

We  are  here  to  hear  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  the 
budget  for  his  Department  for  fiscal  year  1996.  We  are  here,  obvi- 
ously, in  the  context  of  budget  resolutions  passed  by  both  the 
House  and  by  the  Senate,  which  call  for  reaching  a  balanced  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002,  and  which  will  result  in  lower  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  than  those  contained  in  the 
President's  original  budget  submission. 

And  as  a  consequence,  I  am  particularly  interested  in  hearing 
from  the  Secretary  about  how  he  would  propose  to  deal  with  reduc- 
tions below  the  President's  level,  at  whatever  level  is  available  in 
either  the  House  or  Senate,  that  kind  of  budget  resolutions. 

I  can  tell  him  from  the  perspective  of  the  chairman  of  this  sub- 
committee that  of  all  of  the  functions  of  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, the  chairman  regards  the  preservation  of  our  national  parks 
as  being  the  highest  of  priorities. 

But  that  obviously  means  that  if  we  have  a  reduction  in  our  allo- 
cation of  a  certain  percentage  and  wish  to  do  better  by  the  national 
parks  or  better  by  some  other  function  of  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, it  will  mean  that  it  will  come  out  of  a  different  function. 

Without  wanting  to  ask  the  Secretary  to  depart  from  the  views 
of  the  administration  on  this,  I  hope  that  he  will  help  us  as  we  face 
very  difficult  times  ahead  to  minimize  what  may  be  considered  to 
be  an  inadequate  budget  and  to  do  it  in  the  best  possible  fashion. 

(347) 
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With  that,  we  have  present  the  distinguished  Democratic  rank- 
ing member  of  this  subcommittee.  He  is  a  former  chairman  and 
someone  who  has  been  most  kind  and  gracious  to  me  in  my  rel- 
atively short  period  of  time  on  the  subcommittee,  so  I  am  going  to 
defer  to  Senator  Byrd. 

Senator  Byrd.  That  is  very  good  of  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  some  questions,  and  I  would  prefer  to  wait  my  turn. 

Senator  Gorton.  This  is  just  for  any  opening  statement.  I  will 
go  through  the  forum  and  then  we  will  hear  from  the  Secretary. 

Senator  Byrd.  Yes;  I  do  not  have  any  opening  statement.  Thank 
you. 

Senator  GORTON.  OK.  Senator  Stevens. 

OPENING  REMARKS  OF  SENATOR  TED  STEVENS 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I  do  not  know  how  long  I  am  going  to 
be  able  to  stay,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  have  some  questions.  If  I  am 
not  able  to  stay  the  full  time,  I  want  to  thank  the  Secretary  for  his 
decision  on  the  cruise  ship  matter.  The  issue  of  increasing  the 
number  of  permits  to  visit  the  Glacier  Bay  area  has  been  very  vex- 
atious. 

The  Secretary  has  come  up  with  an  innovative  way  to  answer  the 
situation  by  lengthening  the  season  within  which  those  permits  can 
be  used  as  opposed  to  increasing  the  number  that  could  come  in  at 
the  same  time. 

I  think  it  is  an  innovative  approach. 

It  certainly  has  injected  into  the  tourist  business  a  degree  of 
hope  that  there  will  be  an  expansion  now  in  that  area  of  Alaska's 
tourism.  So  I  am  very  grateful  for  that. 

I  do  have  some  questions  later,  if  I  get  the  chance,  but  I  do  have 
a  Defense  Subcommittee  hearing  at  10  a.m.  I  am  pleased  to  be  here 
with  the  Secretary. 

Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Reid. 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  follow  the  example 
set  by  Chairman  Byrd  and  not  give  an  opening  statement. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  PATRICK  LEAHY 

Senator  Gorton.  We  will  insert  into  the  record  at  this  point  a 
prepared  statement  submitted  by  Senator  Leahy. 
[The  statement  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Senator  Patrick  Leahy 

Mr.  Secretary,  thank  you  for  coming  before  this  subcommittee  to  address  an  array 
of  concerns  that  range  from  the  Everglades  to  arctic  tundra.  We  all  know  that  you 
have  responsibility  for  highly  valued  resources,  and  each  day  there  are  more  people 
who  want  a  piece  of  them.  You  do  not  have  an  easy  job. 

The  key  principles  in  public  land  management  are  balance  and  sustainability.  The 
nation's  public  lands  belong  to  260  million  Americans,  not  to  one  county,  one  state, 
or  one  interest.  Furthermore,  we  must  manage  our  public  lands  not  only  for  the  260 
million  Americans  today,  but  also  for  the  260  million  Americans  of  the  next  genera- 
tion. 

I  think  that  in  Vermont  we  have  collaborated  successfully  to  find  a  balance  that 
meets  our  responsibilities  for  today  and  tomorrow.  The  Department  of  the  Interior 
has  used  the  authority  of  the  Lake  Champlain  Special  Designation  Act  and  the 
Silvio  O.  Conte  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Act  and  other  national  statutes  to  carry 
out  an  ecosystem-based  approach  to  conservation.  We  are  getting  ready  to  imple- 
ment conservation  plans,  and  people  are  excited  about  moving  forward. 
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I  want  to  thank  you  for  recommending  the  modest  funding  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  success  story  in  Vermont  and  emphasize  the  importance  of  this  cooperation.  The 
local-state-federal  partnerships  that  have  matured  through  this  ecosystem-based  ef- 
forts epitomize  the  goals  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

I  believe  the  approach  taken  in  the  Lake  Champlain  Basin  and  in  the  Connecticut 
River  watershed  will  endure  the  continuing  pressures  on  our  resource  and  carry  us 
well  into  the  21st  century.  However,  we  cannot  succeed  without  your  assistance. 

You  have  also  recognized  critical  national  priorities  such  as  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act,  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program  and  our  nation's  National  Parks  in  the 
1996  budget.  Thank  you  again  for  sharing  your  views  with  the  Committee  today. 
I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  the  Chairman  to  carry  out  the  Department's 
goals  as  best  we  can. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BRUCE  BABBITT 

Senator  Gorton.  It  is  all  yours,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  subcommittee  members.  I 
should  perhaps  start  with  the  chairman's  suggestion  that  I  reflect 
upon  the  implications  of  the  Senate  budget  resolution,  which  as  I 
read  it  calls  for  an  average  of  a  13-percent  reduction  in  the  budgets 
of  the  resource  cluster  and  which  sets  forth  a  guideline  of  10  per- 
cent reductions  in  the  operating  budgets  of  the  land  management 
agencies. 

To  measure  the  consequences  of  those  guidelines,  I  think  it  is 
necessary  to  turn  back  just  briefly  to  the  prior  budget  history  of  the 
Department. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  FUNDING 

Since  1980  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  been  on  a  steadily 
declining  track  in  constant  dollars.  The  constant  dollar  budget  of 
this  Department  in  that  15  year  period  has  declined  by  22  percent. 

This  is  now  the  third  budget  that  I  have  presented.  Our  request 
this  year  represents  a  one-half  percent  increase  in  the  Depart- 
ment's budget  measured  across  the  last  3  years,  which  in  constant 
dollars  translates  into  a  roughly  6  or  7  percent  cut  in  the  Depart- 
ment's budget. 

Now,  beginning  in  year  one,  I  was  required  to  come  to  grips  with 
consequences  of  that  kind  of  austerity.  And  just  to  give,  I  think,  the 
most  important  example,  let  me  say  a  word  about  the  number  of 
FTE's,  because  the  Interior  Department,  unlike  many  other  cabinet 
agencies,  is  basically  about  hiring  people  to  administer  programs 
and  to  manage  the  land  base  of  the  Department. 

We  had  nearly  80,000  employees  and  a  minuscule  amount  of 
grant-making  authority.  So  I  recognized  at  the  outset  that  this  aus- 
terity was  going  to  translate  into  personnel  reductions. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

We  set  a  target  of  an  8-percent  reduction  in  the  FTE  level  of  this 
Department.  That  consisted  of  eliminating  7,000  FTE's,  not  count- 
ing the  1,000  FTE  increase  0MB  gave  us  for  seasonals,  out  of  the 
approximately  78,000  FTE  base  that  we  started  with. 

That  process  is  underway,  and  I  can  tell  you  that  of  our  7,000, 
8  percent,  FTE  reduction  target,  we  have  now  met  a  5,000  FTE  re- 
duction, a  mark  along  the  way  to  the  7,000.  We  are  more  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  way  there  in  the  third  year. 
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Senator  Byrd.  As  of  what  date,  Mr,  Secretary?  You  say  you  have 
now  met.  Does  that  mean  as  of  right  now? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  That  is  as  of  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year. 

Senator  Byrd.  You  have  cut  5,000. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  We  will  be  down  by  5,000. 

Senator  Gorton.  Off  of  a  base  of  what  beginning  number? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  The  beginning  number,  I  believe,  is  78,000 
FTE,  almost  exactly. 

Now,  if  I  might,  let  me  translate  that  into  the  subject  of  much 
of  the  current  discussion;  that  is,  the  National  Park  Service.  We 
made  a  decision  in  the  National  Park  Service  to  try  to  hold  the 
Service  harmless  from  its  pro  rata  share  of  those  cuts. 

We  came  up  in  year  one  with  a  reorganization  plan  in  which  we 
decided  we  would  drastically  reorganize  the  Service  by  eliminating 
1,500  jobs  in  the  headquarters  operation  of  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice, 1,000  of  those  jobs  we  would  send  to  the  field  and  end  up  with 
a  reduction  in  the  work  force  of  the  National  Park  Service  of  500 
FTE's. 

That  reorganization  is  now  underway.  It  has  been  a  painful  and 
wrenching  process.  But  it  has  been  done.  It  has  been  accepted  by 
the  leadership  of  the  Park  Service  and  it  is  underway. 

Now,  what  we  face  in  the  budget  resolution  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ate this  year  is  another  10  percent  cut.  And  I  have  begun,  obvi- 
ously— it  is  in  the  morning's  press — talking  and  analyzing  the  ways 
in  which  we  might  be  able  to  soak  up  a  10-percent  cut  in  the  oper- 
aiiiiT  budget  of  the  National  Park  Service,  once  again  bearing  in 
mind  that  this  is  about  bodies,  it  is  about  FTE's. 

PARK  CLOSURES 

We  have  looked  at  a  variety  of  proposals.  One  was  that  we  close 
the  small  and  least  visited  parks  in  order  to  try  to  make  this  guide- 
line handed  down  in  the  budget  resolution.  Making  the  10-percent 
cut  by  closing  small  parks  would  require  us  to  close  200  small 
parks.  Obviously,  that  is  not  something  I  am  prepared  to  suggest 
or  recommend. 

Most  have  been  proposals  that  we  could  do  without  the  urban 
parks,  such  as  Santa  Monica,  Gateway  in  New  York,  and  the  Gold- 
en Gate  in  San  Francisco.  I  reject  that  because  I  think  the  urban 
park  component  of  the  National  Park  System  is  an  important  op- 
portunity for  a  lot  of  Americans  who  do  not  necessarily  get  to  go 
to  the  destination  parks. 

It  is  compounded,  obviously,  by  the  visitor  increase  problem. 
Mount  Rainier,  just  for  one  example,  has  had  a  70-percent  increase 
in  back  country  visitor  days  in  the  last  3  years.  Obviously,  those 
back  country  demands  raise  important  issues,  not  only  of  resource 
protection,  but  of  basic  safety.  In  many  national  parks  now  you  go 
and  visit  without  ever  seeing  a  ranger. 

And  in  terms  of  just  the  most  basic  functions,  there  are  limits  to 
what  we  can  do. 

So  inevitably  this  10-percent  cut  is  going  to  translate  into  some 
drastic  seasonal  closure  proposals.  It  may  be,  for  example,  that  we 
can  go  back  to  the  days  when  Yellowstone  was  effectively  closed  at 
the  end  of  the  summer  season  for  the  9-month  winter  period  and 
then  reopen  at  the  beginning  of  summer  vacation. 
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We  could  manage  that  at  Grand  Canyon.  The  north  rim  is  now 
closed  for  the  winter.  We  could  close  the  south  rim  in  the  winter 
and  move  the  work  force  around  in  an  offsetting  way.  For  example, 
that  would  mean  that  we  would  close  the  Florida  parks,  such  as 
Everglades,  Biscayne,  Big  Cypress,  during  the  slow  season  there, 
which  runs  from  approximately  May  to  October. 

There  are  a  variety  of  suggestions.  These  are  not  tantamount  to 
crying  wolf,  they  are  real,  because  any  reduction  from  here  on  out 
is  reduction  in  force  of  park  rangers.  It  is  just  that  simple.  There 
is  really  no  other  way  to  go  about  it. 

That  is  a  way,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  saying  it  is  my  view  that  this 
budget  resolution,  with  these  cuts  in  personnel  frozen  and  then  fur- 
ther eroded  and  reduced  across  time  to  roughly  a  30-  to  40-percent 
cut  simply  cannot  be  carried  out  if  we  intend  to  maintain  the  Na- 
tional Park  System  as  we  know  it. 

And  to  be  just  direct  and  honest,  we  must  come  back  up  here  and 
explain  the  consequences  of  these  cuts. 

I  do  not  come  up  here  to  wave  the  bloody  shirt.  I  come  up  here 
having  executed  a  10-percent  reduction  in  the  personnel  work  force 
of  this  agency,  with  5,000  of  them  out  the  door  as  of  the  end  of  this 
year. 

We  have  done  it  maintaining  service  levels,  but  there  are  obvious 
limits.  From  here  on  out  it  is  blood.  It  is  a  drastic  reconfiguration 
of  the  National  Park  System.  We  can  talk  about  how  that  happens, 
but  there  is  no  avoiding  it. 

So  with  that  illustration,  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  questions 
and  to  explore  the  alternatives. 

Senator  GORTON.  Senator  Bvrd,  I  am  going  to  save  my  questions 
until  the  last.  Would  you  mind  if  I  defer  to  Senator  Stevens? 

Senator  Byrd.  No. 

Senator  Gorton.  Since  he  has  to  chair  another  subcommittee. 

Senator  Byrd.  Before  I  do  this,  I  wonder  if  the  Secretary  could 
include  his  prepared  statement  into  the  record. 

Senator  Gorton.  It  will  be  so  included. 

prepared  statement 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator  Byrd,  I  would  be  happy,  obviously,  to 
submit  my  prepared  statement  to  the  chairman's  decision. 
Senator  Gorton.  It  will  be  so  included. 
[The  statement  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt 

I  am  pleased  to  be  here  at  today's  hearing  on  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request 
for  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  customary  practice  for  opening  statements  at  hearings  such  as  this  is  to  dis- 
cuss in  some  detail  the  important  elements  of  the  President's  Budget  for  the  Depart- 
ment. I  don't  intend  to  do  that  today. 

I  believe  the  1996  budget  that  we  have  presented  is  an  excellent  budget.  It  would 
continue  the  commitment  of  the  President — and  the  American  people — to  sound 
management  and  conservation  of  the  natural  and  cultural  resources  of  our  country. 
It  would  also  strengthen  our  commitment  to  meaningful  self-determination  for  In- 
dian nations  and  their  people. 

However,  both  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  have  adopted  budget 
resolutions  for  1996  that  envision  major  reductions  in  funding  for  the  Department 
and  its  programs.  You  have  already  heard  about  many  of  the  details  of  our  budget 
in  hearings  with  several  of  the  Department's  major  bureaus.  I  think  that  it  is  much 
more  important  today  that  I  spell  out  my  concern  over  the  recommendations  of  the 
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Budget  Committees.  These  recommendations,  if  followed,  will  deny  our  children — 
and  their  children — the  same  enjoyment  of  our  National  Parks  and  other  great  nat- 
ural resources  that  our  generation  has  had. 

I  recognize  and  accept  the  need  for  deficit  reduction  and  will  address  later  in  this 
statement  what  we  in  Interior  have  done  and  propose  to  do  to  reduce  the  deficit. 
For  me,  the  test  is  whether  reductions  are  made  in  such  a  way  as  to  protect  the 
core  missions  of  the  Department.  We  must  maintain  a  level  of  operations  funding 
for  the  land  management  bureaus  that  allows  adequate  resource  protection  and  con- 
tinued public  access.  We  must  maintain  the  independence  of  the  Department's  sci- 
entists to  do  objective  science  and  provide  them  the  resources  to  do  the  work  that 
we  need  to  wisely  administer  natural  resources  with  the  least  possible  impact  on 
the  private  sector.  And  we  need  to  continue  progress  towards  meaningful  tribal  self- 
determination  and  self-governance. 

The  cuts  proposed  by  the  Budget  Committees  don't  meet  this  test.  In  fact,  they 
disproportionately  target  funding  for  operations  of  parks,  refuges  and  the  public 
lands,  as  well  as  funding  for  natural  resource  science.  In  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives major  and  disabling  cuts  in  Indian  programs  are  also  proposed. 

Overall,  the  assumptions  of  the  House  Budget  Committee  call  for  reductions  in 
Interior  programs  totaling  19  percent,  or  $1.5  billion,  below  the  President's  Budget. 
The  Senate  Budget  Committee's  assumptions  are  spelled  out  in  less  detail,  but  the 
Committee  assumes  a  13  percent  reduction  from  1995  in  the  natural  resources  func- 
tion, which  covers  most  Interior  programs. 

By  2002,  these  deep  and  troubling  cuts  become  far  deeper.  The  Senate  Budget 
Committee  assumes  a  29  percent  reduction  in  natural  resources  programs  in  2002, 
even  without  taking  into  account  the  impact  of  inflation.  In  the  House,  Interior  pro- 
grams would  be  frozen  at  the  reduced  1996  level  through  2002,  resulting  in  a  33 
percent  reduction  in  constant  dollars;  funding  in  2002  will  be  $3  billion  less  than 
the  level  needed  to  continue  services  the  Department  now  provides  to  the  American 
public. 

These  cuts  will  not  be  abstract  reductions  in  "bureaucracy"  or  "duplication  and 
waste".  By  any  standard.  Interior  spending  has  been  constrained  for  more  than  a 
decade.  In  1980,  the  budget  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  constituted  1.6  per- 
cent of  discretionary  Federal  spending.  Today  it  is  1.3  percent,  a  decline  of  almost 
20  percent. 

The  dollars  appropriated  to  the  Department  in  1995  represented  a  reduction  in 
real  terms,  after  accounting  for  the  costs  of  doing  business,  of  22.3  percent  from 
1980.  In  that  period  of  time,  our  responsibilities  have  not  correspondingly  declined. 
National  park  visitation  was  198  million  in  1980.  In  1996  park  visitation  will  be 
an  estimated  276  million.  Visitation  to  refuges  is  also  up  sharply.  Recreational  use 
of  the  public  lands  has  exploded.  The  Native  American  service  population  for  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  increased  by  more  than  60  percent. 

About  80  percent  of  funding  is  in  operational  accounts  and  pays  for  day-to-day, 
on-the-ground  work  by  park  managers,  refuge  staffs,  working  scientists,  and  BIA 
and  tribal  workers  at  the  reservation  level.  The  cuts  assumed  by  the  Budget  Com- 
mittees, if  carried  forward  in  appropriations  bills,  will  of  necessity  mean  that  front- 
line workers  will  be  removed  from  the  land.  There  will  be  draconian  impacts  on 
keeping  public  facilities  open  and  available  to  the  public;  there  will  be  a  draconian 
impact  on  the  West;  and  there  will  be  a  draconian  impact  on  Native  Americans. 

To  illustrate  the  impact  that  the  Department  is  facing,  I  want  to  talk  about  the 
five  programs  specifically  mentioned  in  the  Senate  Budget  Committee's  report: 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

Senate  Budget  Committees  recommends  a  $108  million,  or  10  percent,  annual  cut 
in  operations  funding  for  the  National  Park  Service,  followed  by  a  freeze  through 
2002.  The  same  level  is  recommended  by  the  House  Committee.  By  the  year  2002, 
park  operations  funding  will  be  $360  million  below  the  level  of  1995  in  real  terms, 
even  though  park  visitation  is  projected  to  significantly  increase.  This  is  a  27  per- 
cent reduction.  The  House  Committee  also  proposes  a  freeze  on  land  acquisition  and 
a  50  percent  reduction  in  construction,  for  an  overall  36  percent  NPS  reduction  by 
2002. 

Some  members  of  Congress  have  argued  that  NPS  could  save  money  by  closing 
parks.  I  oppose  park  closure  on  the  merits,  but  it  is  not,  in  any  event,  the  simple 
budget  solution  some  would  have  us  believe.  Most  of  the  NPS  operations  budget 
goes  to  parks  such  as  Yellowstone  and  Yosemite  and  to  other  large  parks  with  high 
visitation.  Few  would  advocate  closing  these  parks.  Smaller  parks  cost  less  money. 
The  25  least  visited  parks  will  cost  $14  million  in  1996,  2  percent  of  park  base  fund- 
ing. To  achieve  the  full  $108  million  reduction  by  shutting  parks  would  require  mas- 
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sive  closures  of  parks.  If  you  shut  the  least  expensive  parks  first,  200  parks  would 
be  closed;  or  one  could  close  6  to  10  of  the  largest,  most,  expensive,  and  most  popu- 
lar parks. 

There  are  no  easy  answers  as  to  how  the  Park  Service  would  operate  with  reduc- 
tions of  this  magnitude.  At  the  outset,  one  would  try  to  preserve  parks  and  public 
access  by  cutting  around  the  margins.  Hours  and  seasons  would  be  shortened.  Inter- 
pretive programs  would  be  sheirply  curtailed.  Some  campgrounds,  visitor  contact  fa- 
cilities, and  historic  buildings  would  be  closed.  The  number  of  seasonal  employees 
would  be  cut  back  dramatically,  perhaps  as  many  as  5,000  individuals,  many  long 
time  seasonals  would  be  deniea  employment  in  1996.  However,  the  point  will  quick- 
ly come  when  parks  cannot  be  kept  open.  When  we  cannot  protect  the  resource  and 
the  safety  of  the  visiting  public  at  any  given  park,  there  will  be  no  choice  but  to 
close. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

The  Senate  Budget  Committee's  assumptions  would  reduce  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  operations  by  $51  million,  or  10  percent,  below  1995.  As  with  NPS  oper- 
ations, this  becomes  a  27  percent  cut  by  2002  as  salaries,  utilities  and  equipment 
costs  increase.  The  Service  will  have  to  close  or  mothball  a  significant  number  of 
National  Wildlife  Refuges,  adversely  impacting  stopover  feedings  and  resting  areas 
for  migratory  waterfowl.  The  first-year  closure  could  range  fi"om  30  to  75  refuges. 
For  the  remaining  refuges,  public  access  and  recreational  activities  will  be  curtailed. 

When  I  appeared  before  this  Subcommittee  last  year,  Senator  Nickles  and  I  had 
a  spirited  colloquy  over  so-called  "secondary"  uses  of  refuges.  Senator  Nickles  was 
quite  concerned  over  potential  restrictions  on  rock  climbing  at  the  Wichita — Moun- 
tains National  Wildlife  Refuge.  The  issue,  then  was  compatibility  with  refuge  pur- 
poses. The  issue  if  the  Budget  Committee's  recommendations  are  adopted  will  be 
dollars.  The  Refuge  System  was  established  to  provide  wildlife  habitat  and,  protec- 
tion. With  limited  dollars,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  not  be  able  to  devote 
as  many  resources  to  secondary  uses  as  it  has  in  the  past. 

PUBLIC  LANDS 

The  Senate  Budget  Committee  recommends  a  10  percent  reduction  in  BLM  oper- 
ational funding.  The  House  Committee  recommends  a  staggering  20  percent  reduc- 
tion. The  House  Committee  states  that  BLM  savings  would  come  from  eliminating 
or  reducing  "low  priority"  items,  such  as  fixed  costs,  administrative  support,  and  in- 
formation systems,  as  well  as  "low  priority"  programs,  such — as  the  Adopt-a-Horse 
program.  In  reality,  buildings,  rents,  telephones,  and  computers  are  essential  tools. 
To  pay  for  them,  BLM  would  have  to  reduce  on-the-ground  services.  BLM  would  be 
forced  to  drastically  scale  back  services  to  a  wide  array  of  public  land  users:  the 
mineral  extraction  industry;  the  livestock  industry;  the  timber  industry;  recreational 
users;  and  hunters  and  anglers;  as  well  as  local,  regional,  and  State  governments. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

Both  the  House  and  Senate  would  abolish  the  NBS  and  cut  biological  science 
funding  by  more  than  one-third.  NBS  was  created  to  remove  biological  science  from 
regulatory  programs.  Its  sole  function  is  to  tell  us  about  our  biological  resources.  It 
doesn't  regulate,  it  doesn't  enforce,  and  it  doesn't  take  actions  against  people  or 
businesses.  Returning  NBS's  programs  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  other 
bureaus  would  be  a  step  backwards  from  assuring  that  our  scientific  research,  espe- 
cially research  related  to  regulatory  policy,  must  be  rigorously  objective  and  impar- 
tial, free  of  any  regulatory  bias  or  preconceptions.  Further,  it  would-negate,  the  ad- 
vantages and  economies  being  realized  through  combining  scientific  assets  and  in- 
formation sharing,  while  forcing  the  Department,  into  a  costly  exercise  to  abolish 
the  NBS.  The  funding  cuts  in  biological  science,  as  described  in  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee reports,  would  target  long-standing  programs  of  great  importance,  some  decades 
old,  including  the  Breeding  Bird  Survey,  the  Federal-State  cooperative  GAP  analysis 
program,  the  Great  Lakes  fish  stock  assessment  program,  and  the  North  American 
bird  banding  programs. 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

The  Senate  Budget  Committee's  report  acknowledges  the  trust  relationship  be- 
tween the  U.S.  Government  and  Indian  tribes  and  states  that  programs  serving  Na- 
tive Americans  through  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  should  be  given  priority  consid- 
eration for  ongoing  Federal  support.  On  this  one  point,  I  agree  with  the  Committee. 
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However,  I  would  be  concerned  if  the  Committee  assumes  that  commitments  to  Na- 
tive Americans  can  be  meet  with  a  budget  frozen  at  current  levels  for  seven  years. 
Given  the  needs  in  Indian  country  and  population  growth  trends  such  an  assump- 
tion would  not  be  realistic. 

The  House  Committee's  recommendation  is  much  more  troubling  and  disturbing. 
The  Committee  proposes  to  "reinvent"  BIA  by  providing,  block  grants  to  tribes, 
"rather  than  engaging  in  the  direct  provision  of  services  or  the  direct  supervision 
of  tribes."  It  is  claimed  that  this  would  save  $1.5  billion  over  seven  years.  The  Ad- 
ministration believes  in  tribal  self-determination.  We  have  proposed  significant  in- 
creases in  the  share  of  the  BIA  budget  that  is  subject  to  tnbal  priority  allocations 
and  we  have  supported  increased  tribal  contracting  and  compacting  of  BIA  pro- 
grams. Block  grants  are  not  self-determination.  They  are  more  akin  to  the  failed 
1950's  policy  of  termination.  The  Self-Determination  and  Self-Governance  programs 
are  collaborative  govemment-to-government  processes  in  which  tribes  and  the  Fed- 
eral government  work  to  shift  responsibility,  and  commensurate  funding,  to  the 
tribes.  The  block  grants  envisioned  by  the  House  Committee  would  shift  responsibil- 
ity, without  even  the  current  level  of  funding,  to  the  tribes.  The  Federal  government 
would  walk,  away  from  its  historic  and  legal  obligations  to  Native  Americans. 

REDUCING  THE  DEFICIT 

I  was  asked  by  a  reporter  the  other  day  whether  I  believed  there  was  a  need  for 
reductions  in  Interior  programs  to  contribute  to  deficit  reduction.  My  answer  is  that 
we  have  worked  hard  to  constrain  spending  and  to  develop  proposals  to  contribute 
responsibly  to  shrinking  the  deficit. 

Our  1996  budget  does  represent  an  increase  over  1995,  but,  in  fact,  it  does  noth- 
ing to  close  the  gap  that  has  developed  over  the  past  decade  and  a  half  For  funds 
subject  to  annual  appropriation  by  the  Congress,  the  1996  budget  for  the  Depart- 
ment seeks  a  net  discretionary  total  of  $7.56  billion.  This  is  a  modest  increase  of 
$215  million,  or  2.9  percent,  over  1995,  but  is  only  $40  million,  or  one  half  of  one 
percent,  more  than  the  amount  provided  for  the  Department  in  1994.  Between  1994 
and  1996,  our  cost  of  doing  business  as  a  result  oi  pay  increases  and  other  uncon- 
trollable changes  will  go  up  by  4.8  percent.  At  Yellowstone  National  Park  this  is 
equivalent  to  losing  the  sedaries  for  23  full-time  staff  members. 

Since  1994,  the  Department  has  made  substantial  progress  towards  reducing  bu- 
reaucracy and  management  layers  and  strengthening  our  on-the-ground  delivery  of 
services.  The  Department  is  already  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  way  to  its  an- 
nounced goal  of  reducing  FTF  by  6,800  by  1999.  Headquarters  staffing  will  have 
been  cut  oy  49  percent  by  1999;  the  number  of  supervisory  personnel  will  be  re- 
duced by  59  percent.  Savings  are  also  being  achieved  through  reengineering  of  ad- 
ministrative processes  in  areas  such  as  personnel,  procurement,  financial  manage- 
ment, and  information  resources  management.  As  a  result  of  these  efforts,  the  De- 
partment's budgets  for  1994.  through  1996  have  reflected  streamlining  reduction 
amounts  and  administrative  savings  totaling  almost  $250  million. 

In  addition  to  streamlining  savings,  the  Department's  1996  budget  reflects  signifi- 
cant programmatic  savings.  The  Bureau  of  Mines  is  proposed  to  be  reduced  to  $133 
million  as  a  result  of  an  internal  Bureau  program  review,  a  reduction  of  22  percent 
from  1994.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  which  is,  of  course,  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  another  Subcommittee,  is  reduced  by  $47  million,  reflecting  its  transition  from 
water  project  construction  to  water  resource  management.  Termination  of  several 
lower  priority  programs  in  the  Office  of  Surface  Mimng,  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  and 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  with  five  year  savings  totaling  almost  $100  million  is  also 
proposed. 

Most  significantly,  as  part  of  the  second  phase  of  the  Administration's  National 
Performance  Review,  we  have  reexamined  all  of  Interior's  activities  to  identify  pro- 
grams and  functions  that  could  be  consolidated,  privatized,  reorganized,  eliminated, 
or  handled  more  efficiently  by  State  governments.  What  we  asked  ourselves  was 
this:  In  order  to  use  limited  dollars  to  support  our  core  missions,  are  there  things 
that  are  not  central  to  our  missions  that  we  can  stop  doing?  Operating  a  National 
Park  System  that  is  reflective  of  the  natural  and  cultural  resources  ot  the  Nation 
and  is  available  to  all  of  the  people  is  something  the  Federal  Government  should 
do;  operating  commuter  parkways  in  the  Washington  metropolitan  area  is  not.  Pre- 
serving the  nationally  significant  values  of  our  public  lands  is  a  Federsd  responsibil- 
ity; collecting  royalties  from  oil  and  gas  companies,  half  which  go  to  the  States  any- 
way, is  something  that  can  be  delegated. 

As  previously  announced,  our  NPR  II  proposal  contains  major  restructuring  rec- 
ommendations, including  abolishing  the  Minerals  Management  Service  and  the  Of- 
fice of  Territorial  and  International  Affairs,  program  terminations  or  devolutions  in 
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several-agencies,  and  significant  revenue  from  the  sale  of  offshore  royalty  streams. 
Savings  will  total  $3.8  billion  in  revenue  and  budget  authority  over  five  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  deficit  reduction  is  critical  to  the  Nation.  But  it  must  be  done  care- 
fully and  thoughtfully.  I  am  no  more  interested  than  any  Member  of  this  Sub- 
committee in  leaving  my  grandchildren  with  huge  interest  payments  on  the  debt. 
But  I  am  also  committed  to  leaving  for  my  grandchildren  an  environment  they  can 
enjoy — one  that  will  not  poison  them.  I  want  to  leave  for  the  American  people  Na- 
tional Parks  that  will  be  a  true  library  of  the  natural  and  cultural  heritage  of  Amer- 
ica; wildlife  refuges  that  teem  with  the  wildlife  that  I  observed  and  enjoyed  as  a 
young  man;  public  lands  that  can  meet  the  economic  and  recreational  needs  of  a 
continually  growing  West;  and  Indian  nations  that  are  once  again  strong  and  self- 
governing  and  able  to  preserve  their  cultural  heritage. 

This  concludes  my  statement.  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may 
have. 


Biographical  Sketch  of  Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt 

Bruce  Babbitt  was  sworn  in  as  47th  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  January  22,  1993. 
Babbitt  was  Governor  of  Arizona  for  nine  years,  1978-1987,  and  Attorney  General 
of  Arizona,  1975-1978.  In  1988  he  was  a  candidate  for  the  Democratic  Party  nomi- 
nation for  President. 

Born  June  27,  1938,  Babbitt  grew  up  in  Flagstaff,  Arizona,  where  his  family  pio- 
neered a  ranching  and  trading  business  in  the  1880's.  After  graduating  from  the 
University  of  Notre  Dame,  where  he  was  Student  Body  President,  he  received  a 
master's  degree  in  geophysics  from  the  University  of  Newcastle  in  England  which 
he  attended  as  a  Marshall  Scholar.  He  graduated  from  Harvard  Law  School  in  1965. 

Babbitt,  who  was  in  the  private  practice  of  law  at  the  time  of  his  nomination  to 
be  Interior  Secretary,  also  was  national  president  of  the  non-partisan,  non-profit 
League  of  Conservation  Voters. 

In  1978  he  served  as  a  member  of  the  Presidential  Commission  to  investigate  the 
nuclear  accident  at  Three  Mile  Island.  He  was  a  founding  member  of  the  Democratic 
Leadership  Council  and  served  as  chairman  of  The  Democratic  Grovernors  Associa- 
tion in  1985.  He  has  been  a  member  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  and  was  a  member  of  the  Council  on  Foreign  Relations,  and  the  Grand 
Canyon  Trust. 

Described  by  the  Almanac,  of  American  Politics  as  one  of  America's  "most  origi- 
nal" governors,  his  advocacy  led  to  passage  of  a  nationally  acclaimed  state  water 
management  code  in  1980,  and  in  1986  of  a  water  quality  act  described  by  the  Los 
Angeles  Times  as  perhaps  "the  nation's  toughest  law  to  protect  underground  water." 

Babbitt's  wife,  Harriet,  also  an  attorney,  has  been  appointed  Ambassador  to  the 
Organization  of  American  States.  They  have  two  children,  Christopher  and  T.J. 

SCIENCE  AGENCIES 

Senator  GORTON.  Senator  Stevens. 

Senator  STEVENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  only  have  one  question  of  the 
Secretary  at  this  time.  I  may  want  to  submit  some  others  if  I  could. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  understand  that  we  have  sort  of  a  difference  of 
agreement  about  where  cuts  should  be  applied  and  the  functions  of 
Interior. 

You  have  indicated  a  dissatisfaction  with  the  congressional  re- 
ception to  the  National  Biological  Service,  and  we  have  been  criti- 
cal of  the  administration's  proposed  reduction  in  the  Bureau  of 
Mines  and  U.S.  Geological  Survey. 

Is  there  not  some  way  we  can  balance  off  the  Biological  Survey 
increase  against  the  decrease  in  the  old  line  functions  of  Interior 
and  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geological  Survey? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  think  it  is  a  critically  important 
issue  to  have  a  discussion  about.  I  was  thinking  as  you  mentioned 
my  decision  on  Glacier  Bay,  it  is  a  nice  illustration  of  the  impor- 
tance of  science  because  the  dispute  about  Glacier  Bay  had  turned 
into  an  ideological  war,  as  you  well  know.  And  what  provided  me 
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the  space  in  which  to  make  that  decision  was  a  biological  opinion 
from  National  Marine  Fisheries,  as  you  well  know,  which  laid  out 
in  convincing  fashion  the  studies  with  respect  to  impacts  upon  the 
whale  migrations  and  other  issues. 

With  that  biological  opinion  I  had  the  space  to  turn  to  the  na- 
tional constituency  of  the  parks  and  say  this  is  not  about  good 
science,  it  is  about  visitor  policy.  And  I  come  down  on  the  side  of 
the  Alaska  delegation  because  I  have  scientific  proof  that  it  will  not 
impair  the  park  resource. 

Now,  with  that  digression,  let  me  say  what  you  have  heard  many 
times.  I  feel  very  strongly  about  the  importance  of  science  in  this 
Department. 

What  we  have  are  functions  which  have  grown  up  across  the  last 
100  years,  each  reflecting  a  particular  circumstance.  Major  Powell 
returns  in  glory  to  establish  the  Geological  Survey. 

Then  at  the  turn  of  the  century  we  have  these  incredible  mine 
disasters  in  Pennsylvania  and  West  Virginia,  directly  prompting 
the  establishment  of  the  Bureau  of  Mines.  We  have  the  growth  of 
many  biological  pieces,  each  reflecting  particular  events  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  land  management  agencies. 

Now,  as  I  have  said  on  many  occasions,  I  am  not  wedded  to  that 
organization  chart  with  those  three  science  agencies.  I  would  hap- 
pily join  a  discussion  premised  only  on  a  couple  of  things,  the  im- 
portance of  science  and  the  need  to  have  comprehensive  science 
cast  as  broadly  as  we  can  and  the  importance  of  getting  the  science 
away  from  the  regulators,  I  have  talked  with  you  about  that  before. 
I  think  it  is  critically  important,  whether  it  is  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act  or  whatever,  that  we  have  the  scientific  research  done 
independently  of  the  inevitable  mindset  of  the  people  who  write  the 
regulations.  With  that,  I  would  be  happy  to  revisit  that  issue  any 
day. 

Senator  Stevens.  Well,  I  would  like  to  see  if  we  could  get  such 
a  discussion  going.  My  experience  in  Interior,  of  course,  as  you  re- 
call, goes  back  to  the  Eisenhower  administration. 

And  I  still  feel  deeply  committed  to  the  Geological  Survey  as  one 
of  our  basic  scientific  organizations  in  the  country. 

The  Bureau  of  Mines  is  essential  to  our  State  and  to  many  of  the 
States  that  have  mining  potential,  is  essential,  primarily  because 
they  have  to  review,  under  the  law,  the  proposed  patents,  or  the 
work  that  has  been  done  by  miners. 

And  if  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  or  the  Bureau  of  Mines  are 
taken  from  my  State  as  the  Interior  Department  proposes,  we  will 
be  back  in  the  dark  ages  as  far  as  those  two  basic  functions  are 
concerned. 

Maybe  we  can  find  a  way  to  contract  that  out.  I  am  looking  at 
that  too,  Mr.  Secretary.  Public  Law  93-638  has  worked  very  well 
in  terms  of  contracting  out  to  the  Indian  people  or  native  people 
some  management  functions  which  were  very  expensive  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  continue,  and  yet  we  have  been  able  to 
handle  those  functions  without  the  increase  in  cost  that  the  rest  of 
the  Government  has  incurred. 

I  do  think  we  might  look  at  contracting  out  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  and  Bureau  of  Mines  functions  that  are  mandated  by  law 
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in  areas  where  you  want  to  reduce  the  number  of  people  who  are 
full-time  employees  in  the  Department. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  time  for  a  dialog  of  what  is  going 
to  happen  to  what  I  call  the  old  line  functions  of  Interior  as  these 
reorganizations  take  place  and  reductions  in  the  overall  strength  of 
Interior  go  on  at  the  same  time. 

I  would  hope  we  could  have  that  kind  of  a  dialog.  I  see  my  friend 
Senator  Reid  is  here.  We  have  a  Western  caucus.  Maybe  we  could 
have  a  retreat  sometime  with  your  people  and  see  if  we  could  work 
out  a  mutually  acceptable  approach  before  we  get  into  a  fight  like 
we  got  into  on  grazing.  I  do  not  think  that  did  anyone  any  good. 

I  do  believe  we  could  come  to  a  conclusion  if  we  took  the  time 
and  worked  out  an  approach.  As  we  all  know,  the  funds  are  going 
to  decrease,  and  the  question  is,  how  do  these  functions  survive. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Gk)RTON.  Senator  Byrd. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  PROCEDURES 

Senator  Byrd.  Mr.  Chairman,  how  do  you  wish  to  proceed? 

Senator  CjORTON.  I  am  going  to  save  my  questions  for  last.  I  want 
other  members  who  are  here  to  ask  questions,  and  I  am  going  to 
stay  all  day  to  have  that  opportunity.  I  am  just  going  to  follow  in 
the  order  that  people  showed  up  for  the  meeting. 

Senator  Byrd.  Thank  you.  Do  we  have  a  time  limit? 

Senator  GrORTON.  We  do  not  have  a  time  limit. 

Senator  Byrd.  Thank  you. 

CORRIDOR  H  HIGHWAY  PROJECT 

Mr.  Secretary,  last  month  I  wrote  to  you  regarding  the  comments 
submitted  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  with  respect  to  the 
corridor  H  highway  project  in  West  Virginia.  In  its  response,  the 
Department  indicated  that  the  process  of  addressing  the  mitigation 
concerns  is  an  ongoing  one.  What  can  you  tell  the  subcommittee 
about  this  process? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  think  the  most  important  thing 
with  respect  to  that  project  proposal  and  our  response  is  to  under- 
line that  on  the  current  state  of  facts,  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior has  no  regulatory  jurisdiction  of  any  kind  with  respect  to  that 
project. 

The  letter  that  has  been  circulated  responds  to  a  CEQ  regulation 
which  asks  resource  agencies  to  respond  to  specific  categories  of 
proposals.  So  without  in  any  way  denigrating  the  work  of  my  sub- 
ordinates, I  would  emphasize  to  you  that  it  has  no  binding  or  regu- 
latory effect. 

Senator  Byrd.  Does  the  Department  continue  to  meet  with  the 
other  parties  to  resolve  the  outstanding  issues? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  believe  that  under  the  CEQ  guide- 
lines that  is  correct,  that  to  the  extent  that  we  can  provide  useful 
advice  to  the  other  agencies  in  terms  of  mitigation,  we  are  expected 
to  do  so. 

Senator  Byrd.  Does  the  Department  anticipate  being  able  to  re- 
solve the  mitigation  issues  in  a  satisfactory  fashion? 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  again  with  the  caveat  that  we  do  not 
resolve  those  issues,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  advice  that  we 
have  rendered  does  suggest  mitigation  alternatives  on  the  disposal 
of  cut  and  fill  and  some  of  the  other  issues  that  have  been  raised. 

And  I  would  expect  that  we  can  be  a  positive  force  in  working 
out  a  solution. 

Senator  Byrd.  So  that  the  record  is  clear,  what  your  remarks  in- 
dicate in  the  Department's  letter  is  that  the  Department  has  not 
reached  a  final  decision  about  corridor  H  yet. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  again,  it  is  not  our  place  to  reach  a 
decision.  What  we  are  doing  is,  as  I  understand  it,  dealing  with 
some  of  these  cut  and  fill  issues  and  some  of  the  potential  drainage 
issues,  including  the  possibility  of  acid  ground  water  drainage  from 
some  of  the  alignment  issues.  But  it  is  purely  advice  and  I  hope 
we  give  constructive  advice. 

Senator  Byrd.  You  have  already  answered  my  other  questions  on 
this  subject.  It  is  clear  then  that  the  Interior  Department  does  not 
have  the  responsibility  for  final  approval  of  the  project. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  That  is  correct;  that  is  my  understanding. 

Senator  Byrd.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert 
in  the  record  a  copy  of  the  response  to  my  May  4  letter,  together 
with  the  May  4  letter. 

Senator  GORTON.  They  will  be  both  included  in  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 


i 


am 
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LETTER  FROM  SENATOR  ROBERT  C.  BYRD 

The  Honorable  Bruce  Babbitt 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  "^V  ^'  1595 

1849  C  Street,  Northwest 

Washington,  D.C.   20240 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

I  am  writing  to  you  in  response  to  comments  provided  by  t^e 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  the  supplemental  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  prepared  by  the  West 
Virginia  Division  of  Highways  regarding  the  Corridor  H  highway 
project.   As  you  may  be  aware,  I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  the 
Corridor  H  project,  and  am  interested  in  seeing  that  tho 
necessary  compliances  and  reviews  be  completed  as  expeditiously 
as  possible  in  order  for  construction  to  proceed. 

My  particular  concern  involves  the  characterization  of  the 
Interior  Department's  position  relative  to  Corridor  H.   I  ' 
enclosing  a  copy  of  an  article  that  appeared  in  the  rha_r  leston 
Gazette  on  May  1,  1995.   This  headline  accompanying  thi.'' 
article  reads  "Interior  Department  opposes  Corridor  H  project". 
Because  I  believe  the  article  may  overstate  the  position  of  th<: 
Interior  Department,  I  seek  your  clarification  of  the  followinij 
points : 

1.  Has  the  Department  stated  unequivocally  that  tho 
project  should  not  be  built?   Is  it  possible  th.it  the 
Interior  Department  would  provide  its  approval  If  the 
West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways  is  able  to 
resolve  the  identified  concerns  in  a  satisfactory 
manner  when  the  final  EIS  is  released,  or  durin']  the 
course  of  construction  of  Corridor  H?   Pursuant  to  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  is  the  Department 
required  to  provide  comments  on  a  final  EIS  if  the 
concerns  raised  in  conjunction  with  the  draft  Et5  are 
addressed  satisfactorily? 

2.  What  is  the  basis  for  the  Department's  characterization 
of  the  projected  economic  benefits  of  Corridor  H  as 
"inaccurate"?   What  analytical  review  did  the 
Department  conduct  of  the  economic  models  provided  in 
the  supplemental  draft  EIS?   Is  it  normally  the 
practice  for  the  Interior  Department  to  review  aspects 
of  other  agencies'  work  that  is  outside  the  particular 
expertise  of  the  Department? 

3.  What  further  actions  are  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
taking  to  assist  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  and 
the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways  as  they  seek 
to  address  the  needs  for  mitigation  and  other  concerns 
identified  by  the  Department? 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  am  very  concerned  about  suggestions  that  the 
Department  has  reached  a  final  conclusion  regarding  the 
Corridor  H  project.   Any  assistance  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  can  provide  clarifying  its  role  in  the  review  process 
pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  would  be 
appreciated.   I  recognize  fully  that  there  are  environmental 
issues  that  will  have  to  be  addressed  during  construction  of 
Corridor  H,  as  there  are  with  any  other  roadway.   I  look 
forward  to  your  response  clarifying  the  position  of  the 
Interior  Department  in  this  regard. 

With  kind  regards,  I  am 

rely  yours. 
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LETTER  FROM  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Honorable    Robert    C.    Byrd 

Unites    States    Senate 

Washington,    D.C.       2C510-6025  JllfJ  r- 

Dear  Senator  Byrd:  '^ 

Secretary  Babbitt  has  asked  me  to  respond  to  your  May  4,  1995, 
letter  regarding  the  Appalachian  Corridor  H  Highway  Project, 
clarification  for  the  three  specific  areas  of  your  concern  are 
provided  in  the  paragraphs  below. 

1 .  Has  the  Department  stated  unequivocally  that  the 
project  should  not  be  built? 

No.   Although  the  Department's  April  13,  1995,  letter 
(copy  enclosed)  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration 
is  long,  and  many  concerns  have  been  discussed,  the 
thrust  of  cur  comments  should  not  be  construed  as  a 
final  conclusion  of  opposition.   In  fact,  the 
penultiriate  paragraph  of  the  letter  states  that  our 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  continues  to  work  with  the 
Federal  and  State  highway  agencies  to  resolve  our 
differences.   Meetings  amongst  these  parties  have 
occurred  on  March  13,  April  10,  and  May  9  and  10,  1995. 

Is  it  possible  that  the  Interior  Department  v/ould 
provide  its  approval  if  the  West  Virginia  Department  of 
Highways  is  able  to  resolve  the  identified  concerns,  in 
a  satisfactory  manner  when  the  final  EIS  is  released? 

Yes,  concurrence  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  can 
be  achieved  if  the  identified  concerns  are  resolved. 
However,  the  final  approval  for  the  project  rests  with 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  and  the  West 
Virginia  Department  of  Transportation. 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  is 
the  Department  required  to  provide  comments  on  a  final 
EIS  if  the  concerns  raised  in  coniuncti  i:.  vich  the 
draft  EIS  are  addressed  satisfactorily? 

No,  we  are  not  reguired  to  do  so  and  generally  do  not 
comment  on  a  final  unless  our  jurisdictional  concerns 
are  still  at  issue. 

2 .  What  is  the  basis  for  the  Department's  characterization 
of  the  projected  economic  benefits  of  Corridor  H  as 
"inaccurate"? 

In  that  same  paragraph  of  our  letter  we  have  indicated  an 
apparent  concern  that  the  projected  economic  benefits  may  be 
inaccurate  and  cited  studies  which  raise  similar  concerns. 
Given  the  potential  for  adverse  environmental  impact  in  this 
situation,  we  believe  that  mitigation-  for  those  impacts  will 
have  an  indirect  bearing  on  the  project  economics  so  that 
the  envircnmental  analysis  in  the  document  should  be  based 
on  the  most  accurate  economic  analysis  possible  including 
the  costs  of  mitigation. 

Is  it  normally  the  practice  for  the  Interior  Department  to 
review  aspects  of  other  agencies'  work  that  is  outside  the 
particular  expertise  of  the  Department? 

No.  We  take  care  to  stay  wirhin  our  areas  of  jurisdiction 
and  special  expertise,  which  is  collectively  identified  in 
this  Department  as  natural  and  cultural  resources 
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managenent.   However,  The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
Regulations  (Section  1508.8)  define  "effects"  as  being 
synonyrnous  to  "impacts"  and  to  include:   ecological, 
aesthS'tic,  historic,  cultural,  economic,  social,  or  health 
effects.   Any  comments  we  make  on  economics  are  generally  in 
reference  to  natural  resource  impacts  (both  direct  and 
indirect)  and  mitigation  costs  involved  in  protecting 
natural  resources. 

3 .    V^'hat  further  actions  are  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
taking  to  assist  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  and 
the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways  as  they  seek 
to  address  the  needs  for  mitigation  and  other  concerns 
identified  by  the  Department? 

The  last  page  of  our  letter  depicts  the  direction  of 
future  meetings  towards  conflict  resolution.   A  meeting 
was  held  on  May  22  to  discuss  unresolved  issues. 
Participants  were  the  KVDOT,  vrv  Department  of  Natural 
Resources,  WV  Department  of  Environmental  Protection, 
FHWA  and  FWS.   As  a  result  of  this  meeting,  we 
understand  that  WVDOT  plans  to  re-examine  the  economic 
portions  of  the  document  (please  see  question  2, 
above).   A  second  meeting  was  held  on  May  25,  1995, 
which  involved  only  the  WVDNB,  WVDOT,  and  the  FWS  in 
further  mitigation  discussions. 

We  hope  this  letter  clarifies  the  Department's  position  with 

respect  to  its  role  in  compliance  with  the  National  Frvironmental 

Policy  Act  for  this  project.   If  you  have  any  further  questions, 

please  feel  free  *•©  contact  me. 

Regards, 


/ 

Bonnie  R.  Cohen 

Assistant  secretary 

Policy,  .Managem.ent  and  Budget 

NATIONAL  TRAINING  AND  EDUCATION  CENTER 

Senator  Byrd.  The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  includes  $28  million 
to  complete  the  construction  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Services  Edu- 
cation and  Training  Facility  near  Shepherdstown,  WV. 

Is  the  funding  that  is  requested  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget 
necessary  to  complete  the  instruction  and  equipping  of  the  facility 
as  designed? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  yes,  it  is. 

Senator  Byrd.  What  would  happen  if  the  Congress  failed  to  ap- 
propriate the  amount  requested  in  the  budget?  Would  the  govern- 
ment be  liable  in  any  form  to  the  contractor? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  There  are  contracts  outstanding  for  the  large 
balance  of  the  remaining  work.  There  would  be  penalties  for  the 
cancellation  of  those  contracts. 

It  is  our  judgment  that  canceling  the  contracts  would  be  an  inef- 
ficient way  of  meeting  budget  guidelines  because  the  building  is 
there,  it  is  now  one  step  from  completion.  But  to  cancel  the  con- 
tracts, I  had  some  estimates  done,  I  think  we  would  probably  have 
penalties  of  several  million  dollars,  say  $3,  $4,  $5  million,  or  more. 
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Senator  Byrd.  Some  may  think  that  the  final  increment  of  fund- 
ing could  be  phased.  What  would  be  the  effect  if  this  full  amount 
were  not  provided  in  fiscal  year  1996? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  am  not  certain  that  I  can  answer 
that,  because  I  do  not  have  a  handle  on  the  provisions  in  the  con- 
struction contracts.  I  can  certainly  provide  you  a  written  answer  to 
that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

National  Education  and  Training  Center 

The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request  for  the  Fish  and  Wildhfe  Service  includes  $28 
million  to  complete  construction  of  the  National  Education  and  Training  Center 
(NETC).  The  components  of  this  funding  request  includes  approximately  $16  million 
to  liquidate  the  construction  contract,  $4  million  for  the  third  dormitory,  and  $8  mil- 
lion for  outfittings  and  furnishings. 

The  Service  has  contracted  for  the  full  scope  of  construction  of  the  NETC.  It  esti- 
mates that  the  total  cost  of  not  fulfilling  the  current  contract  and  delaying  construc- 
tion of  the  facility  is  estimated  at  $60  million.  This  estimate  includes  the  costs  de- 
scribed below: 
— Possibility  of  major  claims  by  the  contractor  estimated  to  be  in  the  range  of  $5 
to  $7  million.  If  fiscal  year  1996  funds  are  not  provided,  the  facility  would  be 
partially  constructed  and  unusable. 
— To  complete  the  facility  at  a  later  date,  under  a  separate  contract,  the  govern- 
ment would  incur  costs  of  $28  million,  as  described  above,  plus  an  estimated 
$25  million  for  redesign  and  development  of  specifications,  contingencies,  esca- 
lation, and  rehabilitation  of  a  partially-built  structure. 

TRAINING  CENTER  FUNDING 

Senator  Byrd.  In  fiscal  year  1996  funding  for  the  training  center 
is  requested  at  a  level  of  $6.9  million.  In  the  operations  plan  devel- 
oped last  year,  however,  the  fiscal  year  1996  needs  were  identified 
to  be  $8.9  miUion. 

If  the  full  amount  identified  in  the  operating  plan  is  not  provided 
this  year,  what  consequence  will  this  have  on  the  opening  of  the 
facility  when  construction  is  completed? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  we  have  reduced  those  operating  es- 
timates, obviously,  as  a  part  of  an  across-the-board  effort  to 
squeeze  everything  possible  in  every  agency  budget. 

Without  the  operating  funds  we  do  not  get  the  use  of  the  facility. 
It  would  stand  there  until  such  time  as  we  had  operating  funds. 

Senator  Byrd.  What  efforts  are  underway  within  the  Department 
to  allow  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  this  facility  to  serve  as 
the  lead  training  organization  for  the  Department? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  it  has  been  the  assumption  in  our 
operating  plan  that  when  the  facility  is  finished  and  the  operating 
moneys  are  available  that  it  will  be  put  to  that  use. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

Senator  Byrd.  In  respect  of  the  National  Biological  Service,  both 
budget  resolutions  propose  a  termination  of  the  National  Biological 
Service  with  the  presumption  that  some  of  the  functions  would  be 
transferred  to  other  parts  of  the  Department. 

What  does  the  National  Biological  Service  do  in  terms  of  its 
science  that  was  not  conducted  previously  when  the  biological  re- 
search was  diffused  throughout  the  Department? 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  would  hope  that  what  we  are  doing 
is  better  science.  Now,  in  terms  of  what  kind  of  science,  we  are 
doing  essentially  the  same  kinds  of  things.  In  Louisiana,  for  exam- 
ple, doing  wetlands  research  in  the  coastal  wetlands,  looking  at  the 
restoration  of  the  hardwood  forests  in  the  delta  areas  of  the  South, 
and  looking  at  migratory  bird  research  at  the  La  Crosse  Laboratory 
in  Wisconsin. 

We  are  basically  doing  traditional  work  that  relates  to  diseases 
in  migratory  waterfowl.  It  supports  much  of  the  work  under  the 
International  Waterfowl  Treaties  at  Pautuxent. 

We  are  doing  work  which  relates  to  all  kinds  of  traditional  func- 
tions, the  reintroduction  of  the  whooping  crane  in  Texas,  a  whole 
variety  of  functions.  The  cooperative  research  programs  have  been 
on  the  books  since  the  1930's.  They  are  being  administered  by  this 
agency. 

Senator  Byrd.  As  budgets  become  tighter,  the  need  to  assure 
that  duplication  and  inefficiency  are  eliminated  is  paramount.  How 
does  the  consolidation  of  the  biological  research  into  the  NBS  help 
in  this  regard? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  think  there  are  two  important 
things.  One  is  we  are  getting  more  research  money  for  our  dollar 
because  we  have  biologists  with  consolidated  research  agendas  that 
apply  to  the  entire  land  base  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior: 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Park  Service,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management;  and  to  some  degree  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 
And  we  are  obviously  casting  a  much  wider  net. 

The  other  issue  that  I  previously  referred  to  is  the  ability  to 
move  the  research  back  from  being  mixed  up  in  regulatory  deci- 
sions, which  I  think  is  now  taking  place. 

The  Biological  Service  has  been  a  real  help  in  rendering  inde- 
pendent opinions  on  some  of  these  endangered  species  issues,  as 
one  example.  Another  example  of  that  kind  of  separation  is  the 
Alaska  issue  that  I  talked  about  earlier. 

Senator  Byrd.  Are  there  costs  that  the  Department  would  have 
to  incur  to  redistribute  the  NBS's  functions  back  to  the  land  agen- 
cies? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  The  answer  is  yes.  The  disaggregation  would 
not  only  have  long-term  continuing  inefficiency,  but  we  would  have 
to  go  back  and  pull  it  all  apart,  and  send  people  back  to  constituent 
agencies. 

Whatever  the  proper  configuration  of  this  function,  I  think  that 
the  one  thing  that  is  least  desirable  is  simply  fragmenting  it  back 
into  the  hands  of  regulators  and  managers  and  all  of  the  constitu- 
ent agencies. 

Senator  Byrd.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  am  advised  of  one  technical,  yet 
very  important,  consideration.  In  redistributing  the  functions  of  the 
National  Biological  Service  are  the  differences  in  outlay  rates 
among  the  various  accounts  that  would  be  affected. 

Because  of  these  differences,  it  may  end  up  that  for  every  $2 
transferred  out  of  the  NBS,  only  $1  can  be  spent  in  order  to  main- 
tain outlay  neutrality.  Thus,  a  perceived  organization  change  could 
really  result  in  cuts  of  up  to  50  percent  in  the  scientific  research 
being  conducted  by  the  department. 
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If  a  core  level  of  science  is  to  be  maintained  and  these  functions 
are  transferred  back  to  the  main  accounts  of  the  Park  Service  and 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  what  effect  would  this  have  on  the 
operations  of  these  agencies? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  Senator,  you  obviously  know  more 
about  that  issue  than  I  do  by  a  large  factor.  But  I  think  it  clearly 
illustrates  the  problems. 

I  think  the  House  proposal  to  cut  the  agency  is  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  30,  40,  50  percent.  You  stack  this  on  and  you  have  elimi- 
nated the  functions,  or  come  very  close  to  it. 

MAINTENANCE  BACKLOG 

Senator  Byrd.  You  have  described  to  the  subcommittee  what  will 
be  the  results  of  either  of  the  two  budgets  that  have  been  passed 
in  terms  of  FTE's. 

I  am  not  sure  that  you  have  touched  upon  the  repair  and  mainte- 
nance backlogs  that  have  built  up  over  the  past  few  years.  If  I  am 
correct  on  that,  would  you  care  to  comment? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  there  are  a  variety  of  assumptions 
made  about  assets,  particularly  in  the  House  budget  resolution. 
There  are  a  number  of  issues. 

One  is  land  acquisition,  which  is  a  major  issue.  A  second  one  is 
new  construction.  The  third  one  is  maintenance. 

Now,  the  House  resolution  proposes,  as  I  recall,  a  50-percent  cut 
in  the  construction  and  maintenance  function.  All  you  have  to  do 
is  go  out  to  a  national  park  to  look  at  the  implications  of  that. 

Our  maintenance  and  construction  backlog  is  up  400  percent  in 
the  last  6  or  8  years,  from  about  $800  million  to  about  $3  billion. 
It  is  very  real. 

Senator  Byrd.  Thank  you,  Mr,  Secretary. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  some  other  questions  I  will  submit,  but  I 
do  not  wish  to  impose  further  on  your  generosity  and  that  of  our 
colleagues.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Reid,  you  were  here  next. 

Senator  Reid.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  very  much. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  offered  an  amendment  last  week  when  we  were 
in  session  when  the  budget  was  being  debated,  to  take  $1  billion 
dollars  from  the  so-called  savings  or  the  tax-cut  money  that  was  in 
our  Senate  budget,  take  $1  billion  of  the  $170  billion  and  put  it  to- 
ward the  backlog  of  maintenance  and  repairs  that  need  to  be  done 
in  our  park  system,  which  is  about  one-half  of  what  is  needed. 

PARK  visitation 

The  reason  I  say  this  is  to  lay  groundwork  for  my  question,  and 
that  is,  do  you  have  research  or  surveys  of  park  visitors?  That  is, 
who  uses  our  parks  across  the  country? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  it  is  a  fascinating  question,  because 
it  varies  enormously  with  what  kind  of  park  and  where  is  it.  A  sur- 
vey about  the  use,  for  example,  of  Blue  Ridge  National  Park,  the 
most  visited  park  in  the  system 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  would  interrupt  you  there  and  say 
in  my  opinion  it  is  not  the  most  visited,  because  a  lot  of  people  are 
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just  driving  through  there.  I  think  the  most  visited  place  is  Lake 
Mead,  [Laughter.] 

But  I  think  there  is  some  argument  for  that,  9.9  milUon  people 
visited  that  little  facility  last  year,  and  they  have  to  be  going  to 
Lake  Mead.  They  can  be  going  no  place  else. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  That  or  just  driving  their  boats.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Reid.  An3rway,  I  am  sorry  to  interrupt  you. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  The  diversity  of  the  visitorship  is  a  great 
point.  Blue  Ridge,  those  numbers  are  racked  up  by  day  use  essen- 
tially from  the  Tidewater  areas  and  the  Piedmont  areas.  Lake 
Mead  is  as  you  describe. 

If  you  go  to  Grand  Canyon  you  would,  I  believe,  see  the  most 
international  visitor  base  in  the  whole  system.  Alaska  parks  would 
be,  I  think,  a  close  second. 

If  you  look  at  Gateway  in  New  York  City,  the  visitor  base  there 
is  20  million  people  who  live  in  the  greater  New  York  City  metro- 
politan area.  And  they  are  all  important  user  bases  in  my  judg- 
ment. 

Senator  Reid.  There  are,  Mr.  Secretary,  people  who  spend  their 
vacations  going  to  national  parks;  is  that  not  true? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Certainly.  I  am  among  them. 

Senator  Reid.  And  it  is  fair  to  say  that  a  lot  of  people  who  are 
going,  in  fact  the  majority  of  the  people  who  are  going  to  the  na- 
tional parks  do  it  because  it  is  cheap,  is  that  not  right,  inexpen- 
sive? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  think  there  is  more  to  it  than  that. 

Senator  Reid.  Is  that  not  one  reason  you  go,  it  is  cheaper? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Sure,  it  is  a  factor.  The  bottom  line  is,  it  costs 
less  to  drive  a  car  into  Yellowstone  Park  today  than  it  did  in  1920. 
In  1920  it  was  $20  a  car;  it  is  $15  today. 

You  can  go  to  the  Grand  Canyon  for  less  than  it  costs  to  buy  a 
video  of  the  Grand  Canyon  and  put  it  in  your  television  set. 

Senator  Reid.  The  point  I  am  making  is  that  our  parks  are  used 
by  everybody.  They  are  not  for  the  elite  of  this  country,  are  they? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  No;  absolutely  not.  Absolutely  not. 

grand  canyon  nattonal  park 

Senator  Reid.  Working  men  and  women  can  afford  to  go  to  our 
park  system.  College  students  go  to  our  park  system. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  was  in  Grand  Canyon.  I  had  never  been  there 
other  than  a  normal  visit  to  spend  a  half-hour  as  you  drive 
through,  but  I  spent  a  couple  of  days  with  the  Superintendent  of 
the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  and  the  Superintendent  of  Lake 
Mead  Recreation  Area  and  spent  some  time  on  the  water. 

Now,  that  fragile  corridor  has  22,000  people  each  year  that  go 
through  it.  And  that  corridor  is  cleaner  than  this  room.  They  refer 
to  the  corridor  of  microtrash.  I  mean,  they  will  not  allow  anything 
to  be  left  on  the  ground  there. 

Their  concern,  of  course,  is  that  if  there  is  any  cutbacks  at  all 
in  the  number  of  people — they  are  working  on  shoestrings  now, 
people  working  overtime — that  they  simply  cannot  meet  the  needs 
of  the  American  people  and  are  going  to  have  to  start  shutting 
down  parts  of  Grand  Canyon.  You  have  heard  that,  have  you  not? 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  it  is  true.  It  is  beyond  just  resource  pro- 
tection. There  is  the  basic  issue  of  safety  and  security  which  is,  in 
the  area  you  described,  the  Grand  Canyon,  a  major  issue,  for  exam- 
ple. 

Senator  Reid.  And  if  there  were  ever  a  place  where  you  needed 
park  rangers,  it  is  that  place.  To  walk  down  there  is  dangerous. 

To  walk  out  of  there  is  dangerous.  You  need  people  to  make  sure 
that  you  can  get  out.  Some  people  do  too  much.  It  is  a  very  dan- 
gerous area. 

And  then  if  you  go  beyond  what  you  see  as  a  tourist  and  under- 
stand where  the  park  rangers  are  living,  a  number  of  them,  a  sig- 
nificant number  of  them,  Mr.  Secretary,  are  living  in  surplus  facili- 
ties from  the  construction  of  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

That  is,  when  they  constructed  Glen  Canyon  Dam  they  had  little 
huts  that  they  lived  in.  And  when  Glen  Canyon  Dam  was  com- 
pleted, they  took  these  little  facilities  and  park  rangers  started  liv- 
ing in  them  on  a  temporary  basis  25  years  ago.  And  they  are  still 
living  in  them.  Are  you  aware  of  that? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  In  Yellowstone  there  are  people  living  in 
what  are  known  as  Quonset  huts  from  World  War  II.  In  Isle  Royal 
there  are  people  living  in  tents. 

LAKE  MEAD  NATIONAL  RECREATION  AREA 

Senator  Reid.  And  if  you  look  at  Lake  Mead,  we  have  a  water 
system  that  people  cannot  drink  the  water.  Are  you  aware  of  that? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  am. 

Senator  Reid.  We  had  a  hearing  a  couple  of  weeks  ago  where  the 
park  Director  said  under  present  budgeting,  to  replace  that  water 
system  it  would  take  a  decade.  Are  you  aware  of  that? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  am. 

bureau  of  LAND  MANAGEMENT  IN  NEVADA 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Secretary,  you  have  only  talked  about  some  of 
the  things  that  affect  the  State  of  Nevada  and  our  park  system 
generally. 

We  have  in  Nevada  the  largest  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
area  in  the  entire  United  States;  87  percent  of  the  State  of  Nevada 
is  federally  owned  and  managed.  The  BLM  in  Nevada  is  already 
understaffed,  would  you  acknowledge  that? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  believe  that  is  the  case,  yes. 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  unique  programs  in  Nevada.  We  have 
most  of  the  wild  horses  in  the  United  States  in  Nevada.  Now,  are 
you  going  to  be  able  to  continue  to  manage  that  program  with 
these  cutbacks? 

I  guess  the  point  is,  what  becomes  more  important,  horses  or 
people  or  trails?  How  do  you  make  those  decisions?  Wild  burros — 
who  makes  the  decision  what  we  are  going  to  do? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  I  can  give  you  only  some  general  guide- 
lines. It  seems  to  me  that  the  land  management  statutes  make  it 
clear  that  our  first  task  is  to  protect  the  resource  base. 

That  has  lots  of  implications.  Beyond  that,  we  have  a  multiple- 
use  mandate  which  says  that  we  ought  to  make  those  lands  avail- 
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able  for  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  as  many  different  groups  of  peo- 
ple as  possible. 

The  land  management  function  has  been  increasingly  people-in- 
tensive for  reasons  that  you  well  know  in  Nevada.  The  BLM  lands 
now  include  a  lot  of  really  popular  places.  Red  Rocks  is  a  nice  ex- 
ample. There  are  many,  many  other  ones. 

In  a  way,  BLM  is  increasingly  taking  on  the  kinds  of  functions 
that  we  used  to  attribute  to  the  National  Park  Service.  And  the 
reason  for  that  is  because  there  is  enormous  demand  for  the  uses 
of  those  lands. 

Have  a  look  at  southern  Utah,  the  area  around  Moab  and  some 
of  that  area.  It  has  become  in  many  of  those  areas  sort  of  a  large 
borderless  recreation  area  that  requires  resources  to  manage. 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Secretary,  in  fact,  following  up  on  your  an- 
swer, the  State  of  Nevada  had  two  main  interests  until  20  years 
ago,  and  that  was  mining  and  grazing;  is  that  right? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  will  take  your  word  for  that. 

MULTIPLE  USE  OF  FEDERAL  LANDS 

Senator  Reid.  I  know  that  you  do  not  talk  much  about  grazing 
and  mining,  but  let  us  talk  for  a  while  this  morning.  There  are 
competing  interests,  are  there  not,  for  those  lands  that  used  to  be 
only  used  for  grazing? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Absolutely. 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  now  in  Las  Vegas  and  Reno  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  people  now  who  want  to  do  off-road  vehicle  sightsee- 
ing; is  that  true? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  True. 

Senator  Reid.  We  have  people  who  want  to  go  backpacking;  is 
that  true? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  True. 

Senator  Reid.  People  who  want  to  go  snowmobiling,  cross-coun- 
try skiing,  hunting,  fishing.  My  point  is  there  is  a  lot  of  demand 
for  those  lands  that  we  did  not  have  a  few  years  ago;  is  that  not 
true? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  The  most  spectacular  example  of  that  is  Yel- 
lowstone National  Park.  Within  my  lifetime  they  locked  the  gates 
in  September  and  did  not  open  them  until  June. 

You  go  up  to  Yellowstone  in  January  now  and  you  would  think 
it  was  the  middle  of  July.  And  that  is  happening  all  over  the  coun- 
try. 

Senator  Reid.  But  the  point  is,  you  cannot  lock  the  gates  in  Ne- 
vada, there  are  no  gates  to  lock.  And  somebody  needs  to  be  out 
checking  on  the  land.  For  example.  Lake  Mead. 

You  do  not  find  many  places  that  are  a  24-hour  recreation  area, 
where  a  shift  gets  off  at  11  o'clock  and  people  decide  to  go  to  the 
lake,  so  they  have  big  parties  at  the  lake  at  midnight,  2  o'clock  in 
the  morning.  There  are  not  many  places  like  that. 

And  you  are  called  upon,  is  it  not  true,  even  though  we  have  had 
the  largest  growth  in  the  history  of  the  country  over  the  last  10 
years  in  the  southern  Nevada  area,  you  basically  have  had  signifi- 
cantly small  increases  in  the  number  of  personnel  to  manage  that 
land;  is  that  not  true? 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  specifically,  visitor  days  for  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  have  doubled  since  1980.  If  you  look  at  the 
operating  budget  of  the  BLM  across  the  time  that  the  visitation 
has  doubled,  I  do  not  have  it  at  my  fingertips,  but  I  would  guess 
that  in  terms  of  the  number  of  people,  it  has  been  just  about  con- 
stant, that  it  probably  has  not  increased. 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Secretary,  the  point  I  am  making  again  is  that 
you  are  being  asked  to  do  more,  a  lot  more,  with  sometimes  less 
and  sometimes  the  same  if  you  are  lucky;  is  that  not  right? 

Secretary  Babbitt,  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  And  it  is  becoming  increasingly  difficult  to  do;  is 
it  not? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  think  so  far  we  have  done  a  passable  job  of 
keeping  the  resource  under  control  and  a  reasonable  level  of  serv- 
ice. The  problem  is  we  cannot  do  it  much  longer  and  the  problem 
is  that  maintenance,  capital  improvements,  all  of  that  is  just  slid- 
ing back  drastically  as  we  struggle  to  keep  enough  people  on  the 
land  to  just  do  the  basic  things. 

Senator  Reid.  And  you  made  that  point  in  your  opening  state- 
ment; is  that  not  right? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes. 

HOOVER  DAM 

Senator  Reid.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  many  important 
things  to  do  in  the  State  of  Nevada;  is  that  not  true? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  Not  the  least  of  which  is  the  visitors  center  over- 
view at  Hoover  Dam;  is  that  right? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  Right. 

Senator  Reid.  And  that  is  a  project  we  know  started  at  $20  mil- 
lion and  is  now  at  $140  million  or  thereabouts. 

Would  you,  or  somebody  on  your  staff,  give  me  a  report  as  to  how 
many  contractors  have  not  been  paid  as  a  result  of  the  work  they 
have  done? 

I  have  gotten  a  number  of  complaints  from  contractors  saying:  It 
is  not  our  fault  that  there  are  overruns.  We  entered  into  good  faith 
contracts  and  have  done  the  work  and  have  not  been  paid.  Do  you 
know  anything  about  that  at  this  stage? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  do  not,  but  I  would  be  happy  to 
look  into  it  and  give  you  a  response. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Hoover  Dam  Visitor  Facilities 

The  prime  contractors  associated  with  the  Hoover  Dam  Visitor  Facilities  project 
have  been  paid  for  all  work  which  has  been  completed  and  approved.  A  request  for 
equitable  adjustment  has  been  submitted  by  the  prime  contractor  for  the  tour  center 
and  parking  facility.  This  request  is  currently  undergoing  technical  evaluation.  Pay- 
ments to  subcontractors  are  the  responsibility  of  the  prime  contractors.  There  are 
pajrment  bonds  on  the  prime  contracts  which  protect  the  subcontractors,  and  in  the 
event  there  is  a  problem  with  payment,  a  subcontractor  could  file  for  relief  under 
the  Miller  Act. 

NEVADA  WILDERNESS 

Senator  Reid.  In  regard  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  I 
see  not  only  more  work  but  a  lot  more  work  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
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Management.  We  have  not  completed  in  Nevada  our  wilderness 
designation  of  BLM  land. 

As  you  know,  it  is  really  a  catch-22,  because  people  are  com- 
plaining that  the  land  is  all  tied  up.  And  the  fact  is  it  will  be  until 
Congress  makes  a  decision  on  what  lands  will  be  designated;  is 
that  right? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  With  lands  being  designated  as  BLM  wilderness, 
that  will  increase  the  responsibilities  of  your  land  managers;  is 
that  true? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Senator  Reid.  Mr.  Secretary,  let  me  close  by  saying  that  in  my 
opinion  the  problems  are  resolvable.  They  are  resolvable  if  Con- 
gress would  be  objective  and  look  at  priorities. 

We  all  realize  we  have  to  do  a  better  job  balancing  the  budget, 
but  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  from  this  Senator's  perspective  we 
would  be  better  off  taking  care  of  these  natural  resources  that  we 
are  obligated  to  protect  rather  than  talk  about  tax  cuts. 

Would  you  acknowledge  that  would  be  a  fair  statement? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  happen  to  share  that  view. 

Senator  Reid.  So  at  least  you  and  I  agree. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Bumpers,  you  were  here  next. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

MINERAL  royalties 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  a  solution  to  all  those  housing  problems  for 
people  who  work  for  the  Park  Service.  Just  charge  a  royalty  to  the 
mining  companies  who  mine  on  Federal  lands. 

I  know  that  Senator  Domenici  and  Senator  Bennett  and  Senator 
Reid  would  all  vote  for  something  like  that. 

Now,  when  it  comes  to 

Senator  Bennett.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  that  be  net  or  gross? 
[Laughter.] 

hot  springs  national  park 

Senator  Bumpers.  At  this  stage,  I  will  take  anything.  [Laughter.] 
When  it  comes  to  visitation,  incidentally,  I  would  like  to  put  Hot 

Springs  National  Park  in  there.  We  have  40,000  people  who  visit 

that  park  every  day.  They  live  there. 

fish  hatcheries 

The  question  of  fish  hatcheries,  Mr.  Secretary,  we  visited  about 
that  previously,  so  I  will  not  clutter  the  record. 

You  know  my  very  strong  feelings  about  what  I  think  would  be 
extremely  foolish  in  closing  the  fish  hatcheries.  For  example,  in  my 
State,  it  cost  less  than  $1.5  million  to  operate  three  hatcheries  that 
bring  in  $150  million  to  the  tourist  industry. 

As  you  know,  we  had  a  hearing  in  Arkansas  that  Senator  Pryor 
and  I  conducted  with  the  Director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

We  had  one  operator  on  one  of  our  lakes  who  said  that  he  and 
his  employees  paid  much  more  in  income  tax  every  year  than  it 


370 

would  take  to  operate  both  hatcheries.  So  suggesting  the  closing  of 
those  is  really  penn3rwise  and  pound  foolish. 

I  want  to  be  clear  in  my  own  mind  about  this  budget  resolution 
which  proposes  a  10-percent  cut.  I  would  like  to  know  the  total  fig- 
ure from  which  the  10  percent  would  be  taken. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  as  I  understand  it,  it  is  1995  en- 
acted. 

Senator  Bumpers.  $95  million? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  1995  enacted. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  Well,  my  question  is,  are  we  going  to  take 
$200  million  off  of  $2  billion  or  $100  million  off  of  $1  billion?  Is  this 
for  Interior  or  the  Park  Service  or  what? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  With  all  deference  to  a  resolution  which  is 
the  work  product 

Senator  Domenici.  We  know  it  is  a  magnificent  product,  but  go 
ahead.  [Laughter.] 

Secretary  Babbitt  [continuing].  Of  this  body. 

Senator  DOMENici.  That  is  right,  it  is  a  great  product.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Secretary  Babbitt.  That  we  are  looking  at,  a  guideline  of  13  per- 
cent in  the  300  category,  is  that  correct? 

Senator  Bumpers.  And  what  is  the  300  category?  Is  that  all  the 
land  management  agencies? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  The  natural  resources  function  under  the 
budget  resolution. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Do  you  know — what  is  that  total  figure? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  The  total  figure  is  $22  billion  to  $19  billion, 
approximately. 

Senator  Bumpers.  And  the  cut  would  be  how  much? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  $22.3  billion  to  $19.5  billion. 

Senator  Bumpers.  And  how  many  billion  would  that  be  cut? 
What  would  that  cut  amount  to? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  that  is  approximately  $3  billion. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Almost  $3  billion.  And  that  is  on  top  of  the 
cuts  you  have  made  by  reducing  employees  by  5,000? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  The  end  of  this  year. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Bumpers.  And  how  much  is  that  supposed  to  save? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  I  can  phrase  it  this  way,  our  budget  request 
for  1996  represents  a  one-half  percent  increase  across  the  3  budget 
years  that  I  have  been  responsible  for. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  it  is  holding  the  dollar  level  steady, 
and  recognizing  that  it  is  a  real  cut  simply  because  of  the  effects 
of  embedded  costs  which  are  in  turn  a  reflection  of  inflation. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Is  it  fair  to  say,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  the  Park 
Service  will  receive  a  10-percent  across-the-board  cut? 

SENATE  budget  RESOLUTION  CONSEQUENCES 

Secretary  Babbitt.  That  is  the  proposal  as  I  read  the  Senate 
budget  resolution. 

Senator  Bumpers.  And  when  you  talk  about  one  of  the  results 
of  that  would  be  to  close  200  of  the  smaller  parks 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  My  understanding  is  if  you  translate  the  Sen- 
ate budget  resolution,  10  percent  for  land  management  agencies  of 
enacted  1995  jdelds  a  figure  of  $108  million  for  the  National  Park 
System. 

And  the  200  parks  is  a  response  to  the  following  question:  Can 
you  not  soak  up  the  10-percent  cut  by  closing  a  few  small  parks? 
The  answer  is  yes,  few  in  this  case  being  200. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Do  you  have  a  list  proposed? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  We  have  a  list  showing  the  most  logical  ones 
to  close  in  that  eventuality. 

Senator  BUMPERS.  Well,  logical,  if  I  may  say,  is  always  in  the 
mind  of  the  beholder. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  understand  that. 

Senator  Bumpers.  But  is  there  a  list  in  existence  of  200  small 
parks  that  would  come  out  to  a  little  over  $100  million? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  There  is  in  fact  a  rank-order  list  which  is 
readily  available.  I  would  be  happy  to  give  you  one  free  of  charge. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Is  the  Manassas  Battlefield  Park  on  the  list? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  think  you  ought  to  circulate  it  before  we 
take  up  the  reconciliation  bill. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  will  be  ready  and  willing  to  do  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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THE  200  SMALLEST  BUDGET  PARKS 


The  200  parks  with  the  smallest  budgets  in  the  National  Park  System 
include: 


Cumulative 

FY  1995 

FY  1995 

National  Park  Service  Park  Units 

Park  Base 

Park  Base 

1 

Cane  River  Creole  NHP 

0 

0 

2 

New  Orleans  Jazz  NHP 

0 

0 

3 

Salt  River  Bay  NHP  &  Ecological  Preserve 

0 

0 

4 

Natchez  Trace  NST 

25,000 

25,000 

5 

Saint  Croix  Island  IHS 

54,000 

79,000 

6 

Bluestone  NSR 

61,000 

140,000 

7 

Devils  Postpile  NM 

92,000 

232,000 

8 

Rainbow  Bridge  NM 

99,000 

331,000 

9 

Hovenweep  NM  &  Yucca  House  NM 

107,000 

438,000 

10 

Thaddeus  Kosciuszko  NMem 

128,000 

566,000 

11 

Ebey's  Landing  Natl  Historical  Reserve 

135,000 

701,000 

12 

Hamilton  Grange  NMem 

139,000 

840,000 

13 

Theodore  Roosevelt  Inaugural  NHS 

155,000 

995,000 

14 

Aniakchak  NM  &  Preserve 

160,000 

1,155,000 

15 

Thomas  Stone  NHS 

172,000 

1,327,000 

16 

National  Park  of  American  Samoa 

192,000 

1,519,000 

17 

Obed  Wild  &  Scenic  River 

199,000 

1,718,000 

18 

Theodore  Roosevelt  Birthplace  NHS 

200,000 

1,918,000 

19 

Russell  Cave  NM 

202,000 

2,120,000 

20 

Gila  Cliff  Dwellings  NM 

205,000 

2,325,000 

21 

Maggie  L  Walker  NHS 

210,000 

2,535,000 

22 

City  of  Rocks  National  Reserve 

211,000 

2,746,000 

23 

Keweenaw  NHP 

212,000 

2,958,000 

24 

Gauley  NRA 

217,000 

3,175,000 

25 

Ninety  Six  NHS 

221,000 

3,396,000 

26 

John  F  Kennedy  NHS 

225,000 

3,621,000 

27 

Dayton  Aviation  NHP 

228,000 

3,849,000 

28 

Manzanar  NHS 

232,000 

4,081,000 

29 

Moores  Creek  NB 

238,000 

4,319,000 

30 

Coronado  NMem 

251,000 

4,570,000 

31 

Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  NM 

257,000 

4,827,000 

32 

Eugene  O'Neill  NHS 

260,000 

5,087,000 

33 

Cedar  Breaks  NM 

263,000 

5,350,000 

34 

Muir  Woods  NM 

273,000 

5,623,000 

35 

Big  Hole  NB 

274,000 

5,897,000 

36 

Saint  Pauls  Church  NHS 

280,000 

6,177,000 

37 

William  Howard  Taft  NHS 

283,000 

6,460,000 

38 

Cowpens  NB 

285,000 

6,745,000 

39 

Edgar  Allan  Poe  NHS 

286,000 

7,031,000 

40 

Palo  Alto  Battlefield  NHS 

297,000 

7,328,000 

41 

Pipe  Spring  NM 

297,000 

7,625,000 

42 

Roger  Williams  NMem 

299,000 

7,924,000 

43 

De  Soto  NMem 

302,000 

8,226,000 

44 

Puukohola  Heiau  NHS 

302,000 

8,528,000 

45 

Brown  v.  Board  of  Education  NHS 

303,000 

8,831,000 

46 

Mary  McLeod  Bethune  Council  House  NHS 

305,000 

9,136,000 

47 

Fort  Point  NHS 

311,000 

9,447,000 

48 

Mojave  NP 

312,000 

9,759,000 

49 

Klondike  Gold  Rush  NHP  (Seattle) 

313,000 

10,072,000 
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50 

Monocacy  NB 

314,000 

10,386,000 

51 

Horseshoe  Bend  NMP 

321,000 

10,707,000 

52 

Knife  River  Indian  Village  NHS 

322,000 

11,029,000 

53 

Tonto  NM 

322,000 

11,351,000 

54 

Natural  Bridges  NM 

327,000 

11,678,000 

55 

Congaree  Swamp  NM 

328,000 

12,006,000 

56 

Fort  Caroline  NMem 

336,000 

12,342,000 

57 

Fort  Union  Trading  Post  NHS 

336,000 

12,678,000 

58 

Friendship  Hill  NHS 

338,000 

13,016,000 

59 

Charles  Pickney  NHS 

339,000 

13,355,000 

60 

El  Morro  NM 

342,000 

13,697,000 

61 

Aztec  Ruins  NM 

343,000 

14,040,000 

62 

Casa  Grande  Ruins  NM  &  Hohokam  Pima  NM 

348,000 

14,388,000 

63 

Tumacacori  NHP 

353,000 

14,741,000 

64 

Fossil  Butte  NM 

357,000 

15,098,000 

65 

Andrew  Johnson  NHS 

359,000 

15,457,000 

66 

Piscataway  Park 

361,000 

15,818,000 

67 

Weir  Farm  NHS 

367,000 

16,185,000 

68 

Boston  African  American  NHS 

376,000 

16,561,000 

69 

Federal  Hall  NMem 

380,000 

16,941,000 

70 

Stones  River  NB 

380,000 

17,321,000 

71 

Homestead  NM  of  America 

382,000 

17,703,000 

72 

Niobrara /Missouri  NR 

387,000 

18,090,000 

73 

Whitman  Mission  NHS 

388,000 

18,478,000 

74 

Longfellow  NHS 

389,000 

18,867,000 

75 

Hampton  NHS 

391,000 

19,258,000 

76 

John  Muir  NHS 

393,000 

19,651,000 

11 

Agate  Fossil  Beds  NM 

394,000 

20,045,000 

78 

Oregon  Caves  NM 

396,000 

20,441,000 

79 

Capulin  Volcano  NM 

398,000 

20,839,000 

80 

John  D  Rockefeller  Jr  Mem  Parkway 

400,000 

21,239,000 

81 

Jimmy  Carter  NHS 

404,000 

21,643,000 

82 

Arkansas  Post  NMem 

417,000 

22,060,000 

83 

Guilford  Courthouse  NMP 

422,000 

22,482,000 

84 

Florissant  Fossil  Beds  NM 

423,000 

22,905,000 

85 

San  Juan  Island  NHP 

431,000 

23,336,000 

86 

Abraham  Lincoln  Birthplace  NHS 

450,000 

23,786,000 

87 

Fort  Union  NM 

452,000 

24,238,000 

88 

Effigy  Mounds  NM 

456,000 

24,694,000 

89 

Fort  Frederica  NM 

466,000 

25,160,000 

90 

Pipestone  NM 

467,000 

25,627,000 

91 

Fort  Smith  NHS 

472,000 

26,099,000 

92 

Booker  T  Washington  NM 

477,000 

26,576,000 

93 

Kings  Mountain  NMP 

478,000 

27,054,000 

94 

Tuskegee  Institute  NHS 

478,000 

27,532,000 

95 

Timpanogos  Cave  NM 

482,000 

28,014,000 

96 

Hopewell  Culture  NHP 

495,000 

28,509,000 

97 

Eleanor  Roosevelt  NHS 

497,000 

29,006,000 

98 

Ocmulgee  NM 

498,000 

29,504,000 

99 

George  Washington  Carver  NM 

499,000 

30,003,000 

100 

Hubbell  Trading  Post  NHS 

501,000 

30,504,000 

101 

Ulysses  S  Grant  NHS 

502,000 

31,006,000 

102 

Castle  Clinton  NM 

503,000 

31,509,000 

103 

Dry  Tortugas  NP 

506,000 

32,015,000 

104 

Fort  Clatsop  NMem 

510,000 

32,525,000 
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105 

Pea  Ridge  NMP 

511,000 

33,036,000 

106 

Perry's  Victory  &  Intnl  Peace  Memorial 

511,000 

33,547,000 

107 

Scotts  Bluff  NM 

516,000 

34,063,000 

108 

Timucuan  Ecological  &  Hist  Preserve 

517,000 

34,580,000 

109 

Devils  Tower  NM 

535,000 

35,115,000 

110 

Ford's  Theatre  NHS 

537,000 

35,652,000 

111 

Navajo  NM 

539,000 

36,191,000 

112 

George  Rogers  Clark  NHP 

547,000 

36,738,000 

113 

Christiansted  NHS  &  Buck  Island  Reef  NM 

550,000 

37,288,000 

114 

Golden  Spike  NHS 

552,000 

37,840,000 

115 

Jewel  Cave  NM 

556,000 

38,396,000 

116 

Fort  Stanwix  NM 

558,000 

38,954,000 

117 

Saint-Gaudens  NHS 

559,000 

39,513,000 

118 

Carl  Sandburg  Home  NHS 

563,000 

40,076,000 

119 

General  Grant  NMem 

572,000 

40,648,000 

120 

Kaloko-Honokohau  NHP 

572,000 

41,220,000 

121 

Grand  Portage  NM 

573,000 

41,793,000 

122 

War  in  the  Pacific  NHP 

575,000 

42,368,000 

123 

El  Malpais  NM 

579,000 

42,947,000 

124 

Little  Bighorn  NM 

581,000 

43,528,000 

125 

Fort  Scott  NHS 

586,000 

44,114,000 

126 

Fort  Lamed  NHS 

597,000 

44,711,000 

127 

Appalachian  NST 

598,000 

45,309,000 

128 

Fort  Pulaski  NM 

601,000 

45,910,000 

129 

Springfield  Armory  NHS 

613,000 

46,523,000 

130 

Saugus  Iron  Works  NHS 

614,000 

47,137,000 

131 

Johnstown  Flood  NMem 

622,000 

47,759,000 

132 

Lincoln  Boyhood  NMem 

622,000 

48,381,000 

133 

Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison  NM 

624,000 

49,005,000 

134 

Bents  Old  Fort  NHS 

648,000 

49,653,000 

135 

Fort  Donelson  NB 

655,000 

50,308,000 

136 

Andersonville  NHS 

661,000 

50,969,000 

137 

Craters  of  the  Moon  NM 

661,000 

51,630,000 

138 

Fort  Davis  NHS 

679,000 

52,309,000 

139 

Martin  Van  Buren  NHS 

687,000 

52,996,000 

140 

Salinas  Pueblo  Missions  NM 

693,000 

53,689,000 

141 

John  Day  Fossil  Beds  NM 

695,000 

54,384,000 

142 

Hopewell  Furnace  NHS 

699,000 

55,083,000 

143 

Great  Sand  Dunes  NM 

704,000 

55,787,000 

144 

Little  River  Canyon  Natl  Preserve 

716,000 

56,503,000 

145 

Pu'uhonua  O  Honaunau  NHP 

726,000 

57,229,000 

146 

Appomattox  Court  House  NHP 

728,000 

57,957,000 

147 

Greenbelt  Park 

733,000 

58,690,000 

148 

Montezuma  Castle  NM  &  Tuzigoot  NM 

736,000 

59,426,000 

149 

Wilson's  Creek  NB 

741,000 

60,167,000 

150 

Sagamore  Hill  NHS 

744,000 

60,911,000 

151 

Fort  Laramie  NHS 

746,000 

61,657,000 

152 

Kennesaw  Mountain  NBP 

746,000 

62,403,000 

153 

Petroglyph  NM 

756,000 

63,159,000 

154 

Herbert  Hoover  NHS 

760,000 

63,919,000 

155 

Colorado  NM 

765,000 

64,684,000 

156 

Lava  Beds  NM 

776,000 

65,460,000 

157 

Mississippi  NR  &  RA 

784,000 

66,244,000 

158 

Grant-Kohrs  Ranch  NHS 

786,000 

67,030,000 

159 

Women's  Rights  NHP 

796,000 

67,826,000 
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160 

Arches  NP 

798,000 

68,624,000 

161 

Yukon-Charley  Rivers  Natl  Preserve 

802,000 

69,426,000 

162 

Shiloh  NMP 

806,000 

70,232,000 

163 

Bering  Land  Bridge  National  Preserve 

816,000 

71,048,000 

164 

George  Washington  Birthplace  NM 

839,000 

71,887,000 

165 

Fort  Vancouver  NHS 

850,000 

72,737,000 

166 

Chiricahua  NM  &  Ft  Bowie  NHS 

878,000 

73,615,000 

167 

Sitka  NHP 

888,000 

74,503,000 

168 

Cabrillo  NM 

897,000 

75,400,000 

169 

Harry  S  Truman  NHS 

902,000 

76,302,000 

170 

Natchez  NHP 

912,000 

77,214,000 

171 

Eisenhower  NHS 

919,000 

78,133,000 

172 

Fort  Sumter  NM 

929,000 

79,062,000 

173 

Vanderbilt  Mansion  NHS 

933,000 

79,995,000 

174 

White  Sands  NM 

947,000 

80,942,000 

175 

Kenai  Fjords  NP 

949,000 

81,891,000 

176 

Canyon  de  Chelly  NM 

953,000 

82,844,000 

177 

Saratoga  NHP 

955,000 

83,799,000 

178 

Salem  Maritime  NHS 

1,028,000 

84,827,000 

179 

Manassas  NBP 

1,038,000 

85,865,000 

180 

Lake  Clark  NP  &  Preserve 

1,055,000 

86,920,000 

181 

Fort  Necessity  NB 

1,077,000 

87,997,000 

182 

Cape  Lookout  NS 

1,081,000 

89,078,000 

183 

Pecos  NHP 

1,081,000 

90,159,000 

184 

Kalaupapa  NHP 

1,091,000 

91,250,000 

185 

Castillo  de  San  Marcos  NM  &  Ft  Matanzas  NM 

[  1,092,000 

92,342,000 

186 

Richmond  NBP 

1,120,000 

93,462,000 

187 

Organ  Pipe  Cactus  NM 

1,129,000 

94,591,000 

188 

Nez  Perce  NHP 

1,141,000 

95,732,000 

189 

Cumberland  Island  NS 

1,156,000 

96,888,000 

190 

Fort  McHenry  NM  &  Historic  Shrine 

1,162,000 

98,050,000 

191 

Baltimore-Washington  Parkway 

1,163,000 

99,213,000 

192 

Mount  Rushmore  NMem 

1,198,000 

100,411,000 

193 

Pictured  Rocks  NL 

1,209,000 

101,620,000 

194 

Wind  Cave  NP 

1,214,000 

102,834,000 

195 

Chaco  Culture  NHP 

1,273,000 

104,107,000 

196 

Gates  of  the  Arctic  NP  &  Preserve 

1,285,000 

105,392,000 

197 

Cumberland  Gap  NHP 

1,292,000 

106,684,000 

198 

Pinnacles  NM 

1,294,000 

107,978,000 

THE  PRESIDIO 

Senator  Bumpers.  Mr.  Secretary,  just  one  other  thing.  As  you 
know,  the  budget  resolution  presumes  that  we  can  save  one-half 
billion  dollars  over  a  period  of  3  or  4  years  by  selling  the  Presidio. 

I  assume  you  are  familiar  with  that.  We  have  talked  about  the 
Presidio  many  times  before. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Senator  Bumpers,  And  of  course  I  am  going  to  be  adamantly  op- 
posed to  that.  But  be  that  as  it  may,  I  have  heard  that  it  would 
be  almost  impossible  to  receive  that  kind  of  money  for  the  Presidio 
if  you  put  it  up  for  bids,  simply  because  the  zoning  ordinances  and 
so  on  in  California  would  virtually  halt  the  development  in  any 
way  that  would  make  that  kind  of  investment  profitable.  Have  you 
heard  that? 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  Sure.  Specifically,  the  city  of  San  Francisco 
takes  the  position  that  we  are  free  to  auction  the  Presidio.  But  the 
minute  the  auction  is  complete,  the  city  is  vested  with  planning 
and  zoning  power,  and  they  are  perfectly  clear  about  their  desire 
to  protect  the  historic  configuration  of  the  Presidio. 

Therefore,  it  is  just  as  predictable  as  the  sunrise  that  the  zoning 
changes  the  people  may  have  in  mind  will  not  be  forthcoming. 

PARK  MAINTENANCE 

Senator  Bumpers.  Mr.  Secretary,  do  you  have  a  figure — usually 
Secretaries  of  Interior  do  have  a  figure — as  to  what  it  would  take 
to  bring  our  parks  up  to  something  closely  akin  to  the  study  that 
was  recommended  back  in  the  early  1980's? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes;  the  backlog  figure  that  came  out  of  the 
study  in  the  1980's  was  about  $800  million.  The  figures  that  we 
have  come  up  with  in  the  iterations  of  that  process  are  about  $3 
billion. 

Senator  Bumpers.  $3  billion? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes;  obviously  that  figure  can  be  changed  by 
changing  the  definitional  criteria.  But  I  can  tell  you,  anyone  who 
has  driven  over  a  road  in  Yellowstone  or  looked  at  the  housing  sit- 
uation in  most  of  these  parks  I  think  would  be  inclined  to  accept 
that  figure. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Put  another  way,  it  would  be  about  1  year's 
operation  of  the  space  station. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Bennett. 

CONCESSIONS 

Senator  Bennett.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Secretary,  as  I  listen  to  my  colleagues  and  approach  this 
question,  I  cannot  help  but  put  in  a  plug  for  the  bill  that  Senator 
Bumpers  and  I  have  introduced  dealing  with  concessions  in  na- 
tional parks,  presumably  because  it  would  increase  revenue. 

park  fees 

And  to  raise  the  other  question,  it  goes  to  what  Senator  Reid  was 
talking  about,  with  respect  to  visitors  at  national  parks,  when  you 
tell  me  that  it  is  cheaper  to  go  to  Yellowstone  today  than  it  was 
in  1920  in  nominal  dollars,  I  ask  who  is  running  the  price  program 
at  national  parks. 

If  you  have  a  business  where  there  is  tremendous  consumer  de- 
mand for  your  product,  you  raise  the  price,  particularly  if  you  have 
a  circumstance  like  this  one  where  you  are  not  covering  your  costs. 

The  only  time  you  keep  your  price  below  cost  is  when  you  are 
trying  to  establish  market  share.  But  you  have  a  circumstance  here 
where  you  are  running  away  with  market  share. 

Everybody  is  falling  all  over  themselves  to  get  to  the  parks,  and 
it  is  time  to  adjust  your  price  to  cover  your  costs. 

Maybe  that  is  impossible  in  the  appropriations  process,  but  it 
would  seem  to  me  rather  than  increasing  appropriations  from  tax- 
payers generally,  that  the  logical  thing  to  do  here  would  be  to  in- 
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crease  the  prices  from  the  people  who  are  using  the  product  in  such 
tremendous  numbers. 

Have  you  done  any  studies  as  to  what  would  happen?  You  talk 
about  $108  million.  That  is  $1  apiece  for  108  million  visitors.  It 
sounds  to  me  like  you  have  more  than  108  million  visitors  here  and 
there  that  you  could  raise  $1. 

There  are  lots  of  places  where  you  could  raise  $5  on  the  price  of 
admission  and  begin  to  solve  your  problems.  Have  you  looked  at 
that? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  did  a  personal  study  one  Saturday 
morning  last  summer. 

I  went  up  to  Great  Falls  National  Park  and  actually  stood  at  the 
entry  booth  at  Great  Falls  and  sort  of  made  my  way  up  to  each  per- 
son who  came  in  and  asked  them,  I  said,  "there  is  a  $4  admission 
fee,  what  would  you  think  of  another  $1  or  $2  on  the  admission 
fee?" 

And  the  answer  was — so  help  me  it  really  was — about  80  or  90 
percent  no  way,  discouraged. 

I  wandered  around  a  little  bit  and  thought  sometimes  in  this 
game  it  is  how  the  question  is  asked.  So  I  went  back  for  another 
run  and  asked  the  following  question. 

I  said,  "Would  you  mind  paying  another  $1  or  $2  on  your  admis- 
sion fee  here  to  fix  up  the  boathouse,  to  take  care  of  the  tow  path, 
and  otherwise  take  care  of  this  park?" 

And  it  flip-flops  immediately  to  about  80  or  90  percent  are  saying 
yes. 

In  fact,  the  surveys  that  are  done  tend  to  confirm  that.  For  better 
or  for  worse,  what  people  are  saying  is:  We  are  not  interested  in 
reducing  the  deficit  at  the  ticket  booth  of  national  parks,  but  we 
are  quite  willing  to  make  an  investment  in  the  park  that  we  hap- 
pen to  be  coming  to. 

Senator  Bennett.  Well,  speaking  out  of  my  experience  as  a  busi- 
nessman, I  have  never  asked  my  customers  if  they  wanted  me  to 
raise  the  prices.  [Laughter.] 

I  have  looked  at  what  the  competitive  situation  is  to  see  if  I  can 
do  it,  and  if  competitors  are  charging  more  than  I  am,  I  know  that 
I  have  an  umbrella  under  which  I  can  afford  to  raise  the  prices 
without  producing  any  loss  of  revenue. 

Do  you  have  the  authority  to  unilaterally  do  that  or  do  you  have 
to  come  to  the  Congress? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  For  the  most  part,  the  answer  is  no. 

Senator  Bennett.  Is  Congress  in  the  business  of  setting  admis- 
sion prices  at  the  national  parks? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes.  [Laughter.] 

PARK  FEE  LEGISLATION 

Senator  Bennett.  I  keep  learning  things  in  my  first  term  that 
I  never  realized  before.  That  strikes  me  as  not  necessarily  the  right 
place  to  put  it. 

Would  you  be  willing  to  sit  down  with  me  and  talk  about  some 
legislation  to  get  some  sort  of  intelligent  pricing  in  this  cir- 
cumstance? 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  now  that  you  are  in  the  majority 
side  of  this  organization,  I  am  even  more  interested  than  I  was  last 
year.  I  would  be  happy  to.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  GORTON.  Well,  in  fact,  have  you  not  made  such  a  rec- 
ommendation? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  we  have.  We  have  been  working  this 
issue  to  some  degree. 

I  agree.  I  think  the  time  is  right.  This  is  not  a  100-percent  pana- 
cea, nothing  is.  But  I  think  it  is  a  significant  issue  which  could  ma- 
terially help  us. 

Senator  Bennett.  Well,  just  to  make  the  philosophical  state- 
ment, I  believe  in  user  fees.  I  believe  that  people  who  use  a  service 
ought  to  pay  for  it.  And  we  try  to  do  that  with  the  National  High- 
way System. 

The  taxes  paid  in  gasoline  taxes  are  supposed  to  go  into  a  trust 
fund  and  be  used  exclusively  to  build  highways.  The  taxes  paid  by 
people  who  use  the  airlines  are  supposed  to  pay  for  the  air  traffic 
control  system. 

And  I  think  that  the  people  who  go  to  national  parks  for  recre- 
ation and  their  summer  vacations  ought  to  be  the  ones  primarily 
to  pay  for  that. 

And  the  fact  that  visitors  are  so  much  increased  over  where  they 
were  before  says  to  me  there  is  no  price  sensitivity  here  as  a  busi- 
nessman using  businessmen's  terms,  and  we  could  respond  to  that 
demand. 

I  find  it  really  ironic  that  in  some  of  the  national  parks  in  order 
to  protect  the  environment,  users  are  being  restricted. 

There  are  visitors  being  turned  away  because  there  is  a  quota  of 
how  many  we  would  allow,  and  yet  the  price  to  get  into  that  park 
remains  artificially  low  to  presumably  attract  people  to  the  park. 
This  is  truly  a  major  disconnect. 

I  will  just  say  that  I  would  be  happy  to  work  with  you  to  try  to 
alleviate  the  pressure  on  the  national  parks  by  users.  And  in  my 
opinion  that  does  not  violate  my  signature  of  the  "no  new  taxes" 
pledge  that  I  made  when  I  ran  for  the  Senate. 

User  fees  that  are  genuine  user  fees  and  not  sham  taxes,  I  think, 
are  legitimate  and  we  should  go  here. 

As  I  say.  Senator  Bumpers  and  I  will  continue  to  push  our  con- 
cession bill  for  partly  this  same  reason.  People  who  are  in  the 
parks  generating  economic  activity  for  themselves  should  have  a 
logical  kind  of  contract  with  the  Interior  Department. 

UTAH  WILDERNESS 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  have  one  other  issue  that  I  will  raise  very 
quickly.  I  raised  it  with  the  Secretary  privately,  but  on  the  record, 
today  Senator  Hatch  and  I  will  be  introducing — indeed  I  need  to 
leave  to  go  to  the  floor  to  do  this — the  Utah  Wilderness  Act  in 
which  we  are  proposing  roughly  1.8  million  acres  of  BLM  land  be 
set  aside  as  wilderness. 

And  I  hope,  Mr.  Secretary,  you  and  I  can  work  together  as  we 
deal  with  this.  I  know  there  are  some  members  of  your  constitu- 
ency who  feel  that  number  is  inadequately  low.  There  are  some 
very  vocal  people  in  my  constituency  who  feel  that  it  is  improperly 
high. 
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By  coincidence,  and  I  assure  you  it  is  coincidence,  it  comes  within 
100,000  acres  of  the  number  of  acreage  recommended  by  the  BLM, 
who,  I  must  say  in  the  present  atmosphere,  began  their  study,  set 
aside  the  area  for  wilderness  study  under  the  Carter  administra- 
tion. 

So  this  has  some  consistency,  if  you  will,  with  the  BLM,  even 
though  we  started  de  novo  and  came  up  with  our  own  number.  So 
I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  that. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  am  moderately  optimistic  about 
these  wilderness  issues.  There  is  one  State  which  has  its  BLM  wil- 
derness completely  done,  has  had  for  more  than  15  years. 

The  reason  we  got  it  done  during  my  tenure  as  Arizona  Governor 
is  that  Senator  Goldwater  and  Morris  Udall  and  I  sort  of  herded 
everybody  into  a  room  and  said,  "We  are  going  to  ^  ".ve  a  wilderness 
bill.''^ 

And  by  and  large,  after  a  lot  of  initial  skirmishnig,  people  headed 
toward  a  kind  of  logical  end  point  and  we  got  it  done.  I  do  not  know 
if  that  is  possible  all  of  the  time,  but  I  am  certainly  willing  to  try. 

Senator  Bennett.  Maybe  if  we  had  done  it  15  years  ago  in  Utan, 
we  could  have.  Passions  are  perhaps  running  a  little  higher  now 
than  they  did  then. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Domenici. 

Senator  Domenici.  Senator  Bennett,  I  do  not  think  that  you  will 
stop  finding  out  things  that  are  rather  incredible  at  the  end  of  your 
first  term.  You  may  be  finding  those  out  well  into  your  third  term. 
Who  knows? 

1996  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

I  listened  to  the  discussion  here  today  about  what  the  budget 
means,  and  some  have  been  here  10  years,  15  years,  but  they  seem 
to  have  been  out  in  the  wilderness  during  the  past  few  years  when 
they  did  budgets. 

Mr.  Secretary,  there  is  no  way  that  you  could  tell  us  how  you 
would  accomplish  the  savings  in  the  budget  proposal  because  it  is 
nowhere  near  final. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  far  from  final  action.  We  keep  saying  it, 
but  everybody  keeps  looking  to  the  budget  resolution  to  see  where 
the  little  assumptions  are. 

Actually  you  and  Senator  Byrd  and  this  committee  are  going  to 
make  most  of  these  decisions  we  have  been  talking  about,  because 
the  subcommittee  is  going  to  be  given  a  very  big  sum  of  money. 
That  is  called  your  allocation. 

You  understand  that  you  will  have  to  decide  from  that  allocation 
whether  you  cut  the  Park  Service  in  reality  or  whether  you  fund 
it. 

You  will  also  have  to  look  at  everything  that  is  in  the  Secretary's 
Department  and  see  how  you  can  fit  these  programs  within  the  dol- 
lar amount  that  is  sent  to  you — not  by  the  Budget  Committee,  but 
by  the  full  Appropriations  Committee. 

I  might  tell  those  who  are  interested  in  this  process  that  we  have 
produced  budget  resolutions  now  for  22  years.  In  almost  every  in- 
stance there  is  a  set  of  assumptions  accompanying  the  appro- 
priated accounts. 
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Only  2  times  in  the  history  of  the  22  years  have  the  appropri- 
ators  followed  the  assumptions.  [Laughter.] 

So  we  nonetheless  go  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  debate  these 
assumptions  since  the  Senate  says  they  mean  something  as  prior- 
ities. What  really  is  binding  is  the  total.  I  might  just  share  this 
with  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  from  the  big  budget  of  the  United  States, 
in  1995,  for  nondefense  discretionary  programs,  all  of  them,  includ- 
ing yours,  we  will  spend  $278  billion. 

Now,  for  all  the  weeping  and  gnashing  of  teeth,  in  1996  we  will 
spend  $268  billion  under  the  Senate  budget  resolution.  From  $278 
billion  to  $268  billion  for  all  domestic  accounts. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  would  settle  for  a  pro  rata  piece  of  that 
right  here. 

Senator  DOMENICI.  You  might  end  up  in  reasonably  good  shape, 
because  essentially  the  13-percent  reduction  number  we  have  spo- 
ken of  is  a  budget  authority  number  and  it  includes  things  way  be- 
yond this  committee. 

NATURAL  RESOURCE  FUNDING 

It  is  the  assumption  for  function  300,  national  resources  and  en- 
vironment, which  also  includes  the  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy, NOAA  and  many  other  accounts. 

Let  me  just  proceed  from  this  point  to  say  I  would  hope  that 
when  you  get  that  number  you  would  ask  the  Secretary  how  he 
would  spend  it?  This  is  all  we  have  to  spend. 

Maybe  he  can  go  back  to  his  Department  and  just  as  he  would 
do  for  the  President  of  the  United  States,  when  the  President  says 
is  all  you  have  to  spend,  maybe  he  could  tell  us  how  he  would 
spend  it. 

I  think  that  is  what  is  going  to  happen  in  the  next  2y2  months, 
and  I  praise  you  in  advance  for  what  I  am  sure  will  be  a  rational 
approach  as  to  how  the  money  is  spent. 

president's  1996  BUDGET 

Now,  that  is  the  big  picture.  But  I  also  would  like  to  talk  about 
the  budget  you  are  operating  under,  because  the  President  pro- 
duced a  5-year  budget  which  is  phony  beyond  comparison  with  the 
budget  resolution  that  was  brought  before  us,  because  he  cuts  in 
1997  almost  every  Department  by  3  percent;  in  1998  by  5  percent; 
in  1999  by  7  percent;  and  in  the  year  2000  by  9  percent.  The  ad- 
ministration budget  in  no  way  tells  anybody  what  is  going  to  be 
cut. 

If  we  wanted  to,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  could  take  the  President's 
budget  and  say  he  is  cutting  the  Park  Service.  We  could  say  we 
know  he  is,  because  in  1999  there  will  be  a  7-percent  cut  in  this 
Department,  and  where  else  is  he  going  to  get  it. 

Frankly,  Congress  does  not  do  it  that  way.  We  actually  put  dollar 
numbers  in  for  various  Federal  programs  and  a  cap  on  overall  dis- 
cretionary spending.  We  made  assumptions  and  we  are  willing  to 
stand  on  them. 

In  addition,  let  me  suggest  that  we  produced  something  else  be- 
sides a  budget  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  for  the  coun- 
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try.  We  produ^'ed  a  balanced  budget,  and  it  takes  7  years  to  get 
there.  I  think  that  is  worth  something  to  the  American  people. 

In  all  honesty,  let  me  suggest  for  those  who  are  so  worried  about 
the  National  Park  Service,  and  I  am  one,  that  I  might  very  well 
not  do  as  much  in  some  other  functions  the  Secretary  manages  in 
order  to  put  more  money  in  the  Park  Service. 

SPENDING  DISTRIBUTION 

There  are  a  couple  of  activities  in  the  $500  million  to  $600  mil- 
lion range  that  I  might  give  $150  million  if  I  were  in  your  shoes. 
That  is  going  to  be  up  to  you. 

Let  me  suggest  that  in  1996  the  assumption  we  make  is  that  the 
National  Park  Service  of  the  United  States  will  spend  $8.1  billion 
over  7  years.  The  subcommittee  can  do  more,  because  it  is  not 
bound  by  that  number. 

That  is  our  arithmetic  based  on  assumptions,  and  if  all  the  as- 
sumptions fit  together,  it  is  $8.1  billion  for  the  Park  Service,  and 
it  is  $3.6  billion  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  over  7  years. 

We  are  talking  7  year  budgets,  because  we  are  going  to  make 
them  enforceable  over  7  years. 

It  seems  to  me  what  we  need  more  than  anything  else,  when  we 
have  produced  this  balanced  budget  is  the  input  of  the  Cabinet,  the 
people  working  for  the  President. 

Since  they  are  concerned  about  certain  programs,  we  need  to  ask 
them:  How  would  you  spend  it?  The  subcommittee  needs  to  ask 
them  that,  and  then  this  committee  has  to  work  its  will  just  like 
it  does  on  many  other  things. 

We  made  some  assumptions,  for  instance,  to  hold  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  constant.  That  is  the  way  we  said  we  wanted  to  go 
based  upon  some  philosophy  that  they  are  high  priority. 

This  committee  may  not  want  to;  the  House  may  not  want  to. 
That  is  a  very  big  ticket  item.  I  for  one  will  fight  for  that,  but  that 
does  not  mean  that  will  become  the  budget  of  the  United  States  or 
of  this  Congress. 

The  other  thing,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  we  are  all  going  to  get  used 
to  is  that  we  are  not  going  to  inflate  the  budget  and  then  when  we 
cut  inflation  say  we  have  cut  spending. 

In  other  words,  we  are  going  to  budget  on  the  basis  of  we  spent 
$278  billion  last  year,  we  are  going  to  spend  $268  billion  this  year, 
and  that  is  a  $10  billion  reduction. 

We  are  not  going  to  increase  that  $278  billion  by  3V2  percent  for 
inflation,  and  then  when  we  cut  this,  instead  of  cutting  it  $10  bil- 
lion, we  would  be  cutting  it  $20  or  $25  billion. 

PAY  RAISES 

So  the  budgets  in  the  future  will  not  have  any  inflation  built  in 
them,  but  I  would  be  quick  to  remind  Federal  employees,  nonethe- 
less, that  this  budget  resolution  assumes  that  Federal  employees 
will  receive  pay  raises.  Whatever  number  are  still  employed,  what- 
ever number  is  left.  [Laughter.] 

Some  think  there  will  not  be  any  pay  raises  and  it  will  not  cost 
anything.  That  is  not  true. 
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In  any  event,  we  have  assumed  in  each  of  the  years  that  they 
will  receive  a  cost-of-living  add-on  to  their  pay  which  is  the  equiva- 
lent of  inflation.  We  have  put  that  in  another  part  of  the  budget 
because  that  is  where  it  belongs. 

BALANCED  BUDGET 

Overall  it  is  very  easy  to  pick  one  item  or  another  and  suggest 
the  devastation  that  may  occur.  I  believe  that  when  we  are  finished 
the  people  of  this  country  will  probably  say:  Well,  if  you  are  going 
to  balance  the  budget,  we  probably  can  live  with  a  government  that 
cost  $268  billion  in  1996,  that  cost  $278  billion  in  1995.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  an  enormous  price  to  pay  for  balancing  the  budget. 

So  I  came  today  purposely  because  I  understand  the  Secretary 
talked  as  much  or  more  about  the  budget  resolution  than  he  did 
about  the  President's  budget  in  his  testimony,  and  that  is  his  pre- 
rogative. 

I  did  not  talk  as  much  as  I  could  about  the  President's  budget, 
just  a  couple  of  little  items. 

I  would  also  suggest  to  you  that  the  President  submitted  a  budg- 
et with  a  tax  cut.  The  President's  tax  cut  cannot  be  accomplished 
in  the  way  he  suggests. 

It  is  against  the  rules  of  the  Congress  to  take  discretionary  pro- 
grams and  assume  they  are  cut  and  use  the  savings  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts.  I  think  the  Senator  and  the  Chair  know  that. 

The  President  paid  for  his  entire  so-called  tax  cut  out  of  cuts  in 
domestic  discretionary  programs.  You  cannot  do  it  under  the  Budg- 
et Act,  it  is  prohibited.  So  there  are  a  lot  of  things  to  say  about 
the  President's  budget. 

I  choose  not  to,  and  I  do  not  think  so  much  ought  to  be  said 
about  ours  until  we  know  precisely  how  much  money  you  have  to 
spend  and  then  see  how  we  can  live  within  it. 

I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Obviously,  I  would  be  willing  to  stay 
for  a  while  if  the  Secretary  feels  he  would  like  to  respond. 

PASEO  DEL  NORTE 

On  a  parochial  end,  just  to  raise  the  issue,  have  we  made  any 
headway  on  Paseo  Del  Norte  in  Albuquerque?  Just  to  get  it  down 
to  parochial  level. 

You  do  not  have  to  answer  that,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  am  following  Senator  Domenici's  advice. 
[Laughter.] 

Senator  Gorton.  Senator  Cochran. 

Senator  Cochran.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Secretary,  welcome  to  the  committee.  We  have  so  many  sub- 
jects under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  we  could  ask  you 
about  that  it  is  very  difficult  to  choose  appropriately  those  that 
might  have  the  highest  priority. 

I  intend  to  submit  some  questions  for  the  record,  which  I  know 
you  will  answer  for  the  committee  in  due  course. 

And  we  appreciate  very  much  you  being  here  and  cooperating  in 
our  effort  to  review  the  budget  request  of  the  Department  and  try 
to  assign  the  priorities  that  we  have  to  in  this  time  of  shrinking 
availability  of  discretionary  funds. 
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CENTRAL  ARIZONA  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

One  issue  that  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  that  I  am  going 
to  bring  up  and  ask  you  to  look  into  relates  to  a  central  Arizona 
irrigation  and  drainage  district. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  helped  finance  a  water  project  in  this 
central  Arizona  irrigation  and  drainage  district  by  issuing  interest- 
free  funds  in  the  amount  of  $66.9  million,  which  were  to  be  repaid 
in  semiannual  installments  of  $400,000  each  over  24  years. 

The  district  defaulted  and  bondholders,  including  50  investors  in 
my  State,  have  been  left  holding  the  bag  it  seems. 

The  reason  I  bring  this  up  is  it  relates  to  the  funds  that  go  to 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for 
projects  of  this  kind. 

I  know  Arizona  benefits  considerably  from  a  lot  of  activities  of 
this  kind  and  pledges  of  financial  support  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Letters  have  been  sent  to  you  from  a  number  of  Senators,  includ- 
ing this  Senator,  asking  if  the  Department  should  not  be  held  re- 
sponsible to  some  extent  for  organizing  and  directing  the  develop- 
ment of  this  project. 

There  has  not  been  much  cooperation  obtained  from  the  Depart- 
ment or  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  response  to  all  these  inquir- 
ies. 

I  am  going  to  send  you,  along  with  my  questions,  a  copy  of  an 
article  that  was  published  in  the  Bond  Buyer  on  March  7,  1995, 
that  outlines  the  problem  in  a  good  bit  of  detail.  It  gives  the  history 
of  this  project,  which  is  about  60  miles  southeast  of  Phoenix.  Is  it 
Pinal  County,  P-i-n-a-1? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Pinal. 

Senator  Cochran.  Pinal  County,  AZ.  I  do  not  know  if  there  is 
anything  that  can  be  done  for  the  bondholders  in  this  situation  or 
whether  or  not  this  should  even  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
committee,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  we  need  some  answers  to  ques- 
tions that  have  been  asked. 

And  we  have  not  been  able  to  get  many  answers  about  who  is 
responsible  for  getting  this  straightened  out  and  resolving  the  issue 
so  that  we  can  ensure  that  at  least  the  bondholders  are  treated 
fairly. 

What  disturbs  them  is  that  their  investments  are  not  getting  the 
return  that  they  had  been  led  to  believe  they  would  get  on  these 
bonds,  and  yet  those  who  are  beneficiaries  of  this  project  continue 
to  get  water  at  a  fairly  low  rate  and  continue  to  use  the  funds  that 
had  been  furnished  by  bondholders  and  the  Federal  Government 
too  with  an  interest-free  $66.9  million  advance. 

So  I  am  wondering  whether  or  not  the  Federal  Government's  in- 
terests are  being  protected  as  well  as  the  bondholders.  So  that  will 
be  a  part  of  the  questions  that  I  will  submit.  Do  you  know  about 
this  project?  Can  you  shed  any  light  on  it  for  us? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  yes,  I  am  generally  familiar.  This  is 
a  fairly  recurrent  kind  of  theme  in  reclamation  history.  The  local 
irrigation  district,  unable  to  meet  its  indebted  bond  obligations, 
headed  to  the  bankruptcy  court. 
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And  the  rights  of  the  various  creditors,  including  the  classes  of 
bondholders,  are  now  being  set  by  a  Federal  bankruptcy  judge. 

I  would  be  happy  to  look  into  the  question.  I  must  say  on  the 
front  end  that  from  what  I  know  about  it,  I  do  not  think  I  can  offer 
you  a  great  deal  of  hope,  because  the  jurisdiction  over  this  is  in  a 
bankruptcy  court,  which  is  also  now  rearranging  and  dictating 
modifications  in  the  terms  of  the  water  delivery  contracts  as  well. 

Senator  Cochran.  I  appreciate  very  much  your  agreeing  to  look 
into  it  and  getting  us  some  explanation  of  what  the  status  is  and 
what  the  bondholders  can  expect  in  the  way  of  fair  treatment  in 
this  situation. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Central  Arizona  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District  Bonds 

The  Central  Arizona  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District  (CAIDD)  is  one  of  nine  irri- 
gation districts  in  central  Arizona  that  contracted  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
(BOR)  for  construction  of  a  canal  system  for  the  delivery  of  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  (CAP).  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Projects 
Act  of  1968,  districts  such  as  CAIDD  were  required  to  fund  20  percent  of  the  costs 
of  building  their  canal  systems  while  the  remaining  80  percent  was  to  be  funded 
bv  the  Federal  Grovernment.  Under  the  contracts  executed  with  the  districts,  the 
Federal  costs  were  to  be  repaid  without  interest  over  a  term  not  to  exceed  50  years, 
based  upon  the  district's  payment  capacity. 

The  method  of  funding  the  non-Federal  cost  was  left  to  the  discretion  of  each  dis- 
trict. Reclamation's  pajmient  capacity  studies  indicated  that  a  loan  to  CAIDD  would 
be  financially  viable,  but  this  analysis  was  intended  solely  to  support  a  decision  of 
whether  or  not  to  approve  the  Federal  loan.  It  was  not  intended  to  support  or  be 
relied  upon  by  CAIDD's  bond  purchasers.  The  CAIDD  prepared  its  own  payment  ca- 
pacity studies  to  support  the  issuance  of  the  general  obligation  bonds  it  used  to 
raise  its  20  percent,  and  must  be  considered  solely  responsible  for  any  obligations 
to  its  bondholders. 

In  the  years  since  these  payment  capacity  studies  were  completed,  a  number  of 
unforeseen  circumstances  have  caused  central  Arizona  farmers  to  face  economic 
hardships.  As  the  CAP  canal  system  neared  completion  in  1993,  it  became  apparent 
CAIDD  would  be  unable  to  meet  its  obligations.  The  CAIDD  filed  a  voluntary  bank- 
ruptcy petition  on  August  12,  1994,  and  the  rights  of  the  bondholders,  other  credi- 
tors including  the  Federal  Government,  and  other  parties  are  now  being  determined 
by  the  bankruptcy  judge.  The  BOR  is  working  with  the  district,  the  Dondholders, 
and  the  other  involved  parties  to  develop  a  debt  restructuring  plan  that  is  fair  and 
equitable.  An  initial  trial  date  has  been  set  for  September  5,  1995. 

WILDLIFE  REFUGES 

Senator  Cochran.  My  other  question  that  I  will  bring  up  relates 
to  wildlife  refuges.  As  you  know,  we  worked  together  on  the  Migra- 
tory Bird  Conservation  Commission. 

Part  of  our  duty  there  is  try  to  use  the  funds  raised  with  sales 
of  duck  stamps  and  funds  from  other  resources  to  acquire  habitat 
for  migratory  water  fowl. 

There  are  several  refuges  in  my  State,  even  though  some  are  up 
to  10  years  old,  that  have  never  received  any  startup  funds  or  per- 
sonnel assigned  that  have  been  requested  since  they  were  created. 
I  do  not  know  whether  this  is  something  that  is  endemic  through- 
out the  country. 

But  in  particular,  these  four  refuges  that  I  am  aware  of  include 
Morgan  and  Matthews  Break,  the  Dahomey  and  Tallahatchie  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuges  as  well. 

These  stations  have  been  able  to  operate  under  existing  field  sta- 
tions, but  they  lack  manpower  and  personnel.  And  this  has  hin- 
dered the  public  use  program  of  the  new  stations. 
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We  have  been  talking  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  about 
some  of  the  policies  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  those  ref- 
uges, and  we  have  been  pretty  well  satisfied  that  they  are  respond- 
ing to  the  interest  that  the  general  public  has  in  our  State. 

But  does  the  Department  have  a  policy  about  providing  startup 
funds  for  national  wildlife  refuges?  And  when  can  these  refuges  in 
my  State  expect  to  be  included  in  the  administration's  budget  for 
personnel  that  are  needed  there? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  Senator,  the  honest  answer  is  that  this  an- 
swer is  endemic  to  the  system.  In  every  region  of  this  country  we 
have  situations  where  really  important  lands  have  been  put  into 
the  refuge  system,  and  the  lower  Mississippi  Valley  is  obviously  a 
major  example  of  that,  where  we  simply  do  not  have  the  funds  to 
staff  them  independently. 

What  we  have  done  is  put  them  as  outliers  within  an  existing 
refuge.  And  the  result  is  the  actual  presence  of  land  managers  is 
pretty  rare  in  some  of  them.  It  is  a  real  problem,  and  it  is,  frankly, 
not  going  to  get  any  better. 

Senator  Cochran.  But  one  thing  that  brings  to  my  mind  is  that 
maybe  we  are  making  a  mistake  by  continuing  to  establish  new  ref- 
uges. 

We  ought  to  put  a  halt  or  a  freeze  on  the  establishment  of  new 
refuges  until  we  are  able  to  take  care  of  the  ones  that  we  have,  and 
then  concentrate  these  funds  that  we  are  allocating  for  this  pur- 
pose to  private  incentive  programs  for  land  management  that 
would  be  conducive  to  wildlife  habitat,  using  easements — I  notice, 
for  example,  in  your  budget  there  is  one  program  that  is  targeted 
for  elimination,  which  to  me  might  be  a  better  use  of  funds. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  am  familiar  with  the  program. 

Senator  Cochran.  The  Water  Fowl  Production  Areas  Program, 
for  example,  and  Wetlands  Easement  Program.  You  proposed  in 
your  budget  to  eliminate  that. 

And  I  wonder  whether  or  not  we  maybe  are  missing  a  bet  in 
using  privately  owned  lands  to  a  greater  extent  as  wildlife  habitat 
areas  and  providing  incentive  programs  for  foundations  and  others 
who  are  committed  to  doing  a  good  job  in  land  management  for 
these  purposes  rather  than  concentrating  all  of  our  funds  into  this 
refuge  program. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  think  those  are  all  fair  questions. 
There  are  obviously  tradeoffs.  Concerning  the  wildlife  production 
areas,  we  propose  in  phase  II  of  the  National  Performance  Review 
to  transfer  those  back  to  the  States. 

There  is  some  shared  participation  in  the  management  of  those 
right  now,  and  that  was  an  attempt  to  make  a  modest  contraction 
in  our  land  management  responsibilities. 

But  I  agree,  those  are  the  right  questions.  I  think  that  the  pre- 
vailing philosophy  in  the  North  American  conservation  fund  and 
elsewhere  has  been  that  there  are  some  important  values  to  ac- 
quire land  to  keep  it  out  of  the  pathway  of  incompatible  develop- 
ment. 

But  as  you  know  better  than  I,  there  is  a  point  at  which  the 
management  issues  become  pretty  important  as  well. 

Senator  Cochran.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary. 
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INCOME  TAX  REDUCTIONS 


Senator  GORTON.  Mr.  Secretary,  do  you  support  or  oppose  the 
President's  proposals  for  income  tax  cuts? 
Secretary  Babbitt.  I  support  the  administration's  proposals. 

PARK  CLOSURE  LISTS 

Senator  GORTON.  Mr.  Secretary,  have  you  made  a  list  comparable 
to  this  list  of  200  national  parks  that  would  be  required  to  be 
closed  over  the  next  5  years  with  the  President's  budget,  with  the 
drop  in  discretionary  funds  outlined  by  Senator  Domenici  to  be 
adopted  and  applied  proportionately  to  the  National  Park  Service? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  have  not,  because  I  believe  that  if  we  move 
on  some  of  these  other  proposals  that  we  have  made,  that  we  can 
in  fact  avoid  any  park  closure. 

But  I  can  get  a  good  way  down  the  trail  with  some  of  the  propos- 
als that  we  have  made,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  Minerals 
Management  Service,  the  sale  of  royalty  streams,  the  spinoff  to  the 
States  of  royalty  collections,  a  variety  of  proposals  of  which  there 
are  a  goodly  number.  That  would  be  my  first  line,  to  play  those  out 
as  far  as  we  can. 

ADMISSION  FEE  INCREASES 

Senator  GORTON.  Have  you  made  any  assumptions  with  respect 
to  changes  in  the  income  the  National  Park  Service  takes  in  for  ad- 
mission fees? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  We  have  made  a  variety  of  different  assump- 
tions across  the  last  3  years.  I  think  we  have  $32  million  in  the 
1996  budget. 

Senator  GoRTON.  And  that  is  based  on  what? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  That  is  based  on  a  park-by-park  analysis 
which  probably  has  most  of  the  fee  increases  in  year  one  con- 
centrated in  destination  parks.  We  are  moving  the  lower  cost  ones 
toward  the  higher  standard. 

Senator  Gorton.  Are  you  assuming  that  you  will  get  the  author- 
ity to  set  admission  fees  at  your  discretion? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Absolutely,  because  otherwise  the  money  just 
is  not  there;  that  is  correct. 

WASHINGTON  MONUMENT  SYNDROME 

Senator  Gorton.  Mr.  Secretary,  it  was  certainly  long  before  I 
was  a  member  of  this  subcommittee,  it  is  possible  it  took  place  in 
the  Reagan  administration,  but  it  is  at  least  as  likely  that  it  took 
place  in  the  Wilson  administration,  that  when  a  proposal  not  to  ap- 
propriate as  much  as  the  National  Park  Service  wished,  the  threat 
came  down  that  the  Washington  Monument  would  be  closed. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  I  have  considered  that,  and  I  have  re- 
frained from  it. 

Senator  Gorton.  We  have  called  that  the  Washington  Monument 
syndrome  ever  since.  You  quite  skillfully  and  not  being  much  for 
cliches  have,  instead  of  the  Washington  Monument,  told  us  that  a 
10-percent  reduction  would  cause  you  to  close  200  of  the  368  ele- 


387 

ments  in  the  National  Park  System,  including  serious  restrictions 
in  Yellowstone. 

The  Grand  Canyon,  the  Bull  Run  Battlefield  and  a  number  of 
others,  which,  perhaps  not  due  to  your  own  credibility,  fall  into  the 
category  of  the  Washington  Monument  syndrome,  it  seems  to  us. 

Except  for  an  answer  to  a  question  from  Senator  Bumpers,  you 
did  not  speak  about  the  most  expensive  park  in  your  entire  system 
or  the  newest  park  in  your  entire  system. 

PRESIDIO  FUNDING 

Might  we  not  be  better  off  in  circumstances  such  as  those  that 
we  face  today  to  say  that  the  Presidio  is  a  wonderful  asset  for  the 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  but  that  it  is  not  a  responsibility 
that  you  can  afford  to  take  up  given  the  historical  nature  of  pre- 
vious national  parks,  or  that  the  controversial  decision  we  made 
last  year  with  respect  to  California  deserts  might  be  reversed  rath- 
er than  closing  longstanding  and  historic  national  parks  in  other 
places? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  My  view  of  the  Presidio  is  that  this  issue  has 
drifted  into  an  adversary  debate  which  sort  of  misses  and  entirely 
excludes  what  I  believe  to  be  the  most  promising  approach  to  the 
Presidio.  The  Presidio  ought  to  be  put  in  the  hands  of  a  corporation 
which  is  vested  by  Congress  with  an  array  of  entrepreneurial  pow- 
ers, a  great  deal  of  flexibility,  and  administered,  if  you  will,  in  a 
way  that  gives  us  the  best  of  both  worlds.  This  would  allow  us  to 
retain  it  as  a  Federal  enclave  and  give  the  Park  Service  the  ability 
to  work  with  a  corporation  which  has  the  power  to  do  market-based 
financing  and  leasing.  It  should  have  stripped-down,  streamlined 
discretionary  powers  to  do  what  we  all  know  has  to  be  done.  That, 
of  course,  is  that  a  big  piece  of  this  is  suitable  for  compatible  com- 
mercial development. 

We  ought  to  start  doing  it.  I  have  told  100  different  people  in  a 
moment  of  fancy  that  if  I  had  my  way  I  would  hire  Walter 
Shorenstein  into  the  National  Park  Service  and  say,  "Get  this  thing 
moving,  balance  the  books." 

He  happens  to  be  the  biggest  real  estate  developer  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, or  at  least  in  the  Democratic  Party  in  San  Francisco.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

I  think  there  are  an  endless  array  of  possibilities  if  we  would 
converge  on  that  model. 

Senator  Gorton.  At  $25  million  a  year  in  appropriated  money? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  We  have  to  scale  that  down.  We  have  made 
a  number  of  projections  which  show  that  coming  down.  We  have 
been  up  before  some  of  the  authorizing  committees  and  testified 
that  we  could  get  rid  of  80  percent  of  the  operational  base  of  that 
park  through  this  kind  of  management. 

You  cannot  do  the  whole  thing.  There  are  some  big  overhead  is- 
sues here.  There  is  a  lot  of  open  space.  There  are  some  extraor- 
dinary historic  sectors  out  there.  You  have  been  there;  you  have 
seen  them. 

Obviously  some  of  it  is  not  entirely  susceptible  to  this  kind  of 
analysis,  but  for  heaven's  sake,  the  Letterman-Lair  Center  and  all 
of  the  buildings  out  on  the  front  end  which  were  part  of  the  modem 
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military  operation  are  absolutely  something  that  ought  to  be  moved 
into  a  commercial  management  frame. 

ALLOCATION  OF  REDUCTIONS 

Senator  Gk)RTON.  If  appropriations  for  all  of  the  responsibilities 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  were  to  be  reduced  by  10  percent 
from  the  1995  appropriations,  would  it  be  your  view  that  it  should 
be  10  percent  for  each  of  the  responsibilities  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  No. 

Senator  Gorton.  So  in  fact,  once  we  get  our  allocations  and 
know  the  total  amount  of  money  that  we  are  going  to  have  avail- 
able, you  are  going  to  help  us  set  priorities  as  to  how  to  share  the 
pain? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  As  I  must  and  knowing  that  there  is  some 
risk,  and  knowing  that  traditionally  no  matter  who  is  on  which 
side  of  the  table  around  this  institution,  that  showing  a  pathway 
usually  sets  a  baseline  for  further  hit. 

The  perfect  example  is  the  National  Park  Service,  I  just  told  you 
what  we  have  been  through  for  the  past  3  years,  and  it  now  formu- 
lates the  baseline  against  which  cuts  are  applied. 

That  is  just  a  fact  of  life  around  here.  It  is  endemic  to  the  entire 
political  culture.  Anytime  you  walk  up  here  with  a  pathway  toward 
a  cut,  it  is  taken  and  immediately  translated  into  a  freebie  from 
which  the  next  round  will  proceed. 

Recognizing  that,  I  equally  recognize  my  responsibility  as  a  pub- 
lic official  to  come  up  here  and  as  artfully  as  I  can  suggest  that 
some  cuts  are  better  than  others,  and  I  will  do  my  best  to  do  that. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you.  That  is  something  that  we  will 
wish  to  do.  Senator  Domenici,  in  his  remarks,  pointed  out  it  will 
be  essentially  the  responsibility  of  this  subcommittee  to  make  these 
decisions. 

And,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  intend  to  gather  all  of  the  members,  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans,  together  to  chart  a  pathway  in  general 
terms  before  we  have  a  markup. 

I  suspect  that  we  will  be  able  to  deal  with  these  difficult  ques- 
tions with  an  added  degree  of  sophistication  if  we  have  the  help  of 
the  Department  which  will  be  the  subject  of  those  cuts. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  am  ready  and  willing  to  take  part  in  that. 

TIMBER  SALVAGE 

Senator  Gorton.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  some  questions  now 
about  the  rescissions  bill.  I  think  I  am  accurate  in  stating,  Mr.  Sec- 
retary, that  the  President,  at  the  time  when  timber  salvage  lan- 
guage was  adopted  in  the  House  version  of  the  rescission  bill,  said 
that  he  would  veto  it. 

But  when  the  Senate  passed  its  version  of  the  rescission  bill,  the 
President  said  that  he  would  sign  the  entire  Senate  rescission  bill. 

When  the  final  bill  ageement  was  reached  a  couple  of  weeks  ago, 
the  President  said  that  he  would  veto  the  bill  in  part  because  of 
timber  salvage  language  which  was  identical  to  that  passed  by  the 
Senate  except  for  changes  that  the  administration  itself  rec- 
ommended. 
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Last  week  he  said  that  he  would  sign  a  rescission  bill  if  it  re- 
stored some  education  money  but  apparently  included  the  present 
Senate  language. 

Can  you  tell  me  what  the  position  of  the  President  is  today  on 
the  subject? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  Whether  he  will  veto  the  rescission  bill? 

Senator  Gorton.  Whether  or  not  he  will  veto  any  rescission  bill 
that  includes  the  present  timber  salvage  language  in  it,  if  it  in- 
cludes his  roughly  $700  million  additional  money  for  education  and 
similar  activities. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  think  that  is  difficult  to  answer.  It  is  sug- 
gested by  your  own  language  as  you  characterize  his  position  that 
he  might  veto  the  conference  product  in  part  because  of  the  timber 
salvage  language.  That  is  a  factor. 

I  have  not  heard  him  suggest  that  his  decision  on  the  rescission 
bill  will  turn  entirely  on  the  forest  language.  Probably,  in  part  at 
least  for  the  reasons  you  suggest,  it  has  mostly  Senate  language  in 
it. 

Senator  Gorton.  What  in  your  view  will  be  the  impact,  at  least 
on  the  BLM,  of  the  bill  in  its  present  form? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  My  advice  to  the  President  on  this  issue  as 
it  pertains  to  my  responsibilities  is  that  the  language  is  not  nec- 
essary. We  are  in  fact  moving  very  expeditiously  now  toward  the 
targets  I  have  discussed  with  you  previously  and  that  we  have  the 
consultations  time  down  to  a  formal  consultation  60  days,  informal 
30. 

I  have  signed  my  managers  on  to  performance  agreements  which 
is  going  to  hash  this  stuff  out.  Of  the  318  issues,  we  resolved  most 
of  those  with  the  exception  of  a  couple  of  thousand  acres  of  Mary- 
land habitat  which  is  of  special  significance.  There  is  no  need  for 
your  language,  however  artful  that  language  may  be,  from  the  per- 
spective of  a  noted  scholar  of  both  the  law  and  natural  resources. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  take  it  from  that  circumlocution  that  you 
have  not  recommended  that  the  language,  that  the  bill  be  vetoed 
on  that  ground. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  COMPLIANCE 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  would  decline  to  share  my  advice  to  the 
President  on  that  matter.  [Laughter.] 

Seriously,  there  are  two  ways  to  argue  this,  and  we  have  had 
this  discussion  many  times  before.  I  understand  your  position. 

If  we  are  on  a  track  toward  completion,  what  is  so  bad  about  tak- 
ing out  a  few  of  the  compliance  checkpoints  along  the  way  in  aid 
of  assuring  the  result. 

I  guess  I  am  uneasy  about  waiving  environmental  compliance  re- 
quirements, especially  when  I  have  gone  through  the  agony  with 
my  land  managers  of  forcing  them  up  to  the  line  and  saying  we  are 
going  to  get  this  done.  And  I  really  think  we  are. 

Senator  Gorton.  Mr.  Secretary,  the  language  does  not  cause  you 
to  waive  those  requirements  as  you  read  them.  What  it  does  is  pro- 
tect you  from  lawsuits. 

There  have  been  nine  lawsuits  that  have  already  been  brought 
against  option  9  by  organizations  in  the  Northwest,  whose  belief, 
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presumably  unlike  yours,  is  that  there  simply  should  be  no  har- 
vesting at  all  in  national  forests. 

Would  you  rather  spend  your  limited  resources  on  defending 
those  lawsuits  or  on  actually  carrying  out  your  own  policies? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  would  rather  not  make  selective  exemptions 
to  environmental  laws.  I  would  rather  arm  wrestle  the  generic 
issue  than  imagine  the  slippery  slope  to  which  your  artful  language 
may  eventually  lead  us. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 

Senator  Gorton.  Well,  that  does  lead  us  to  the  next  point.  When 
Senator  Johnston  and  I  introduced  Senate  768,  your  response  was 
that  it  would  repeal  the  act,  meaning  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
Is  that  still  your  view? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes;  it  more  or  less  is.  I  have  gone  back  and 
thought  about  that.  The  press  has  asked  me  whether  or  not  I  am 
guilty  of  outrageous  hyperbole,  and  I  have  been  thinking  about  it. 

My  problem  with  Senate  768  is  that  at  each  point  in  this  entire 
structure,  the  bill  is  devoid  of  legal  standards.  It  seems  to  me  that 
if  one  argues,  as  I  believe  you  do,  that  there  is  too  much  rigidity 
in  the  existing  bill,  you  have  surely  gone  right  past  the  center  to 
the  other  extreme  in  which  all  decisions  other  than  listing  are  en- 
tirely discretionary  without  a  legal  standard. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  the  real  issue  that  we  ought  to  grap- 
ple with. 

Senator  Gorton.  Which,  of  course,  also  means  that  you  or  the 
President  could  make  exactly  the  same  decision  pursuant  to  Senate 
768  with  respect  to  spotted  owls,  salmon,  or  an3rthing  else  that  he 
has  in  fact  made  under  the  present  ESA. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  No;  not  really.  I  could  not  have  made  them 
because  the  section  7  provisions  in  your  bill  turn  Federal  agencies 
loose  right  and  left. 

The  4(d)  rules  that  we  have  been  working  on  for  private  land 
would  not  come  out  the  same  way  because,  as  I  read  your  bill,  any 
conservation  restraints  on  private  land  really  are  not  there  because 
section  9  no  longer  has  anything  except  a  direct  take  provision.  I 
really  doubt  that  section  9  would  not  be  a  meaningful  inhibition. 
I  think  the  answer  is  "no". 

Senator  Gorton.  Now,  as  I  understand  it,  since  you  made  the 
statement  that  Senate  768  would  repeal  the  act,  a  bill  has  been  in- 
troduced in  the  House  that  would  literally  do  so. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  believe  that  is  correct. 

Senator  GoRTON.  But  from  your  perspective  there  is  not  any  dif- 
ference. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  out  of  deference  to  you,  I  did  character- 
ize your  bill,  I  think,  as  one  of  those  western  towns  where  there 
is  a  false  front  out  there.  You  go  around  to  the  back  and  there  is 
nothing  there.  I  guess  the  House  bill  amounts  to  sort  of  burning 
down  the  western  town.  [Laughter.] 

What  I  find  beguiling  about  your  bill  is  that  you  do  recognize  the 
architecture  of  the  act,  and  in  an  interesting  way. 

It  seems  to  me  it  provides  a  framework  in  which  maybe  you  real- 
ly could  build  rooms  and  four  walls  and  have  a  real  structure.  But 
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the  key  to  doing  that  is  to  have  some  genuine  legally  enforceable 
standards. 

If  you  do  not  like  the  ones  in  the  existing  bill,  we  ought  to  argue 
about  the  section  9  standards.  You  want  to  water  those  down?  That 
is  your  prerogative,  but  we  ought  to  talk  about  how  much  dilution 
and  at  what  points. 

Senator  Gorton.  That  does  lead  to 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT — ^ADMINISTRATION'S  PROPOSAL 

Secretary  BABBITT.  The  water  elimination  troubles  me  a  lot.  I 
mean,  you  effectively  eliminate  any  standards  with  respect  to 
water-based  species. 

Senator  GrORTON.  A  year  ago,  or  during  the  course  of  the  last 
Congress,  it  was  the  view  of  the  administration  that  there  should 
be  no  changes  in  the  act  whatsoever.  Several  months  ago  you  came 
up  with  10  principles  for  ESA  reform. 

If  you  do  not  like  what  we  have,  are  you  going  to  come  up  with 
some  specific  legislation  pursuant  to  which  those  10  standards,  or 
10  principles,  can  be  carried  out?  Legislation  that  will  address  the 
kind  of  objections  to  the  enforcement  of  the  present  act,  which  I 
heard  as  recently  as  Saturday  at  Lewiston,  which  have  been  the 
central  point  of  both  House  and  Senate  hearings  throughout  the 
West? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  to  give  you  one  example,  this  small 
landowner  issue,  in  my  judgment,  is  really  a  significant  distinction 
that  ought  to  be  made  through  the  architecture  of  this  act. 

My  proposal,  which  we  are  translating  into  regulatory  policy,  is 
simply  to  exempt  owners  of  5  acres  or  less.  That  really  comes  out 
of  my  experience  with  trying  to  work  out  some  of  these  things  in 
Texas  and  California  and  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

The  regulatory  burden  on  small  landowners — quite  apart  from 
the  fairness  of  the  ultimate  result — the  burden  of  going  through  bi- 
ological opinions,  lawyers,  just  the  process  is  in  my  judgment  un- 
fair. 

I  think  I  saw  that  more  clearly  than  anywhere  in  some  of  these 
urban  areas  where  there  are  a  lot  of  small  landowners. 

This  ought  to  get  them  out.  And  say  we  will  build  habitat  con- 
servation plans  on  the  public  land  base  and  on  larger  private  hold- 
ings where  in  fact,  under  traditional  planning  and  zoning  concepts 
at  the  local  level,  you  can  actually  expect  to  work  out  plans  with 
State  and  local  participation  that  do  not  have  a  disproportionate 
impact. 

Senator  GORTON.  Mr.  Secretary,  that  is  not  responsive  to  the 
question.  Essentially  what  I  am  hearing  is  a  relapse  to  your  posi- 
tion of  the  last  Congress,  that  no  changes  in  the  act  whatsoever 
need  to  be  made. 

Are  you  or  are  you  not  going  to  make  any  specific  legislative  sug- 
gestions to  the  Congress  during  the  course  of  this  year  with  respect 
to  amendments  to  that  bill? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  A  5-acre  statutory  exemption  for  landowners 
is  a  pretty  specific  legislative  suggestion. 

Senator  GORTON.  I  thought  you  said  you  had  done  it  by  regula- 
tion so  we  did  not  need  a  statute. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  would  be  delighted  to  see  it  in  legislation. 
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Senator  GORTON.  Will  you  have  any  other  suggestions  during  the 
course  of  these  hearings  in  the  summer  and  early  fall? 

Secretary  Babbitt,  Sure.  In  the  10-point  suggestions  are  some 
comments  about  the  need  for  a  peer  review.  You  have  addressed 
that  in  your  bill.  I  think  it  is  something  that  can  be  worked  out 
in  pretty  reasonable  fashion. 

The  Federal-State  relationship  ought  to  be  addressed  in  legisla- 
tion. This  bill  was  drafted  or  administered  or  both  in  an  atypical 
legislative  mode. 

It  became  a  Federal  province,  unlike,  for  example,  the  EPA  legis- 
lation, which  from  day  one  was  a  Federal  backdrop  with  a  State 
delegation.  I  think  we  need  to  move  that  way.  I  think  legislation 
would  be  helpful  to  rebalance  and  restructure  that  relationship. 

HABITAT  CONSERVATION  PLANS 

I  think  there  are  a  variety  of  other  issues.  Many  of  them  are  cov- 
ered here.  Landowner  incentives — I  think  those  are  something  we 
can  work  on. 

We  have  worked  out  some  principles  in  California  I  think  that 
are  very  important.  They  come  a  long  way  toward  saying  that 
where  people  will  undertake  to  do  multispecies  conservation  plans 
we  can  move  toward  finality. 

We  have  done  that  in  a  number  of  different  ways.  In  the  bay 
delta  settlement  we  did  it  one  way.  That  was  essentially  a  water 
situation  there.  We  have  done  it  a  little  differently  in  northern 
California. 

I  think  it  is  an  important  principle  that  is  emerging  out  of  this. 
It  ought  to  be  in  legislation.  You  meet  a  set  of  criteria,  that  is  it. 
You  give  once  and  you  close  it  up  and  that  is  it. 

Senator  Gorton.  But  at  bottom  you  still  want  a  statute  which 
is  subject  to  litigation  and  judicial  enforcement  to  roughly  the  same 
extent  that  the  present  statute  is. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  thought  I  was  giving  you  an  opening  by  say- 
ing that  the  real  issue,  in  my  judgment,  is  the  legal  standards  that 
must  be  met,  that  we  can  have  a  really  productive  discussion  about 
what  the  legal  standard  should  be  in  section  9  or  what  should  the 
section  7  standard  be. 

And  the  legal  issue  that  I  think  has  been  most  troublesome  is  the 
way  in  which  the  listing  process  has  been  driven  by  litigation. 

Now,  your  bill  deals  with  that  to  some  extent,  and  I  think  that 
is  something  that  needs  examination.  We  do  have  to  structure  a 
pathway  which  prioritizes  and  frees  the  Service  from  being  held  in 
thrall  by  200  different  plaintiffs  and  100  different  judges  around 
the  country. 

And  that  is  not  hyperbole;  that  is  literally  what  is  happening  to 
us. 

Our  administrative  and  regulatory  agenda  is  being  driven  by  ju- 
dicial deadlines.  Could  we  do  a  better  job  with  that?  Yes;  by  elimi- 
nating all  judicial  access?  No. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  think  we  have  found  an  area  of  agreement  in 
that  connection.  The  driving  of  the  process  by  litigation  by  dozens 
or  hundreds  of  plaintiffs  clearly  is  frustrating  to  you  and  obviously 
much  more  frustrating  to  those  who  are  the  victims  or  the  subjects 
of  that  litigation  even  though  they  may  not  be  parts  of  it. 
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UNAUTHORIZED  ACTIVITIES 

I  simply  need  to  point  out  that  as  we  go  through  this  appropria- 
tions process,  it  is  going  to  be  much  more  difficult  to  provide  ade- 
quate funding  for  unauthorized  activities  than  authorized  activi- 
ties. 

That  point  has  been  made  by  the  House  subcommittee  chairman 
even  more  graphically  than  it  has  been  here. 

While  I  certainly  do  not  want  to  set  a  September  30  deadline  on 
it,  I  am  going  to  be  impacted  significantly  by  whether  or  not  there 
has  been  progress  toward  a  reauthorization,  whether  it  is  a  reau- 
thorization I  particularly  like  or  not,  and  whether  the  administra- 
tion has  played  a  constructive  role  in  coming  up  with  a  reauthor- 
ization. 

So  far,  very  bluntly,  except  for  the  10  general  nrinciples,  it  is  my 
view  that  your  reactions  and  those  of  the  administration  have  not 
been  constructive  contributions  to  the  debate.  I  hope  they  will  be 
as  the  summer  goes  on. 

FOREST  PLAN 

Let  me  ask  you  one  more  question  about  the  Pacific  Northwest 
forest  plan.  What  share  of  it  is  your  responsibility  through  the 
BLM? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  Well,  as  I  recall  the  figure,  1.1  billion,  and  of 
that  about  20  percent,  I  think,  is  BLM,  or  about  200  million  board 
feet. 

Senator  Gorton.  Has  your  contribution  toward  the  plan  been 
proportional?  Is  BLM  working  with  the  Forest  Service  and  is  BLM 
up  to  date  with  the  Forest  Service  with  respect  to  its  parts? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  The  answer  is  yes.  Our  managers  are  on  the 
line  saying  that  in  this  calendar  year  we  will  have  to  contract  85 
percent  of  our  211  million. 

Senator  Gorton.  That  would  put  you  ahead  of  the  Forest  Service 
then. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  just  do  not  have  the  Forest  Service  figures 
in  front  of  me. 

Senator  Gorton.  Do  you  know  how  much  money  has  been  spent 
on  it  total,  again  BLM? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  On  contracting? 

Senator  Gorton.  On  the  plan  and  on  preparing  sales.  How  much 
money  has  gone  into  it  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior  from 
the  time  option  9  came  out? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  The  part  attributed  to  moving  this  stuff  to- 
ward clearance,  I  would  say,  has  been  about  $20  million  a  year. 

Senator  Gorton.  Pardon?  $20  million? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  There  is  a  figure  here  which  says  $32  million, 
but  it  depends  on  how  you  allocate  out  all  these  functions.  I  think 
we  have  a  real  definition  problem  here.  I  think  it  is  closer  to  $20 
million. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  ECOSYSTEM 

Senator  Gorton.  Mr.  Secretary,  to  go  from  a  field  in  which  I 
have  been  very  critical  to  one  in  which  I  am  most  impressed.  Sen- 
ators Mack  and  Graham  took  me  to  south  Florida  a  couple  of  week- 
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ends  ago  to  look  at  the  Everglades  and  the  ecosystem,  not  only  the 
national  park  but  everything  that  feeds  into  that  national  park. 

I  must  say  that  I  was  tremendously  impressed  not  only  with 
progress,  but  with  the  far  greater  degree  of  cooperation  between 
the  National  Park  Service,  other  Federal  agencies,  and  the  State 
and  regional  agencies,  and  for  that  matter  the  private  sector  with 
respect  to  the  recovery  of  that  ecosystem. 

I  would  like  you  to  tell  me  why,  in  your  view,  so  much  progress 
has  taken  place  there  and  what  you  view  your  role,  through  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Park  Service,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice, and  enforcement  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  to  be  in  the 
next  fiscal  year  and  over  the  fiscal  years  immediately  following. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  obviously  I  have  reflected  at  some 
length — it  is  a  fascinating  comparison.  What  are  the  differences? 

It  has  much  potential  for  conflict  across  almost  as  large  a  land- 
scape with  an  enormous  number  of  players  including  State  water 
management  district,  agriculture,  urban,  city  of  Miami,  fishermen 
in  Florida  Bay,  and  on  and  on  and  on. 

Why  does  it  seem  to  come  toward  the  search  for  common  ground 
rather  than  splintering  outward? 

It  is  not  an  easy  question.  I  think  part  of  it  is  that  we  did  not 
have  as  long  a  history  of  conflict  when  we  began  in  February  1993. 
The  litigation  was  relatively  focused  and  relatively  recent.  It  had 
only  been  going  on  for  2  or  3  years  contrasted  to  10  or  15. 

I  think  there  was  a  larger  public  consensus  about  what  the  larg- 
er objectives  were — not  entirely  free  of  conflict,  but  that  was  cer- 
tainly a  factor. 

But  we,  for  whatever  reason,  have  had  an  absolutely  unified 
State  delegation  around  these  issues.  They  have  not  been  divisive 
within  a  very  large  State  delegation.  They  are  pretty  steady  on 
that  course. 

That  is  as  close  as  I  can  come.  It  has  not  been  without  con- 
troversy. Last  spring  at  the  Miami  Hyatt  I  had  to  give  a  speech, 
and  there  were  two  sets  of  pickets  of  400  or  500  from  the  sugar 
growers  on  one  side  and  the  Everglades  Coalition  with  all  their 
people  on  the  other  side. 

Senator  Gorton.  That  must  have  made  you  feel  at  home. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes;  we  were  right  there  in  the  middle  where 
we  get  very  little  credit  but  maybe  a  lot  of  satisfaction.    . 

Senator  GORTON.  In  any  event,  I  wanted  to  tell  you  that  I  was 
most  impressed  with  your  people  who  were  a  part  of  that  relatively 
brief  but  most  informative  tour. 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

I  spoke  earlier  about  the  way  in  which  we  will  make  these  reduc- 
tions. I  will  ask  you  a  question  now  in  which  I  suspect  I  may  differ 
from  Senator  Domenici.  Some  of  the  budget  assumptions  assume 
level  funding  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

With  the  dynamic  changes  taking  place  in  Indian  country,  Mr. 
Secretary,  is  there  any  reason  that  we  should  not,  in  the  case  of 
those  Indian  tribes  and  nations  which  are  gaining  marked  in- 
creases in  their  income  through  casino  gambling,  and  are  becoming 
more  self-sufficient,  remove  from  distributions  directly  or  indirectly 
to  those  Indian  tribes  and  nations  on  a  dollar-for-dollar  basis  or  on 
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a  50-cent-per-dollar  basis  of  direct  Federal  support  for  the  support 
that  they  are  now  receiving  through  their  artificial  monopoly  over 
gambling  enterprises? 

Is  that  not  a  source  of  very  considerable  amounts  of  money  for, 
say,  the  National  Park  System? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  The  tribes,  of  course,  make  the  point  that 
most  Federal  aid  programs  to  States  do  not  have  a  major  means- 
tested  or  per  capita  income  factor  in  them,  with  the  exception  of 
obviously  a  means-tested  welfare  programs.  Most  other  State  aid 
programs  take  means  into  consideration  only  to  a  mild  degree. 

Notwithstanding  that,  I  think  it  is  a  valid  criteria.  I  believe  that 
as  we  move  into  a  very  restricted  budget  environment  that  inevi- 
tably we  must  begin  to  look  at  targeting  on  some  degree  of  need. 

And  I  would  only  say  that  I  would  not  necessarily  limit  it  exclu- 
sive to  gaming,  and  I  would  not  discover  in  that  process  any  kind 
of  one-for-one  offset,  for  example.  But  I  do  think  that  looking  at  the 
overall  financial  needs  of  tribes  is  a  perfectly  valid  approach. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  am  pleased  to  hear  that,  and  I  used  gaming 
because  it  is  of  course  the  most  dramatic  example. 

I  must  say  that  I  find  it  much  easier  to  make  a  statement  of  gen- 
eral principle  than  I  do  to  reduce  that  to  any  kind  of  formula  which 
would  be  relatively  fair  and  just  and  which  would,  at  the  same 
time,  produce  within  a  limited  allocation  moneys  for  other  prior- 
ities to  which  you  have  spoken. 

I  wish  that  you  would  put  your  staff  together  and  see  whether 
or  not — again,  without  finding  yourself  in  support  for  any  particu- 
lar formula — ^you  could  help  us  as  we  seek  to  do  that. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  are  two  goals.  Obviously  one  of  our 
goals  of  Indian  policy  is  self-determination  and  self-support.  And  as 
we  reach  that  goal,  we  should  commend  it,  but  I  think  that  we 
should  also  perhaps  have  a  different  formula  for  the  distribution  of 
moneys. 

And  given  a  year  like  this  where  we  need  every  dollar  we  pos- 
sibly can  in  order  to  keep  you  from  closing  national  parks  or  nec- 
essary science  and  a  number  of  other  areas,  that  need  is  particu- 
larly urgent. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  will  certainly  do  that. 

MC  CAIN  LEGISLATION 

Senator  GORTON.  On  a  similar  subject.  Senator  McCain  recently 
introduced  a  bill  to  establish  procedures  for  reorganizing  the  Bu- 
reau of  Indian  Affairs.  Does  the  administration  have  a  position  on 
the  McCain  bill? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  have  not  had  occasion  to  look  at 
that  carefully.  I  would  have  to  respond  in  writing  to  that. 

Senator  Gorton.  Would  you  do  so,  whether  you  have  calculated 
any  savings  that  result  from  it? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  can  tell  you  conceptually.  I  think  we  are  all 
headed  in  the  same  quadrant  in  terms  of  moving  these  programs 
out  into  the  hands  of  the  tribes  and  trying  to  invent  the  necessary 
monitoring  and  oversight  in  lieu  of  BIA  administration.  But  beyond 
that  I  would  have  to  look  at  the  bill  and  I  will. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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McCain  BIA  Reorganization  Legislation 

The  Administration  agrees  with  Senator  McCain  on  the  need  to  reorganize  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  and  supports  the  Department's  commitment  to  reor- 
ganize BIA  through  the  identification  of  Tribal  shares.  The  BIA  has  been  negotiat- 
ing Tribal  shares  at  the  agency  and  area  level  for  over  three  years.  Further,  a  BIA 
directive  has  been  sent  notif3dng  each  area  to  continue  to  work  with  the  Tribes  to 
identify  Tribal  shares.  Tribes  and  BIA  field  staff  are  designing  and  reorganizing 
agency  and  area  offices  based  on  the  amount  of  projected  Tribal  compacting  and 
contracting.  The  BIA  has  also  developed  a  proposal  to  reorganize  the  central  office, 
with  the  resultant  streamlining  savings  provided  to  the  Tribes.  Given  the  ongoing 
reorganization  that  is  already  underway  in  BIA,  the  Department  believes  that  legis- 
lation is  unnecessary. 

CALIFORNIA  DESERT 

Senator  GoRTON.  Earlier  when  I  asked  you  about  the  Presidio, 
I  also  asked  you  about  the  California  desert,  and  you  did  not  an- 
swer that  part  of  the  question. 

What  amounts  of  money  will  be  going  into  that  national  park 
and  how  does  that  fit  into  the  almost  certainty  that  you  will  be 
dealing  with  increasingly  constrained  budgets  over  the  next  few 
years? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  In  response  to  your  earlier  question,  I  would 
vigorously  resist  the  idea  that  the  park  should  be  decommissioned. 
Again,  this  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  productive,  I  think  it  is  a 
bad  idea. 

Now,  what  I  think  we  should  be  doing  is  asking  at  what  level  of 
administration  does  the  Park  Service  envision  the  near  future  of 
that  park. 

A  lot  of  the  additional  money  comes  from  assumptions  about  ad- 
ditional park  administration  boundary  delineation  and  that  kind  of 
thing.  The  change  that  was  made  for  the  three  national  parks  actu- 
ally is  plus  $3  million.  It  is  not  an  overpowering  item. 

There  are  some  significant  additions  in  the  BLM  budget,  but 
those  are  focused  at  the  69  wilderness  areas  that  were  created,  the 
obvious  being  on  some  schedule  to  do  some  careful  delineation  and 
signing  in  those  wilderness  areas.  There  is  a  $5  million  request  in 
the  BLM  budget  for  that. 

Obviously,  some  of  that  can  be  arranged  on  varying  time  sched- 
ules. It  ought  to  be  done.  That  is  something  we  can  look  at. 

Senator  GrORTON.  Then  I  take  it  that  when  you  come  up  with 
your  list  of  200  of  the  368  responsibilities  of  the  National  Park 
Service,  the  cost  of  which  I  gather  equals  the  10-percent  budget  re- 
duction, that  California  desert  is  not  among  those  200. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  It  is  not.  Let  me  simply  make  this  point.  We 
are  talking  about  an  add  of  $3  million  on  top  of  the  existing  budg- 
ets for  Death  Valley  National  Park  and  Joshua  Tree. 

I  would  readily  submit  those  park  units  to  the  same  kind  of  anal- 
ysis that  I  discussed  earlier.  I  am  not  proposing  a  closure. 

Can  we  talk  about  seasonal  closure?  Sure.  As  I  suggested,  the 
Everglades  National  Park  in  the  summer.  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park  in  the  winter.  It  would  certainly  be  fair  to  look  at  all  this 
desert  area  for  scaling  down  in  the  summer.  That  is  not  the  peak 
visitor  season. 
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NATIONAL  PARKWAYS 

Senator  Gorton.  Of  the  368  various  units  in  the  park  system, 
you  have  come  up  with  3  parkways  that  could  appropriately  be 
managed  by  the  States  in  which  they  are  located.  Is  that  not  cor- 
rect? 

Secretary  BABBITT.  Yes;  but  we  are  talking  about  the  roadways. 
Not  the  landscape,  just  the  highways. 

Senator  Gorton.  No;  I  understand.  I  was  on  one  of  them  last 
night. 

Secretary  BABBITT.  You  know  when  you  are  on  a  national  park 
roadway  around  here  because  they  are  the  only  ones  that  do  not 
have  potholes. 

Senator  Gorton.  That  is  true.  It  is  a  wonderful  road.  But  wheth- 
er or  not  it  is  your  responsibility,  rather  than  that  of  the  State  of 
Maryland,  is  a  serious  question. 

NATIONAL  ASSETS 

Leaving  aside  a  particular  amount  of  a  reduction  for  the  National 
Park  Service,  but  based  on  the  fact  that  there  are  going  to  be  very 
real  fiscal  constraints  over  the  next  few  years,  are  there  any  of 
those  other  365  units  that  really  are  not  national  park  quality — 
that  are  essentially  local  assets  to  be  every  bit  as  effectively  man- 
aged as  State  parks  or  recreation  areas  or  the  like?  Or,  with  the 
exception  of  three  roadways,  is  everything  else  the  kind  of  national 
asset  that  ought  to  be  managed  by  the  National  Park  Service? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Senator,  I  largely  refuse  to  take  your  bait  for 
this  reason.  The  ones  that  are  commonly  referred  to,  there  is  a  site 
in  Montana,  the  Hamilton  Grange,  the  Bronx,  and  some  of  the  oth- 
ers, the  budget  levels  for  these  areas  are  about  $200,000. 

Now,  am  I  ready  to  go  down  in  a  small  footnote  in  a  voluminous 
history  of  the  Interior  Department  as  the  first  Secretary  in  history 
to  shrink  the  authorized  units  of  the  National  Park  Service  for 
$200,000?  And  the  answer  is  a  resounding  no. 

Again,  I  do  think  that  there  is  a  more  productive  line  of  inquiry 
and  that  is  the  concept  of  partnerships.  It  really  is  useful  to  look 
at  particularly  some  of  the  historical  units  and  ask  to  what  extent 
can  we  put  together  partnerships. 

There  are  already  a  lot  of  them  out  there  on  the  landscape,  a  lot 
of  interesting  things  in  Philadelphia  at  Independence,  and  some 
sites  in  Massachusetts.  Some  of  them  we  have  placed  on  a  more 
entrepreneurial  basis. 

The  famous  Steamtown  example  seems  to  me  a  nice  example.  We 
have  been  leaning  pretty  heavily  on  some  of  the  local  people  there 
to  start  putting  up  some  of  the  capital  costs  of  that  park. 

It  may  be  that  an  admission  fee  structure  there  makes  sense  be- 
cause of  the  nature  of  that  park.  But  rather  than  get  into  a  knock- 
down drag-out  fight  about  whose  name  is  on  the  deed  to  the  site, 
we  could  wade  into  some  of  these  more  mixed  kinds  of  things. 

I  know  nobody  is  interested  in  doing  that.  We  talked  out  West 
about  divesting  public  lands.  My  response  is,  I  am  not  going  to  be 
a  party  to  that.  We  have  been  through  this  debate  once  every  gen- 
eration of  the  20th  century.  History  is  on  my  side.  These  are  public 
assets.  -^ 
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MATAGORDA  ISLAND 

Now,  the  real  issue  ought  to  be:  How  do  you  manage  them?  We 
have  a  wildlife  refuge  on  Matagorda  Island,  TX  in  which  we  have 
a  management  partnership  with  the  State  of  Texas. 

They  run  the  visitors  center,  Texas  Parks  and  Recreation  does 
the  law  enforcement,  we  manage  the  land  base  and  do  the  biology. 
It  is  a  fantastic  operating  arrangement  authorized  by  this  Con- 
gress. 

That  is  an  example.  It  could  be  carried  out  in  a  lot  of  different 
directions.  To  answer  your  question  about  parks,  I  think  that  is  a 
very  good  alternative  for  working  out  a  lot  of  these  issues. 

ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Senator  Gorton.  We  will  submit  the  balance  of  our  questions  to 
you  in  writing,  Mr.  Secretary.  And  thank  you  for  a  bravura  per- 
formance. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  great  pleasure  as  always. 
Thank  you. 

[The  following  questions  were  not  asked  at  the  hearing,  but  were 
submitted  to  the  Department  for  response  subsequent  to  the  hear- 
ing:] 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE 

As  you  are  aware,  there  are  strong  Congressional  opinions  on  the 
National  Biological  Service  (NBS).  Members  have  expressed  their 
opinions  about  restructuring  NBS,  about  abolishing  NBS  entirely,  and 
about  the  need  for  returning  NBS  activities  to  their  former,  parent 
bureaus.  We  recognize  there  is  a  need  to  collect  and  link  scientific  data  to 
land-management  decisions  on  the  ground.  We  are  faced  with 
determining  what  is  the  best  way  to  manage  the  Department's  biological 
research  activities. 

Question.       If  NBS  is  abolished,  what  other  alternatives  are 
available  to  ensure  that  comparable  and  sufficient  ecological  data  are 
available  on  which  to  make  informed  public  policy  and  management 
decisions? 

Answer.         We  strongly  believe  that  an  independent  bureau  is  the 
best  alternative  for  meeting  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  biological 
science  needs.   The  primary  alternative  —  dispersed  capabilities 
maintained  by  individual  bureaus  --  has  been  tried  and  found  wanting. 
Historically,  biological  science  conducted  within  the  Department's  bureaus 
has  focused  on  the  narrow  confines  of  a  particular  bureau's  mission', 
mandate,  and  land  holdings.   It  also  tended  to  focus  more  on  immediate 
needs,  with  a  consequent  lack  of  long  term  focus.   With  the  creation  of 
NBS,  scientists  formerly  in  one  agency  are  working  much  more  closely 
with  scientists  from  other  Interior  bureaus.   In  doing  so,  they  are 
discovering  that  they  each  were  attempting  to  solve  similar  problems, 
independently,  or  that,  by  working  together  on  related  issues  or  lands  they 
can  solve  larger  and  more  complex  problems.   Similarly,  NBS  has  begun 
working  with  each  of  the  bureaus  on  identifying  priority  science  needs, 
both  individually  and  on  a  group  basis.   In  doing  so,  managers  are  also 
discovering  similarities  in  resource  issues  and  science  needs.   In  this  way 
NBS  can  serve  the  needs  of  multiple  bureaus  with  a  single  project. 
Previously,  several  projects  in  several  bureaus  would  have  been  required. 

Question.      To  what  extent  will  the  Administration's  efforts  to 
establish  a  national  spatial  data  infrastructure  address  similar 
environmental  information  needs? 

Answer.         The  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure 
(NBII)  and  National  Spatial  Data  Infrastructure  (NSDI)  are  parallel, 
complimentary  efforts.   The  NSDI  focuses  on  spatially  referenced  data,  i.e., 
data  that  can  be  mapped,  as  in  a  geographic  information  system.   The  NBII 
encompasses  non-geospatial  biological  data,  such  as  data  from  laboratory 
research,  records  from  natural  history  museum  collections,  and  scientific 
directories  and  publications.  The  goals  of  the  two  efforts  are  entirely 
complimentary.   Both  seek  to  increase  access  to  existing  data  by  having 
many  different  data  providers  "serve"  their  data  through  a  distributed 
electronic  network  or  clearinghouse  system.    Both  emphasize  the  use  of 
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the  data  clearinghouse  as  a  way  of  reducing  redundant  data  collection 
activities. 

Question.       If  NBS  is  abolished,  could  its  basic  research  function  be 
transferred  to  the  National  Science  Foundation? 

Answer.         The  National  Science  Foundation  (NSF)  is  a  "pure 
science"  agency.   The  NBS  is  different  in  that  it  strives  to  provide  the 
scientific  understanding  needed  to  improve  the  management  of  natural 
resources.   Therefore,  its  research  is  substantially  more  "problem  driven", 
than  that  of  NSF,  which  is  primarily  "curiosity  driven".    Efficient  use  of 
research  funding  dictates  that  NBS  focus  on  projects  that  meet  the  basic 
information  needs  of  our  customers  while  at  the  same  time  advancing  a 
more  general  understandnig  of  ecological  systems  and  the  socioeconomic 
factors  to  which  they  are  linked.   This  enables  the  agency  to  anticipate 
emerging  problems  before  they  become  critical  and  costly  to  resolve. 
Because  of  the  many  advantages  of  this  forward-looking,  predictive 
approach  to  applied  environmental  science,  NBS  research  addresses 
specific  management  problems  while  also  contributing  to  a  broader 
research  effort  aimed  at  applying  knowledge  gained  from  a  single  study  to 
other  locations  and  additional  species.   Transferring  NBS  research 
functions  to  the  National  Science  Foundation  would  result  in  a  serious 
setback  in  the  efforts  made  to  integrate  NBS's  public  and  private  sector 
partners  in  the  resource  allocation  decision-making  process. 

Question.      What  is  the  impact  of  returning  the  NBS  functions  to 
their  original  bureaus? 

Answer.  Returning  NBS  elements  to  their  original  bureaus 

would  return  control  of  science  to  those  charged  with  regulatory  and 
management  decisions,  and  would  fragment  science  efforts  that  should  be 
closely  integrated.   Administration  by  agencies  with  regulatory  and 
managerial  responsibilities  will  result  in  a  lack  of  clear  distinction  between 
the  roles  of  science  and  policies  in  Interior  decisions.   Quite  possibly  it 
would  result  in  decreased  access  to  the  scientific  data  behind  the 
Department's  management  and  policy  decisions.    Fragmentation  of  now- 
integrated  efforts  would  reduce  the  ability  to  provide  Federal,  State  and 
private  decision-makers  with  sound  scientific  input. 

Intra-  and  interagency  consultation  and  cooperation  on  designing 
and  using  scientific  technical  support  and  data  initiated  in  NBS  would 
come  to  an  end  as  the  remaining  program  elements  were  returned  to  their 
original  bureaus.    The  potential  economies  resulting  from  sharing 
scientific  data  would  be  lost.   Efforts  underway  to  provide  scientific  and 
technical  support  to  State  fish  and  game  agencies,  museums,  and  other 
organizations  with  large  repositories  of  valuable  information  would  be 
terminated,  as  would  most  of  the  outreach  to  the  private  sector. 
Development  of  an  accessible  biological  information  database  available  on 
the  Internet  would  be  terminated.    Termination  of  these  efforts 
undertaken  by  NBS  would  mean  that  regulatory  and  management 
decisions  w^ould  be  made  with  greatly  reduced  scientific  information. 
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It  was  recently  brought  to  my  attention  that  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  on  behalf  of  the  National  Park  Service  (NFS)  and  NBS,  has  filed  a 
motion  to  intervene  in  opposition  to  a  license  application  before  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC).  The  license  application 
was  filed  by  the  Eagle  Crest  Energy  Company  for  a  pumped  storage 
hydropower  project  to  be  located  in  Riverside  County,  California. 

Setting  aside  the  merits  of  the  license  application,  the  motion  to 
intervene  raises  a  question  in  my  mind  about  the  role  of  NBS.  You  have 
frequently  stated  that  one  of  the  justifications  for  housing  the 
Department's  science  functions  in  the  Service  is  to  separate  scientific  work 
from  regulatory  work. 

Question.       In  this  context,  is  it  appropriate  for  NBS  to  be  an 
intervener  in  a  FERC  proceeding? 

Answer.         You  are  correct  to  challenge  the  NBS  involvement  in 
this  particular  issue.   It  is  entirely  inappropriate  for  NBS  to  participate  as 
an  intervenor  in  a  FERC  ~  or  any  other  --  proceeding.   In  this  case,  an  NBS 
field  official  incorrectly  inserted  NBS  into  the  action.   This  has  been 
corrected  and  NBS  is  no  longer  a  party  to  the  proceeding.   The  proper  NBS 
role  is  to  serve  as  an  independent  scientific  organization  providing 
objective  biological  information  if  called  upon  by  one  of  Interior's 
regulatory  bureaus,  but  certainly  not  to  participate  in  the  regulatory 
process. 

Question.       As  an  agency  established  to  conduct  scientific  work  in 
support  of  other  Departmental  agencies,  what  direct  interest  does  NBS 
have  in  the  Eagle  Crest  license  application  or  any  other  license 
application? 

Answer.         The  NBS  has  no  stake  and  no  direct  interest  in  any 
particular  licensing  proceeding.   The  role  of  NBS  is  simply  to  provide  the 
most  accurate  scientific  information  to  other  Interior  bureaus. 

MINERALS  MANAGEMENT  SERVICE 

As  part  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  you  recently  proposed 
to  "devolve"  the  functions  of  the  Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS). 
Onshore  royalty  collection  would  be  assumed  by  the  States  and  Tribes. 
Offshore  responsibilities  would  be  assumed  by  another  Interior  agency, 
and  some  offshore  royalty  streams  would  be  sold  to  private  entities. 

Question.       Since  the  proposal  was  announced,  what  kind  of 
comments  have  you  heard  from  the  States,  Tribes,  and  industry? 

Answer.         Some  States  have  responded  positively  to  the  proposal, 
and  still  others  are  withholding  judgment  until  they  receive  more 
information.    Some  States  have  expressed  concern  about  performing 
functions  included  in  the  proposal  because  they  view  them  as  merely 
ministerial.   Tribal  leaders  have  raised  concerns  about  being  provided  the 
same  level  of  service  as  is  currently  provided  by  MMS.   Industry  has 
expressed  concern  about  the  increased  regulatory  burden  of  having  to  deal 
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with  multiple  entities  collecting  Federal  and  Indian  royalties  and  that  the 
offshore  program  will  be  absorbed  into  a  large  agency  that  lacks  mineral 
expertise  of  this  type.   Industry  comments  have  suggested  that  the  royalty 
function  should  be  streamlined,  but  remain  centralized  in  MMS.    Many  of 
these  views  were  expressed  at  a  June  8,  1995  hearing  before  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Mineral  Resources. 

Question.       Have  the  States,  Tribes,  and  industry  expressed  an 
interest  in  at  least  entering  into  serious  negotiations  over  the  proposal? 

Answer.         At  the  June  8,  1995  hearing  before  the  House  Energy 
and  Mineral  Resources  Subcommittee,  both  the  State  of  Wyoming  and  the 
lOGCC  indicated  they  will  be  developing  their  own  plans,  but  would 
continue  a  dialogue  with  the  Department  and  participate  at  every 
opportunity.   It  is  important  to  note  that  the  MMS  proposal  was  just 
recently  distributed,  and  MMS  will  not  begin  meeting  with  representatives 
of  the  various  interested  groups  until  July.    After  this  round  of  meetings, 
we  will  have  a  better  idea  of  relative  interest  and  enthusiasm  of  the  States, 
Tribes  and  industry  to  engage  in  serious  negotiations  over  the  proposal. 

Materials  supplied  by  the  Department  indicate  an  additional  $60 
million  will  be  required  in  the  next  two  fiscal  years  to  implement  the 
proposal  to  devolve  MMS.  In  subsequent  years  appropriation 
requirements  would  decline. 

Question.       Since  agencies  are  currently  formulating  the  FY  1997 
budget  request,  how  much  of  an  increase  can  we  expect  in  next  year's 
request?  Will  this  increase  be  offset  within  the  MMS  budget? 

Answer.         The  Department  is  in  the  very  early  stages  of  what  is 
normally  a  very  lengthy  and  iterahve  budget  formulation  process.   The 
Administration  will  not  make  a  final  FY  1997  budget  decision  regarding 
the  MMS  devolution  proposal  until  the  Department  completes  the 
consultation  process  and  has  a  better  understanding  of  States'  and  Tribes' 
interest  in  assuming  Federal  royalty  management  functions  or  hme  to 
assess  alternative  proposals  for  improving  royalty  management 
efficiencies. 

Question.       At  what  point  will  the  Department  determine  --  based 
upon  consultations  with  the  States  and  with  industry  --  whether  the  FY 
1997  budget  will  indeed  reflect  the  proposal  to  devolve  MMS? 

Answer.         We  hope  to  make  this  determination  prior  to 
submission  of  the  President's  FY  1997  Budget  to  Congress. 

The  proposal  indicates  that  royalty  collection  functions  for  onshore 
Federal  lands  will  be  transferred  to  the  States,  while  royalty  collection 
functions  on  Tribal  lands  will  be  transferred  only  to  those  Tribes  willing  to 
assume  the  functions. 
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Question.       Why  are  Tribes  being  given  an  option  of  whether  to 
assume  royalty  collection  functions  while  the  States  are  not? 

Answer.         Although  the  cost  analysis  underlying  the  MMS 
devolution  proposal  assuages  all  States  will  accept  responsibility  for 
royalty  collections,  the  proposal  does  not  mandate  that  all  States  perform 
this  work.   With  respect  to  the  Tribes,  the  Department  will  retain  its  trust 
responsibility  for  mineral  royalties  arising  from  Indian  lands  regardless  of 
whether  they  choose  to  assume  royalty  collection  responsibilities. 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

The  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  (USBM)  has  been  targeted  for  significant 
reductions  by  both  the  Administration  and  the  Budget  Committees. 
Requested  funding  levels  for  FY  1996  will  require  closure  of  the  USBM 
offices  in  Spokane,  Washington,  as  well  as  in  several  other  locations. 

While  I  understand  the  need  to  reduce  spending,  I  am  concerned 
about  the  manner  in  which  the  USBM  budget  was  handled.  The 
Department  reduced  the  Bureau's  request  by  $20  million  in  the  very  late 
stages  of  budget  formulation  —  long  after  it  was  apparent  that  the  President 
had  essentially  thrown  in  the  towel  on  deficit  reduction.  In  addition,  each 
of  the  facilities  proposed  for  closure  is  in  a  Republican  Congressional 
district. 

Question.       For  the  record,  was  the  USBM  FY  1996  budget 
developed  purely  on  a  programmatic  basis,  or  were  punitive  politics  a 
factor? 

Answer.         The  USBM  FY  1996  Budget  Justification  submitted  to 
Congress  was  based  purely  on  programmatic  priorities.   The  request  level 
of  $132.5  million  reflected  a  decrease  of  $20  million  from  the  FY  1995 
enacted  level  for  the  Bureau. 

Question.       Before  submitting  the  budget  request,  did  the 
Department  examine  how  USBM  might  function  at  the  lower  funding 
level  while  still  maintaining  a  presence  at  each  of  the  existing  field  sites? 

Answer.         Nearly  two  years  ago,  USBM  embarked  upon  an 
internal  Program  Review  that  included  a  comprehensive  reexamination 
of  its  operations.    A  recommendation  of  the  Program  Review  was  for 
USBM  to  consolidate  its  facilities,  subject  to  available  funds.   The  USBM 
FY  1995  Budget  proposed  closing  three  centers.  Congress  agreed,  and  the 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations  instructed  USBM  to  "move 
aggressively  to  implement  its  consolidation  plan."   The  USBM  proposed 
FY  1996  Budget  reflects  recommendations  contained  in  the  Program 
Review  with  swifter  reductions  and  thereby  requiring  additional  closures. 
In  its  Program  Review,  USBM  indicated  that  center  closures  would  be 
required  to  maintain  programmatic  integrity  if  the  budget  were  further 
reduced.   The  Bureau  did  not  propose,  nor  did  the  Department  examine 
how  USBM  might  function  at  the  lower  funding  level  while  still 
maintaining  a  presence  at  all  existing  field  centers. 
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Question.       How  might  USBM  be  structured  if  it  is  funded  at  the 
request  level,  but  if  greater  emphasis  is  placed  on  maintaining  a  field 
presence? 

Answer.         In  the  proposed  FY  1996  budget,  there  will  be  four 
research  centers  around  the  country,  each  focused  principally  on  its  own 
national  program  related  to  mining  and  mineral  processing.    These 
include  the  Center  for  Health  and  Safety  in  Pittsburgh,  PA,  the  Center  for 
Environmental  Remediation  in  Minneapolis,  MN,  the  Center  for 
Pollution  Prevention  and  Control  in  Salt  Lake  City,  UT,  and  the  Center  for 
Materials  partnerships  in  Albany,  OR.   Seventy  percent  of  the  USBM 
research  dollars  were  spent  at  these  centers  in  FY  1995.   In  addition,  there 
will  be  an  Office  of  Mineral  Information  and  an  Office  of  Mineral  Issues 
Analysis,  in  Washington,  DC.   The  USBM  Office  of  Mineral  Issues 
Analysis  will  maintain  a  field  office  in  Denver,  CO.   To  accommodate  the 
proposed  $20  million  reduction  from  the  FY  1995  enacted  level,  the  USBM 
is  proposing  to  downsize  or  close  offices  in  Denver,  CO,  Reno,  NV, 
Spokane,  WA,  Anchorage  and  Juneau,  AK,  and  Washington,  DC.    The 
USBM  cannot  maintain  its  FY  1995  field  presence  at  the  proposed  FY  1996 
budget  level.   Any  additional  centers  would  be  considered  satellite  centers 
that  would  report  to  one  of  the  four  research-related  centers  described 
above.    It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  USBM  structure  would  remain 
unchanged  from  that  described  in  the  President's  Budget. 

OFFICE  OF  SURFACE  MINING 

Both  the  House  and  Senate  budget  resolutions  assume  significant 
decreases  in  funding  for  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  (OSM)  Federal 
regulatory  program.  These  reductions  are  based  in  large  part  on  the 
perception  that  even  though  most  States  have  assumed  primary 
regulatory  authority  for  coal  mining,  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  has 
continued  to  grow, 

I  am  aware  that  you  disagree  with  the  proposed  cuts,  and  that  you 
are  supporting  the  President's  request  for  OSM.  However,  reductions 
from  the  request  level  will  be  common  across  all  agencies. 

Question.       How  much  of  a  reduction  could  the  OSM  Federal 
regulatory  program  withstand,  while  still  being  able  to  perform  its 
essential  functions? 

Answer.         First  of  all,  OSM  understands  the  need  to  respond  to 
fiscal  constraints.  The  proposed  budget  is  consistent  with  a  responsible 
downsizing  of  the  agency.  Since  1987,  OSM  has  reduced  its  contractors  by 
80  percent  and  its  employees  by  over  25  percent.   These  reductions  have 
saved  over  $150  million  since  1987  and  over  $30  million  in  this  fiscal  year. 
Over  100  employees  have  left  OSM  in  the  past  year.   During  the  past 
twelve  months,  OSM  has  reduced  total  employees  by  10  percent  and  SES 
employees  by  fifty  percent.   The  OSM  has  held  productive  meetings  with 
the  States  regarding  its  new  direction.   The  downsizing  and  realigning  of 
OSM  needs  to  be  continued  in  a  systematic  fashion  to  ensure  that  critical 
elements  are  preserved  and  State  and  industry  implementation  of  the 
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mining  law  is  not  undermined.    In  light  of  these  cost-saving  measures,  a 
dramatic  reduction  in  OSM's  budget  is  not  warranted.   OSM  is  in  the 
process  of  reinventing  certain  work  processes,  including  its  inspection  and 
oversight  functions.   As  this  occurs,  OSM  will  be  better  able  to  make 
reductions  in  a  more  responsible  and  controlled  manner  with  little 
disruption  to  both  Federal  and  State  operations. 

Question.       If  OSM  were  given  absolute  discretion  in  how 
reductions  were  distributed,  what  would  be  the  impacts  of  various  levels 
of  cuts  (10  percent,  50  percent,  etc.)? 

Answer.         A  significant  reduction  to  OSM's  budget,  particularly 
on  the  order  of  10  percent  ($29  million)  or  greater  would  severely  erode 
OSM's  ability  to  perform  essential  functions  and  thus,  would  have  a 
serious  adverse  impact  on  results.   To  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
OSM  would  prefer  to  insulate  State  regulatory  grants  and  AML  State 
grants  from  significant  budget  reductions.   The  problem,  however,  is  that 
these  two  grant  programs  comprise  roughly  two-thirds  of  the  OSM  total 
budget.  Therefore,  to  use  the  total  OSM  budget  ($292  million)  as  the  basis 
for  computing  a  specific  percentage  reduction  focused  exclusively  on 
OSM's  Federal  Regulatory  Programs  and  Federal  Reclamation  Programs, 
as  is  contemplated  in  the  House  and  Senate  budget  resolutions,  is 
unreasonable.   More  importantly,  such  a  strategy  ignores  the  fact  that 
funding  for  these  "Federal"  programs  actually  goes  to  other  State-oriented 
services  or  to  regulation  in  Federal  primacy  programs.   Only  a  small 
proportion  goes  to  monitor  State  performance,  but  this  too  is  vital  to 
OSM's  mission. 

If  OSM  were  faced  with  a  $29  million  reduction  to  these  "Federal" 
programs,  it  would  effectively  force  the  termination  of  the  AML 
emergency  program,  which  to  date,  has  been  extremely  successful  in 
responding  to  AML  emergencies  in  Kentucky  and  Pennsylvania.    This 
would  save  approximately  $14  million,  but  would  force  those  two  States  to 
divert  funds  from  regular  AML  projects.   At  such  a  reduction  level,  the 
only  alternatives  available  to  OSM  would  be  to  make  broad  cuts  in  State 
regulatory  programs  or  AML  programs  by  reducing  grant  funding  or  to 
eliminate  the  jobs  of  a  significant  number  of  OSM  employees.   The  OSM 
would  cease  to  function  at  that  level. 

The  OSM  believes  that  a  more  reasonable  approach  is  to  make  the 
10  percent  reduction  based  on  OSM's  Regulation  and  Technology 
operating  budget  —  or  about  $5.5  million.   Making  reductions  on  this  basis 
will  place  OSM  on  a  more  equal  footing  with  other  Interior  agencies  and 
will  greatly  reduce  the  harm  to  OSM's  mission.    Nevertheless,  reductions 
of  even  this  magnitude  would  compromise  OSM's  ability  to  serve  as  the 
regulatory  authority  in  non-program  States  such  as  Tennessee  and 
Washington.   Similarly,  OSM  would  not  adequately  discharge  its  trust 
responsibilities  in  regulating  Indian  Tribal  lands.   The  OSM  oversight  of 
primacy  States  regulatory  programs  would  be  reduced.   Furthermore,  OSM 
would  be  required  to  reduce  the  amount  of  technical  assistance  it  provides 
States  and  Indian  Tribes  in  aiding  them  to  implement  their  regulatory 


406 

responsibilities  and  the  operation  of  the  Applicant  Violator  System,  which 
is  used  to  weed  out  "outlaw'  operators  seeking  mining  permits,  would  be 
weakened. 

If,  indeed,  the  10  percent  reduction  corresponds  to  a  $29  million 
budget  cut,  the  primary  effects  would  be  to  reduce  the  protection  of  public 
health  and  safety  and  endanger  the  environment.    The  following 
discussion  and  tables  illustrate  how  OSM  would  choose  to  apply  a  $29 
million  reduction,  if  required. 

•  OSM  would  reduce  its  staffing  level  by  232  FTE,  a  25  percent 
reduction  from  the  FY  1996  President's  Budget.  All  business  lines 
would  be  affected: 

Environmental  Restoration  Activities  —  90  FTE 
Environmental  Protection  Achvities  —  61  FTE 
Revenue  Management  Activities  --  37  FTE 
Technology  Development  and  Transfer  —  17  FTE 
Executive  Direction  and  General  Administration  ~  27  FTE 

•  These  FTE  reductions  would  occur  throughout  the  country. 
Reductions  will  be  made  in  Washington  and  in  regional 
coordinating  centers  in  Pittsburgh,  Denver,  and  Alton,  Illinois. 

•  The  following  seven  offices  will  be  completely  closed:    Wilkes- 
Barre,  PA;  Ashland,  KY;  Kansas  City,  MO;  Albuquerque,  NM; 
Columbus,  OH;  Springfield,  IL;  and  Pikeville,  KY. 

•  OSM  will  eliminate  $11  million  in  project  funding  for  the 
emergency  reclamation  program.    States  would  have  to  assume  this 
function  as  part  of  their  regular  reclamation  program. 

•  OSM  would  reduce  State  regulatory  grant  funding  by  $0.8  million,  a 
one  and  one-half  percent  reduction. 

•  To  meet  severance  pay  requirements  of  about  $8.3  million,  OSM 
would  reduce  AML  State  reclamation  grants  on  a  one  time  basis. 
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OFFICE  OF  SURFACE  MINING 

RECLAMATION  AND  ENFORCEMENT 

ILLUSTRATIVE  CUTS  TO  MEET  POTENTIAL  10%  REDUCTION 

(dollars  in  millions) 


1  Priority 

Reduction 

Dollars 

FTE 

1 

Reduce  Executive  Direction  &  General  Administration  Staff 

1.52 

27 

2 

Reduce  Contracts 

0.50 

0 

3 

Indonesia  Reimbursable/Bonding  Study 

0.42 

0 

4 

Eliminate  AVS  Data  Input  Contract 

0,50 

0 

5 

Donation  of  FundinR  Expenditures/Environmental  Restoration 

0  50 

0 

6 

Reduce  Financial  Mana>;ement  Staff 

2.22 

37 

7 

Reduce  TechnoloKy  Development  and  Transfer  Staff 

0.98 

17 

' 

Reduce  Environmental  Restoration  Staff  (non  emergency  program) 

2.04 

33 

9 

Reduce  Environmental  Protection  Staff 

3.66 

61 

10 

Space  Savings/Other  General  Services  Costs 

1  50 

0 

11 

Reduce  State  Regulatory  Grants 

0.80 

0 

12 

Eliminate  Emergenq'  Projects  Program 

14.36 

_5Z 

Total 

29.00 

232 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 
REAUTHORIZATION 


The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  is  requesting  at  least  $133 
million  in  FY  1996  for  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  related  activities. 
Other  ESA  funding  is  scattered  throughout  the  budget  requests  for  other 
Interior  agencies.  These  requests  are  being  made  despite  the  fact  that  the 
ESA  authorization  expired  in  1992. 

It  will  be  difficult  enough  in  the  current  fiscal  climate  for  this 
Subcommittee  to  fund  programs  that  are  authorized.   As  such,  future 
funding  for  ESA-related  activities  is  in  serious  jeopardy  unless  substantial 
progress  is  made  towards  passage  of  an  ESA  reauthorization  bill. 

I'm  reasonably  confident  that  Congress  will  do  its  part.  But  I  would 
like  some  reassurance  from  you  that  the  Administration  will  not  simply 
sit  on  its  hands  and  insist  that  everything  is  just  fine  and  that  no  changes 
to  the  Act  are  necessary.  That  is  no  longer  a  credible  position  and  is  not  in 
your  best  interests. 

Question.       Do  you  intend  to  work  cooperatively  with  this 
Congress  in  order  to  achieve  reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act? 

Answer.         The  Administration  is  on  record  in  support  of  both 
administrative  and  legislative  changes  to  the  ESA  based  on  our  experience 
with  its  implementation  over  the  past  two  and  one-half  years  and  has 
expressed  its  interest  in  working  with  the  Congress  during  reauthorization 
of  the  Act.  You  can  rest  assured  that  we  share  the  goal  of  expediting  the 
reauthorization  of  the  ESA.   It  is  in  the  public's  best  interest  that  we  work 
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with  you  to  make  sure  that  wildlife  protection  is  not  compromised  as  we 
develop  a  legislative  package. 

I  was  pleased  to  see  you  propose  a  statement  of  principles  for  ESA 
reauthorization.   I  support  virtually  all  of  those  principles,  and  note  that 
many  of  them  are  embodied  in  the  reauthorization  bill  I  recently 
introduced  with  Senators  Johnston  and  Shelby. 

Question.       Do  you  plan  to  propose  specific  amendments  to  the  Act 
(actual  legislative  language)?  If  so,  when?  Why  has  it  taken  so  long  for 
the  Administration  to  come  up  with  a  specific  reauthorization  proposal? 

Answer.         There  has  been  no  way  to  know  how  to  improve  the 
ESA  until  we  have  tried  to  make  it  work.   There  is  a  fair  amount  of 
flexibility  within  the  current  law  that  had  not  been  explored.   We  have 
tried  to  use  this  flexibility  and  implement  the  current  law  so  that  it 
protects  habitat  for  wildlife,  while  keeping  in  mind  that  we  want  to  keep 
the  economic  consequences  to  a  miriimum.    This  has  been  a  learning 
process,  but  the  things  we  have  learned  have  been  incorporated  into  our 
10-point  plan  for  improving  the  ESA,  which  was  released  March  6,  1995. 
This  plan  specifies  where  some  legislative  revisions  could  be  made  in  the 
Act  to  improve  it,  based  on  our  recent  experience.   We  would  be  glad  to 
work  with  the  Congress  to  develop  specific  legislative  language. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

In  your  ten  principles  for  ESA  reform,  you  cite  the  importance  of 
placing  additional  habitat  under  Federal  protection  to  ease  pressures  on 
private  landowners.   I  take  it  that  the  requested  $28  million  increase  for 
Habitat  Conservation  Plans  (HCP)  land  acquisition  grants  to  States  is  part 
of  this  effort,  as  is  the  proposed  $13  million  increase  for  ESA-related 
acquisitions  in  the  FWS  Land  Acquisition  request. 

My  concern  is  that  you  are  promising  something  that  Congress  or 
even  this  Administration  cannot  hope  to  deliver.    While  funding 
available  for  acquisitions  will  decline  significantly  over  the  next  several 
years,  the  number  of  species  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  will 
continue  to  increase. 
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Question.       Do  you  have  a  rough  estimate  of  the  land  acquisitions 
that  will  be  necessary  to  protect  all  species  currently  listed?  What  about  all 
currently  listed  species  plus  Category  1  species  that  will  likely  be  listed? 

Answer.         It  would  be  impossible  to  give  a  good  estimate  of  land 
requirements  for  protecting  all  listed  and  Category  1  species.  As  of  October, 
1994,  383  listed  species  did  not  have  a  recovery  plan.   In  addition,  there  are 
about  310  Candidate  1  species  that  warrant  listing.   Until  this  workload  is 
addressed,  it  would  be  difficult  to  specify  what  recovery  options,  including 
acquisition,  are  recommended.    Given  the  concern  for  funding 
requirements,  we  suggest  that  more  emphasis  be  placed  on  prelisting  and 
recovery.    Although  acquisition  is  obviously  important  for  preserving 
habitat,  it  is  inherently  less  expensive  if  we  use  the  means  available  to  us 
to  keep  species  off  the  endangered  species  list.   Therefore,  we  have 
emphasized  these  activities  in  our  budget  request.   We  are  finding  that  in 
many  cases  large  organizations  such  as  Weyerhaeuser  and  Georgia-Pacific 
are  willing  to  come  to  the  table  and  work  with  us  now.   They  believe  that 
wildlife  management  --  prescribed  by  the  ESA  or  not  --  is  going  to  be  an 
essential  factor  in  business  planning  and  they  prefer  to   work  with  FWS 
and  avoid  potential  conflicts  down  the  road.   They  view  this  as  a  wise 
business  prachce  and  we  view  it  as  good  stewardship.   By  taking  these 
types  of  preventive  measures,  we  can  help  to  minimize  the  amount  of 
Federal  acquisition  required  to  preserve  habitat  once  a  species  is  listed. 

Question.       How  does  the  Department  prioritize  these 
acquisitions? 

Answer.         Each  agency  sets  priorities  for  its  land  acquisition 
proposals.   The  FWS  uses  the  Land  Acquisition  Priority  System  (LAPS)  to 
rank  projects.   The  LAPS  systems  integrates  endangered  species 
preservation  concerns  into  other  priorities.    Again,  the  driving  force 
behind  habitat  preservation  for  threatened  and  endangered  species  is  the 
recovery  planning  process.   Recovery  priorities  are  based  on  the  degree  of 
threat,  recoverability,  and  genetic  distinctness.   Recovery  actions  are 
ranked  based  on  whether  the  action  is  necessary  to  prevent  extinction 
(highest  rank),  whether  the  action  will  maintain  the  current  status,  or  is 
needed  to  achieve  the  goal  of  the  recovery  plan  (delisting).  Land 
acquisition  is  sometimes  an  important  tool  in  achieving  the  goals  of  the 
plan.   Threatened  or  endangered  species  are  found  on  over  400  refuges  and 
58  refuges  were  created  specifically  to  provide  habitat  for  endangered 
species. 

With  every  acquisition  made  by  the  Federal  Government  come 
annual  costs  for  operations  and  management. 

Question.       Is  there  a  rule  of  thumb  for  how  much  it  costs  to 
manage  acquired  lands  on  a  per  acre  basis? 

Answer.         This  depends  on  the  use  of  the  land.   In  a  case  where 
land  is  acquired  for  habitat  and  no  habitat  improvement  is  needed,  the 
cost  can  be  minimal.    More  intensive  management  or  visitor  services. 
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such  as  hunting  or  supervised  recreation,  would  be  much  more 
expensive.   No  rule  of  thumb  can  apply  generally. 

As  you  know,  there  are  already  monumental  maintenance  backlogs 
on  existing  Federal  lands.  There  is  also  a  long  list  of  in-holders  and  other 
private  landowners  waiting  to  be  bought  out  because  of  the  impact  of 
previous  Federal  acquisitions  on  the  value  of  their  land.  It  seems 
irresponsible  to  continue  to  promise  increases  in  ESA-related  acquisitions 
while  these  conditions  exist. 

Question.       Do  you  agree  this  is  a  problem? 

Answer.         We  have  to  make  many  tough  decisions  in  the 
allocation  of  scarce  resources.   Although  the  maintenance  backlog  is  a 
problem,  it  could  be  that  acquisition  of  a  certain  tract  of  land  is  so 
important  t^at  we  would  consider  acquisition  to  be  a  higher  priority.   For 
example,  we  would  like  to  provide  more  acquisition  funding  for 
endangered  species  habitat  near  Austin,  Texas,  and  in  Southern  California. 
These  two  projects  —  Balcones  Canyonlands  and  Vernal  Pools  —  are  part  of 
large-scale  HCPs  and  it  is  our  hope  that  our  partnerships  in  these  areas 
with  local  governments  and  private  landowners  will  allow  development 
to  proceed  on  planned  projects.   These  projects  are  extremely  important  at 
the  local  level  and  we  believe  it  is  important  enough  to  warrant  funding. 
Given  the  likelihood  that  land  acquisition  funding  is  going  to  be  very 
limited  in  the  near  future,  it  makes  more  sense  to  look  for  the  best  payoff 
in  terms  of  national  and  local  benefits,  rather  than  to  constrain  ourselves 
as  to  what  types  of  projects  we  will  do. 

Question.      At  some  point  will  the  Department  propose  to  divest 
itself  of  low  value  lands  to  finance  high  priority  purchases? 

Answer.         We  are  actively  seeking  exchange  possibilities,  mostly 
using  our  public  lands  base  to  offset  the  cost  of  other  high  priority 
acquisition  projects. 

Question.       Are  there  any  Refuge,  Park  or  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (ELM)  lands  whose  carrying  costs  you  feel  exceed  their 
value? 

Answer.         This  is  impossible  to  say.   Public  lands  have  an 
intrinsic  value  that  is  hard  to  quantify,  including  those  associated  with 
open  space  and  environmental  quality  as  well  as  recreational 
opportunities.   However,  clearly  the  benefits  are  greater  than  the  costs  in 
almost  every  case.  Public  parks  and  refuges  are  also  a  huge  benefit  to  the 
local  economy  and  PILT  and  Refuge  Revenue  Sharing  payments 
contribute  to  local  tax  economies  in  order  to  offset  the  loss  to  the  tax  base. 
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PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  FOREST  PLAN 

The  FY  1996  requests  for  the  Interior  Department  bureaus  contain  a 
total  of  $79.2  million  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan 
implementation.  This  is  $22.8  million  above  the  FY  1995  enacted  level  of 
$56.4  million.   When  combined  with  the  Forest  Service  FY  1996  request  of 
$107.4  million,  the  Administration's  request  for  the  Forest  Plan  totals 
$186.6  million  ($35.2  million  over  FY  1995). 

Question.      The  Forest  Plan  is  to  provide  a  sustainable  harvest  of 
1.2  billion  board  feet  (BBF)  of  timber  in  FY  1997.  However,  the  region  is 
expected  to  offer  624  million  board  feet  (MMBF)  in  FY  1995  and  798  MMBF 
in  FY  1996.  Considering  the  Record  of  Decision  and  the  new  analysis,  are 
these  targets  still  valid  timber  goals  for  FY  1995,  FY  1996,  and  FY  1997?  If 
not,  why  and  what  are  the  new  offer  volumes? 

Answer.         The  Record  of  Decision  for  the  President's  Forest  Plan 
calls  for  a  sustainable  harvest  of  1.1  BBF  of  timber.   Assuming  that  the 
Federal  agencies  implementing  the  Forest  Plan  are  given  sufficient 
resources  to  get  the  job  done,  and  the  fire  season  does  not  pull  Forest 
Service  and  BLM  people  away  from  timber  sale  planning,  an  estimated  800 
MMBF  to  1  BBF  of  timber  will  be  offered  for  sale  in  Washington,  Oregon, 
and  northern  California  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year.   We  continue  to 
evaluate  our  planning  targets  for  FY  1996  and  FY  1997.   To  help  meet  these 
levels,  the  Administration  has  expedited  the  consultation  process  by 
approximately  50  percent. 

Question.       What  is  the  Forest  Plan  volume  contribution  from 
BLM  lands  in  FY  1995, 1996,  and  1997? 

Answer.         The  carefully  crafted  balance  in  the  President's  Forest 
Plan  allows  for  a  sustainable  timber  harvest  as  well  as  environmental 
protection.    The  Secretary  has  committed  to  increasing  the  volume 
available  from  Option  9.   For  BLM  managed  lands,  the  Probable  Sale 
Quantity  (PSQ),  is  eshmated  to  be  211  MMBF.  The  Secretary  has  directed 
BLM  to  offer  approximately  85  percent  of  the  annual  PSQ  (183  MMBF)  in 
calendar  year  1995.   The  BLM  Director  has  signed  performance  agreements 
with  the  State  Directors  of  Oregon  and  California  to  offer  180  MMBF  and 
2.5  MMBF  respectively.   The  BLM  plans  to  offer  the  full  target  (211  MMBF) 
starting  in  calendar  year  1996,  and  also  plans  to  offer  the  full  target  in 
calendar  year  1997. 

Question.       How  much  funding  is  required  in  FY  1996  to  meet  the 
total  Forest  Plan  needs? 

Answer.         The  Department's  FY  1996  budget  request  reflects  a 
carefully  considered  process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  priorities, 
determining  trade-offs  between  programs,  and  making  difficult  decisions 
in  proposing  allocations  to  meet  the  Administration's  priorities,  including 
the  Forest  Plan.   The  Department  has  requested  $79.2  million  for  FY  1996, 
an  increase  of  $22.8  million  from  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.   We  are 
confident  that  this  funding  is  sufficient  to  meet  our  highest  priority  needs. 
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Question.       How  much  money  has  been  spent  on  the  Forest  Plan 
to  date?  What  have  we  received  for  those  dollars?  What 
accomplishments  have  been  achieved? 

Answer.  The  following  table  shows  the  FY  1994  and  FY  1995 

enacted  levels  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  well  as  the  FY  1996 
request: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FOREST  PLAN  FUNDING 

(dollars  in  thousands) 


94 
Enacted 

95 
Enacted 

96 
Request 

OPTION  9 
IMPLEMENTATION 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

17,300 

20,810 

30,160 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

4,100 

12,227 

13,250 

National  Biological  Service 

2,231 

3,660 

4,060 

National  Park  Service 

0 

136 

236 

23,631 

36,833 

47,706 

JOBS  IN  THE  WOODS 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

5,000 

11,977 

23,000 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

1,000 

3,513 

4,000 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

1,000 

2,595 

3.000 

7,000 

18,085 

30,000 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
1    Timber  Program 

0 

1.497 

1.500 

1 

$30,631 

$56,415 

$79,206 

The  President's  Forest  Plan  is  one  of  the  Administration's  highest 
priorities.  We  have  made  significant  gains  during  the  first  two  years,  as 
follows: 


First,  the  timber  supply  pipeline  is  flowing  again.  In  1991,  the 
Federal  timber  supply  pipeline  was  shut  down  to  a  mere  trickle.   A  Federal 
court  injunction  put  the  timber  sale  program  west  of  the  Cascade 
mountains  in  a  straight  jacket,  because  the  Federal  Government  did  not 
have  a  forest  plan  that  was  both  balanced  and  protected  the  region's 
forests,  salmon,  and  water  quality.   A  flurry  of  lawsuits  followed  and 
gridlock  engulfed  the  region. 

The  President  stepped  up  to  the  challenge  to  get  a  sustainable  timber 
supply  pipeline  flowing  again.    In  1994,  the  injunctions  were  lifted  just 
two  months  after  the  President's  Forest  Plan  record  of  decision  was 
announced.   For  the  first  time  in  three  years,  the  legal  logjam  was  broken, 
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and  Federal  timber  sales  in  the  region  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  are 
moving  forward. 

Assuming  that  the  Federal  agencies  implementing  the  Forest  Plan 
are  given  sufficient  resources  to  get  the  job  done,  and  the  fire  season  does 
not  pull  Forest  Service  and  BLM  people  away  from  timber  sale  planning, 
an  estimated  800  MMBF  to  1  BBF  of  timber  will  be  offered  for  sale  in 
Washington,  Oregon,  and  northern  California  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal 
year. 

The  President  is  making  good  on  the  government's  commitment  to 
honor  millions  of  board  feet  of  timber  sales  that  have  been  held  in  limbo 
for  years.    Thanks  to  the  re-inventing  of  government  in  the  region,  with 
the  Federal  agencies  now  working  together  as  one  government, 
coordinating  their  efforts,  streamlining  reviews  and  processes,  255  MMBF 
of  these  deadlocked  timber  sales  are  now  cleared  and  ready.  Also,  in  the 
next  three  months  the  path  will  be  cleared  to  release  an  additional  88 
MMBF. 

Second,  the  Economic  Adjustment  Initiative  is  helping  people  help 
themselves.    While  unemployment  for  the  entire  region  is  at  its  lowest 
level  in  two  decades,  there  are  still  areas  where  changes  in  forest 
management  practices  have  impacted  many  people  and  the  communities 
they  call  home.   The  President  recognized  that  these  impacts  would  occur, 
and  that  is  why  the  Economic  Adjustment  Initiahve  is  aimed  at  providing 
both  immediate  and  long-term  relief  for  these  people,  businesses,  and 
communities.    We  have  provided  substantial  additional  information  on 
the  Economic  Adjustment  Inihative  in  response  to  the  series  of  questions 
asked  below. 

Third,  we  have  ushered  in  a  new  era  in  natural  resources 
management.   Recognizing  forests  as  a  complex  network  of  biological 
systems  that  are  connected  and  dependent  on  each  other,  a  team  of 
hundreds  of  scientists  and  technical  experts  designed  the  forest  plan  on  a 
regional  basis. 

Washington,  Oregon,  and  California  are  broken  into  12  provinces 
that  share  common  water  and  land  characteristics,  with  watersheds 
serving  as  the  basis  for  the  planning  areas  to  help  assure  clean  water  for 
people  and  healthy  habitat  for  wildlife  and  fish  such  as  salmon. 

An  aquatic  conservation  strategy  was  developed  to  restore  and 
maintain  the  health  of  watersheds,  providing  direction  for  analysis, 
restoration  and  monitoring.    More  than  500  watershed  restoration  projects 
are  completed  or  initiated.    About  5  million  acres  of  watersheds  have  been 
analyzed  so  far,  with  another  5  million  acres  projected  to  be  analyzed  by 
the  end  of  this  year. 

Six  different  types  of  Federal  land  allocations  are  created  to  preserve 
old  growth  forests,  protect  the  environment,  and  allow  for  timber  harvest 
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of  trees  less  than  80  years  old,  or  for  salvaging  activities  that  help  promote 
characteristics  of  ancient  forests.   These  six  land  allocations  include: 

Riparian  reserves   2.2  million  acres  along  streams  and  wetlands  to 
protect  and  enhance  clean  water  and  to  create  habitat. 

Adaptive  management  areas   1.5  million  acres  consisting  of  ten  areas 
intended  for  innovative  forest  management.    Located  near  forest- 
dependent  communities,  these  ten  areas  are  living  laboratories  where 
experimenting  with  innovate,  environmentally  sensitive  forest 
management  techniques  are  being  encouraged  and  developed. 

Matrix  lands  4.9  million  acres  outside  of  reserves  and  withdrawn  areas 
which  are  available  for  timber  harvest. 

Congressionally  withdrawn  areas  7  million  acres  of  National  Parks, 
wilderness  areas.  National  Monuments,  and  other  Federal  lands  where 
timber  harvest  is  prohibited. 

Late-successional  reserves   7.1  million  acres  of  Federal  lands  where  old- 
growth  or  late  successional  cutting  is  prohibited. 

Administratively  withdrawn  areas   1.7  million  acres  of  Federal  land  to 
be  used  for  various  uses  such  as  experimental  forestry,  research, 
recreation,  and  scenic  areas. 

In  addition,  private  landowners  will  be  voluntarily  conserving 
millions  of  acres  for  habitat  preservahon,  thanks  to  the  success  of  the 
administration's  new  habitat  conservation  plans  and  conservation 
agreements.   These  cooperative  efforts  give  landowners  the  opportunity  to 
voluntarily  comply  with  the  endangered  species  act  by  setting  aside 
important  habitat  areas,  and  in  return  they  can  move  forward  with  their 
economic  goals.   Thirty  nine  plans  and  agreements  are  currently 
underway  or  completed,  potentially  preserving  about  5.5  million  acres  of 
habitat  in  Oregon,  Washington,  and  California. 

Because  the  President's  Forest  Plan  provides  benefits  to  owl 
conservation  on  Federal  lands,  a  4(d)  rule  was  proposed  to  ease  spotted 
owl  taking  prohibitions  on  private  lands.   Outside  of  six  Special  Emphasis 
Areas  in  Washington  and  four  Conservation  Planning  Areas  (CPA)  in 
California,  non-Federal  owners  would  only  be  required  to  protect  their 
portion  of  70  acres  of  suitable  owl  habitat  surrounding  the  owl  nest  or 
activity  center  (currently,  restrictions  are  placed  on  the  entire  owl  home 
range,  an  area  as  large  as  5,600  acres). 

Even  within  the  special  areas,  landowners  owning  less  than  80  acres 
would  be  relieved  from  the  majority  of  spotted  owl  regulations. 
Preliminary  analysis  indicates  that  the  proposed  rule  would  relieve 
restrictions  on  80  percent  of  the  non-Federal  forest  in  Washington  (about  5 
million  acres)  and  11  percent  in  California  (74  percent  of  the  non-Federal 
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forest  within  CPAs  in  California  is  not  affected  by  owl  circles).   Within  this 
area  the  FWS  proposes  to  allow  landowners  to  pursue  Habitat 
Enhancement  Agreements  to  remove  the  potential  for  future  restrictions 
in  the  event  of  owl  immigration  onto  these  lands. 

Lastly,  in  an  unprecedented  effort,  instead  of  creating  more 
bureaucracy,  the  President  directed  the  Federal  agencies  involved  with  the 
Forest  Plan  to  work  together  in  creative  new  interagency  groups.  Agencies 
are  saving  money  by  jomtly  coordinating  efforts,  improving 
communication,  sharing  information,  and  eliminating  duplication. 

Along  with  the  interagency  committees,  advisory  committees  were 
established  to  help  ensure  Federal  decision  makers  would  be  able  to 
receive  valuable  input  from"  local.  State,  and  Tribal  governments,  the 
public,  and  communities  of  both  place  and  interest.   We  have  provided 
substantial  addihonal  information  on  these  coordination  efforts  in 
response  to  the  series  of  questions  asked  below. 

Question.       What  performance  measures  have  been  put  in  place  to 
hold  land  managers  accountable  for  forest  plan  targets? 

Answer.         As  discussed  above,  the  BLM  Director  has  signed 
performance  agreements  with  the  State  Directors  of  Oregon  and  California 
to  offer  180  MMBF  and  2.5  MMBF  respectively. 

Since  "downsizing"  began,  the  Department  has  lost  many  of  its 
most  knowledgeable  and  experienced  staff  at  the  field  offices. 

Question.       How  will  you  fulfill  your  commitment  to  implement 
Option  9? 

Answer.         The  Forest  Plan  remains  one  of  the  Department's 
highest  priorities  and  the  necessary  resources  will  be  provided  within  our 
programs  to  meet  our  implementation  responsibilities. 

Question.  Do  you  have  sufficient  staff  in  each  of  the  program 
areas  (timber,  wildlife,  planning,  appeals,  etc.)  to  complete  the  job  this 
year?  Next  year?   Five  years  from  now? 

Answer,  Yes.  The  Forest  Plan  remains  one  of  the  Departments 
highest  priorities  and  the  necessary  resources  will  be  provided  within  our 
programs  to  meet  our  implementation  responsibilities.  We  will  continue 
to  re-evaluate  our  needs  during  future  budget  formulation  periods. 

Question.       What  are  your  weakest  areas,  and  how  significantly 
will  they  affect  your  ability  to  operate? 

Answer.  We  continue  to  improve  our  efforts.    In  the  true  spirit 

of  reinventing  government,  the  Forest  Plan  is  a  model  of  inter-agency 
cooperation  and  coordination  with  seven  different  Federal  agencies 
working  together,  sharing  information,  and  making  joint  decisions.    We 
are  also  working  closely  in  partnership  with  State  and  local  governments, 
Indian  Tribes,  businesses,  conservation  groups,  and  individuals. 
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A  recent  success  story  involves  the  regional  executives  of  BLM, 
FWS,  the  National  Marine  Fishery  Service,  and  Forest  Service  v^ho  are 
committed  to  streamlining  and  expediting  ESA  consultations.    In  a 
recently  signed  interagency  directive,  the  regional  executives  of  the  above 
agencies  have  agreed  to  conclude  all  forest  formal  consultations  within  60 
days  and  all  informal  forest  consultations  within  30  days.   Team 
approaches  will  be  used  to  empower  field  personnel  to  work  through 
consultations  and  resolve  issues  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

FOREST  PLAN  ORGANIZATIONS 

There  are  layers  of  coordinating  organizations  established  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  to  develop,  monitor,  and  oversee  the  implementation 
of  the  President's  Forest  Plan: 

1.  An  Interagency  Steering  Committee  is  located  in  Washington,  DC, 
with  an  interagency  coordinator  located  in  Portland,  OR. 

2.  A  Regional  Interagency  Executive  Committee,  whose  membership  is 
made  of  regional  agency  representatives  (Regional  Directors),  is  to  serve 
as  the  senior  coordination  and  implementation  group  for  the  Plan. 

3.  The  Regional  Ecosystem  Office  is  to  provide  a  focal  point  for  scientific 
and  technical  expertise,  for  evaluation  of  Plan  modifications,  and  for 
coordination  of  data  standards. 

4.  The  Research  and  Monitoring  Committee  is  to  provide  advice  on 
Plan  implementation  and  to  coordinate  research  efforts. 

5.  The  Provincial  Teams  (consisting  of  Federal  agencies.  States,  Tribes, 
and  others)  are  to  be  the  coordinating  field  teams. 

Question.       Is  there  an  office  working  with  the  Washington, 
Oregon,  and  California  economic  development  offices?  Where  does  this 
office  fit  into  the  listed  coordinating  organizations?  What  is  the  size  of  the 
office?  What  is  the  mission  of  this  office?  When  will  its  mission  be 
accomplished? 

Answer.         For  the  economic  side  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan, 
no  new  offices  have  been  created.   Federal  employees  at  the  national, 
regional,  and  State  levels  are  available  for  joint  implementation  of  the 
plan.   Each  of  these  levels  is  working  closely  with  the  economic 
development  offices  of  each  affected  State.   At  the  national  level,  the 
Multi-Agency  Command  (MAC)  is  a  government-wide  partnership 
overseeing  implementation  of  the  plan.    Membership  consists  of  all 
Federal  Departments  and  agencies  involved  with  the  economic  assistance 
efforts.   The  MAC  meets  monthly;  staff  within  agencies  address  issues  on 
an  ad  hoc  basis.    At  the  regional  level,  a  similar  structure  exists  with  team 
meetings  held  every  other  month.    At  both  the  national  and  regional 
levels,  the  equivalent  of  two  person  years  of  time  are  devoted  in  aggregate 
for  staff  work. 
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Question.  Are  there  any  other  groups  that  have  been  formed 
outside  of  the  traditional  agency  organizations  to  work  on  Forest  Plan 
activities?  If  so,  what  are  they  and  what  are  their  missions? 

Answer.  Two  additional  organizations  have  been  established  to 

work  on  Forest  Plan  activities. 

The  first  organization  is  the  U.S.  Office  of  Forestry  and  Economic 
Development.    Its  mission  is  to  oversee  both  forest  management  and 
economic  assistance  matters  relating  to  Forest  Plan  implementation.    As 
required  in  the  FY  1995  Interior  Appropriations  report,  OFED  will  prepare 
a  comprehensive  report  to  Congress  and  the  President  on  the  region's 
progress  in  implementing  the  President's  Forest  Plan  by  December  31, 
1995. 

The  purpose  and  responsibilihes  of  OFED  are  to  foster  close 
coordination  among  agencies  and  work  groups  at  the  national  and 
regional  level,  ensure  proper  and  continual  coordination  between 
regional  activities  and  Washington-based  policy  and  budget  initiatives, 
assist  the  agencies  in  implementation  of  both  the  forestry  and  economic 
matters  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  and  serve  as  a  contact  for 
State/community  groups. 

The  second  organization  is  a  partnership  team  for  each  of  the  ten 
Adaptive  Management  Areas  (AMA).  The  AMAs  were  designed  to 
encourage  the  development  and  testing  of  technical  and  social  approaches 
to  achieving  desired  ecological,  economic,  and  other  social  objectives. 
These  approaches  rely  on  the  experience  and  ingenuity  of  resource 
managers  and  communities  rather  than  traditionally  derived  and  tightly 
prescriptive  approaches  that  are  generally  applied  in  management  of 
forests. 

As  part  of  this  approach,  partnership  teams  composed  of 
stakeholders  for  each  AMA  were  established  to  help  in  implementation  of 
activities  within  each  AMA.    The  intent  is  to  provide  the  stakeholders 
ready  access  to  a  research  contact  and  land  manager  for  each  area  and 
develop  ongoing  relationships. 

Question.       For  each  of  the  Forest  Plan  coordinating  organizations, 
identify  the  size  of  the  organization  (number  of  people);  the  total  Federal 
cost  per  organization;  the  source  of  funding;  the  parent  agency  of  each 
individual;  and  the  expected  life  of  the  group.  These  costs  should  be 
provided  for  each  year  since  the  organization  was  established  and  for  the 
amount  planned  in  FY  1996. 

Answer.  The  Regional  Ecosystem  Office  (REO)  is  comprised  of  a 

staff  of  18  FTEs.  No  agreement  has  been  reached  for  FY  1996.  This 
estimate  assumes  FY  1995  costs  would  continue.   The  REO  costs  include 
salaries  for  the  Director  and  four  staff.   The  salaries  for  the  remaining  13 
people  are  charged  to  the  individuals'  employing  office.   The  REO  is 
expected  to  be  in  place  for  approximately  five  years.  The  distribution  of 
staffing  and  funding  is  as  follows: 
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REGIONAL  ECOSYSTEM  OFFICE 
FUNDING 

(dollars  in  thousands) 


Staffii\g 

FYM 

FY  95 

FY  96 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

2 

80,928 

50,000 

50,000 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3 

107,640 

100,000 

100,000 

Corps  Of  Engineers 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

2 

107,640 

115,000 

115,000 

Forest  Ser\'ice 

5 

107,640 

1 15,000 

115,000 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

1 

107,640 

100,000 

100,000 

National  Biological  Service 

2 

15,000 

15,000 

National  Park  Service 

1 

53,772 

50,000 

50,000 

Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 

_1 

107.640 

100,000 

100,000 

18 

$672,900 

$745,000 

$745,000 

The  U.S.  Office  of  Forestry  and  Economic  Development  (OPED)  is 
comprised  of  a  staff  of  six  FTEs.  The  distribution  of  funding  is  as  follows: 

OFFICE  OF  FORESTRY  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 
FUNDING 

(dollars  in  thousands) 


FY94 

FY95 

FY96 

Agriculture 

62,000 

62,000 

interior 

18,000 

18,000 

Commerce 

5,000 

5,000 

Housing  &  Urban  Development 

5,000 

5,000 

Labor 

2,000 

2,000 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

2,000 

2,000 

Small  Business  Administration 

2,000 

2,000 

$144,000 

$96,000 

$96,000 

The  OPED  costs  exclude  salaries,  and  a  portion  of  the  staff's  travel 
and  training.   These  costs  are  charged  to  the  individual  staff  member's 
employing  office.  The  OPED  office  is  expected  to  close  in  December  of 
1995. 
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Question.       Are  there  members  from  external  groups  who  are 
members  of  these  organizations?  If  so,  how  many,  what  are  their  roles, 
and  what  Forest  Plan  group  are  they  associated  with? 

Answer.  There  are  external  members  of  the  Intergovernmental 

Advisory  Committee  (lAC)  and  the  Provincial  Advisory  Com-mittee 
(PAC). 

The  lAC  includes  representatives  from  the  following  non-Federal 
entities:    the  States  of  Washington,  Oregon,  and  California  (one  each);  the 
counties  within  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  (one  per  State);  and 
three  Tribal  organizations. 

The  PAC  includes  representation  from  the  following  non-Federal 
entities:    the  State  within  which  the  province  is  located  (one  each);  affected 
counties  (up  to  three);  affected  Tribal  governments  (up  to  three); 
conservation/resource  interest  groups /organizations  (three  to  five); 
recreation  and  tourism  interests  (two);  forest  products  industry  (two);  and 
environmental  interest  groups/organizations  (two). 

The  approved  charters  for  the  advisory  committees  will  expire  in 
August  1996. 

Question.       Why  did  the  Administration  believe  it  was  necessary 
to  put  this  multi-layered  organization  into  place? 

Answer.         Rather  than  a  multi-layered  organization,  this  is  a 
series  of  coordinating  committees  that  allow  local.  State,  Tribal,  and 
Federal  agencies  to  work  together  with  the  public  in  managing  the 
region's  natural  resources.   One  of  the  primary  reasons  for 
implementation  of  this  approach  was  to  bring  all  involved  parties  to  the 
table.  This  strategy  was  partly  responsible  for  the  lifting  of  Judge  Dwyer's 
injunction  which  had  brought  the  region's  resource  management 
activities  to  a  virtual  standstill  between  1991  and  1994.   Since  the  Plan  was 
released,  the  agencies  have  been  able  to  withstand  all  legal  challenges. 
This  effective,  coordinated  effort  between  the  agencies  has  allowed  us  to 
move  forward  on  timber  sales,  watershed  analysis,  and  restoration 
projects. 

Question.      What  is  the  purpose  of  the  Regional  Ecosystem  Office? 
What  is  this  office  providing  for  the  agencies  that  was  not  provided 
earlier?   What  are  it's  accomplishments?   Who  approved  this  new 
organization  and  when? 

Answer.  The  REO  provides  interagency  staff  work  and  support 

to  facilitate  the  lAC,  Interagency  Steering  Committee  (ISC),  and  the 
Regional  Interagency  Executive  Committee  (RIEC)  in  decision  making  and 
interagency  issue  resolution.    There  are  seven  agencies  involved  in 
resource  management  decisions  within  the  range  of  the  northern  spotted 
owl.   The  REO  provides  coordinated  interagency  staff  work  to  facilitate 
prompt  resolution  of  interagency  issues  by  the  lAC,  ISC,  and  RIEC. 
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The  REO  also  coordinates  and  facilitates  interagency  development 
and  review  of  resource  management  products  that  cross  agency  lines  to 
promote  consistency  and  sharing.    Examples  of  this  are  the  Federal 
Watershed  Analysis  Guide,  and  efforts  to  define  data  standards. 

The  REO  was  established  in  October  1993  in  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (MOU)  between  the  White  House,  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Department  of  Agriculture,  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
and  Department  of  Commerce.  This  MOU  was  included  in  the  April  13, 
1994,  Record  of  Decision  on  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl. 

The  REO  provides  staff  work  on  a  coordinated  interagency  basis. 
This  interagency  coordination  was  only  minimally  addressed  prior  to 
establishment  of  the  REO  and  it  will  be  a  key  component  to  successful 
implementation  of  the  Forest  Plan.    It  is  important  to  note  that  the 
decision  making  responsibilities  of  the  individual  land  management  and 
consultation  agencies  vested  in  them  by  statute  has  not  been  changed. 

The  REO  coordinates  the  formation  of  interagency  work  groups  to 
assist  agencies  in  implementation  of  the  Forest  Plan.  Accomplishments 
include: 

•  Development  of  the  Federal  Watershed  Analysis  guide,  which  sets 
the  standard  for  watershed  analysis. 

•  Providing  interagency  review  of  late-successional  reserve  (LSR) 
projects  and  assessments.   An  example  of  this  is  the  Mossback 
Salvage  sale  within  a  late  successional  reserve  on  which  REO 
conducted  a  site  review  and  had  the  Forest  move  farther  out  of  the 
riparian  reserve  on  one  unit  and  drop  another  portion.    Based  on 
experience  gained  over  the  past  year,  the  REO  defined  a  set  of 
actions  which  could  occur  within  LSRs  without  the  need  for  project 
review  by  REO. 

•  The  REO's  commitment  to  aggressively  monitor  plan 
implementation  was  one  of  the  keys  in  getting  Judge  Dwyer  to  lift 
the  injunction  in  the  Seattle  Audubon  Society  case  on  the  spotted 
owl. 

•  Development  of  an  interagency  process  for  developing  and 
coordinating  Jobs-in-the  Woods  restoration  projects. 

•  Coordination  of  an  interagency  agreement  to  streamline  Section  7 
consultations. 

•  Development  of  guidelines  for  AMAs. 

•  Working  with  the  research  and  monitoring  group  to  interpret, 
apply,  and  monitor  the  results  of  the  standards  and  guidelines.   For 
example  all  ongoing  research  projects  potentially  inconsistent  with 
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the  standards  and  guidelines  have  been  reviewed,  cleared,  modified 
by  REO. 

•  Providing  liaison  and  support  for  the  lAC. 

•  Reviewing  AMA  plans  as  they  are  developed;  and 

•  Providing  GIS  support  to  facilitate  information  sharing  across 
agencies. 

Question.       Did  Congress  provide  funds  for  the  new  organization? 
If  so,  how  much? 

Answer.         In  FY  1994  and  FY  1995,  the  land  management  agencies 
included  funding  for  implementation  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  Plan 
in  the  President's  Budget.    Included  in  the  implementation  costs  were 
funds  for  these  organizations.  This  is  also  true  for  FY  1996.   Congress  did 
not  designate  funding  levels  for  any  of  these  organizations  distinct  from 
that  requested  in  the  President's  Budget. 

Question.       Will  ecosystem  organizations  such  as  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  be  established  in  every  region  of  the  country? 

Answer.  The  Department  has  made  significant  progress  with 

regional  management  type  approaches  in  several  parts  of  the  country. 
These  approaches  promote  coordination  and  cooperation  while  at  the 
same  time  furthering  our  streamlining  and  cost-saving  efforts.    We  will 
continue  to  evaluate  our  management  efforts  in  other  regions  of  the 
country. 

Gridlock  over  the  management  of  public  forest  lands  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  created  an  uncertain  future  for  the  people  of  the  region.   It  was 
a  problem  the  Administration  inherited,  and  one  that  we  made  a  priority 
to  solve  with  the  President's  Forest  Plan.    In  the  true  spirit  of  reinventing 
government,  the  Forest  Plan  is  a  model  of  inter-agency  cooperation  and 
coordination  with  seven  different  Federal  agencies  working  together, 
sharing  information,  and  making  joint  decisions.    We  are  also  working 
closely  in  partnership  with  State  and  local  governments,  Indian  Tribes, 
businesses,  conservation  groups,  and  individuals. 

The  Administration  has  established  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem 
Task  Force  to  lead  and  coordinate  the  efforts  of  Federal  agencies  to  work 
closely  with  the  State,  local  governments,  industry,  conservation  groups, 
and  Tribal  governments  to  restore  the  essential  hydrologic  functions  of 
the  historical  wetlands  in  and  around  the  Everglades  in  southern  Florida. 
The  Federal  Government  is  also  setting  a  new  standard  for  public  land 
management  in  the  California  Desert.   The  BLM  and  NPS  are  working 
together  on  all  aspects  of  implementation  of  the  California  Desert 
Protection  Act. 
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We  would  be  pleased  to  continue  to  work  with  the  Congress  on  the 
Administration's  ongoing  streamlining  efforts  and  Reinventing 
Government  initiative  to  achieve  even  better  results. 

Question.  Are  employees  temporarily  assigned  from  their  parent 
agencies  to  the  Forest  Plan  organizations?  During  their  leaves  of  absence, 
how  are  their  agency  assignments  accomplished? 

Answer,  Some  of  the  employees  are  and  some  are  not.  In  their 
absences  duties  have  been  handled  through  details,  overtime  and  sharing 
of  duties  with  remaining  staff. 

Question.       How  do  these  new  organizations  fit  into  the 
streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior? 
What  will  be  the  size  of  these  organizations  at  the  end  of  FY  1996  and  at 
the  end  of  FY  1997? 

Answer.         As  indicated  above,  these  are  sunset  organizations. 
The  OPED  office  is  expected  to  close  in  December  of  1995  while  the  REO  is 
expected  to  be  in  place  for  approximately  five  years.   Interior  employees 
detailed  to  these  organizations  will  return  to  their  respective  agencies  and 
be  subject  to  any  streamhning  or  downsizing  efforts  as  otherwise 
appropriate. 

Question.       How  many  years  will  the  coordinating  organizations 
be  in  place?  What  are  the  total  anticipated  costs  for  each  organization? 

Answer.         The  REO  is  expected  to  have  a  duration  of  five  years. 
The  OPED  office  is  expected  to  have  a  duration  of  two  years.  Costs  for 
OPED,  excluding  salaries,  are  expected  to  be  $373,000.  The  REO  costs, 
including  the  salaries  for  the  Director  and  four  staff,  assuming  a  flat  budget 
for  its  duration,  is  expected  to  cost  about  $3.6  million. 

ADVISORY  COMMITTEES 

Question.       What  is  the  difference  between  the  Provincial  Teams 
and  the  Federal  Advisory  Committees  (FAC)?  What  is  the  mission  of  the 
FAC? 

Answer.  Two  levels  of  advisory  committees  have  been 

established  to  provide  advice  to  the  Federal  agencies  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest:    1)  the  Intergovernmental  Advisory  Committee,  and  2)  the 
twelve  Provincial  Advisory  Committees. 

The  Intergovernmental  Advisory  Committee  will  be  providing 
advice  to  the  RIEC  on  intergovernmental  coordination  regarding  the 
implementation  of  the  Record  of  Decision  within  the  range  of  the 
Northern  Spotted  Owl.   The  RIEC,  consisting  of  the  Pacific  Northwest 
Federal  agency  heads,  will  serve  as  the  regional  entity  to  assure  the 
prompt,  coordinated,  and  successful  implementation  of  the  standards  and 
guidelines.    It  serves  as  the  principal  conduit  for  communications  between 
the  Interagency  Steering  Committee  and  the  agencies  at  the  regional  level. 
The  Intergovernmental  Advisory  Committee  will  provide  advice  and 
recommendations  to  the  RIEC  on  how  to  better  integrate  forest 


423 

management  activities  among  Federal  and  non-Federal  governmental 
entities  to  ensure  that  such  activities  within  the  region  are 
complementary. 

The  Provincial  Advisory  Committees  will  provide  advice  to  the 
Provincial  Interagency  Executive  Committees  (PIEC)  on  coordinating  the 
implementation  of  the  Record  of  Decision  for  amendments  to  the  Forest 
Service  and  BLM  planning  documents  within  the  twelve  provinces.  The 
advisory  committees  will  also  provide  advice  about  implementation  of  a 
comprehensive  ecosystem  management  strategy  for  Federal  land  within 
their  respective  provinces. 

Question.       What  is  the  relation  of  the  Interior  Department's  field 
organizations  to  the  Provincial  Teams? 

Answer.         Our  field  organizations  have  representation  on  the 
teams  and  they  work  with  the  teams  in  making  decisions. 

Question.       How  will  the  establishment  of  Federal  Advisory 
Committees  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  the  12  provinces  within  Option 
9  affect  the  Administration's  ability  to  reach  the  timber  and  other  program 
goals? 

Answer.         These  committees  will  help  by  encouraging  and 
facilitating  information  exchange  that  will  avoid  duplication  of  efforts.    It 
will  also  allow  for  a  more  coordinated  approach  to  land  management 
between  both  public  and  private  entities. 

Question.       What  is  your  best  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  advisory 
committee  process? 

Answer.         The  charter  for  the  provincial  advisory  committees 
estimates  that  total  annual  operating  costs  for  all  these  committees  will  be 
$225,000  and  six  staff  years  of  support. 

Question.       What  can  the  committees  accomplish  in  the  two-year 
period  with  that  funding?  Which  program  account  will  pay  for  the 
advisory  committee  process? 

Answer.         We  hope  that  each  advisory  committee  will  be  able  to 
provide  substantial  guidance  and  assistance  in  determining  the  best  way  to 
implement  all  aspects  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan  in  its  specific  province 
and  community.   It  is  estimated  that  each  committee  will  be  able  to  meet 
from  four  to  eight  times  per  year  until  the  end  of  the  charter  in  the  fall  of 
1996.    All  meetings  will  be  open  to  public  observation  and  involvement 
and  all  records  will  be  made  available  to  the  public.  Operating  expenses 
for  the  advisory  committee  process  are  being  paid  for  by  the  Forest  Service. 

Question.       How  will  the  public  interact  in  the  process  with  this 
added  layer  of  bureaucracy? 

Answer.  We  do  not  feel  this  is  another  added  layer  of 

bureaucracy.   Each  advisory  committee  will  have  several  members  of  the 
public  as  official  members  of  the  committee.    These  members  have  been 
chosen  to  provide  a  balanced  sample  of  the  publics  in  the  area.   Each 


424 

member  is  expected  to  communicate  vvitii  their  respective  constituencies 
concerning  advisory  committee  deliberations. 

Any  member  of  the  pubHc  has  the  opportunity  to  request  time  for 
oral  comments  at  any  advisory  committee  meeting.    Anyone  can  also  send 
written  comments  to  advisory  committee  members.    Agencies  will  also  be 
conducting  other  forms  of  public  involvement  as  they  undertake  their 
legally-required  decision  processes.    Advisory  committees  provide 
members  of  the  public  another  avenue  for  meaningful  dialogue  with  its 
citizens. 

JOBS  IN  THE  WOODS 

The  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  is  of  particular  interest  to  me.  I  am 
not  entirely  convinced  that  the  success  rate  of  this  program  is  all  that  great. 
The  reviews  in  timber  communities  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  are  mixed  -- 
some  people  like  the  program,  but  a  majority  of  my  constituents  in  timber 
towns  do  not.  In  light  of  my  skepticism  of  this  program,  I  want  to  make 
certain  that,  as  Chairman,  I  have  a  crystal  clear  understanding  of  the 
program,  who  it  has  helped,  and  how  it  works.  This,  of  course,  means  that 
the  Forest  Service  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  agencies  will  have  to 
account  for  all  of  the  Federal  dollars  appropriated  over  the  past  several 
years  for  the  program.  In  particular,  I  would  like  answers  to  the  following: 

Question.       What  are  the  exact  number  of  people  employed  by  the 
Jobs  in  the  Woods  program?  What  is  the  average  length  of  each  job? 
What  is  the  average  wage  for  each  worker  under  the  program? 

Answer.  We  think  it  is  important  to  point  out  that  the  Jobs  in 

the  Woods  program  is  only  one  aspect  of  the  President's  Northwest 
Economic  Adjustment  Initiative.    While  unemployment  for  the  entire 
region  is  at  its  lowest  in  two  decades,  there  are  still  areas  where  changes  in 
forest  management  practices  have  impacted  many  people  and  the 
communities  they  call  home.    The  President  recognized  that  these  impacts 
would  occur,  and  that's  why  the  Economic  Adjustment  Initiative  is  aimed 
at  providing  both  immediate  and  long-term  relief  for  these  people, 
businesses,  and  communities. 

The  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  was  primarily  established  to  assist 
displaced  workers  in  the  short  term.   As  timber  flows  back  into  the 
pipeline  and  other  economic  assistance  programs  take  root,  people  will 
not  have  to  rely  on  it. 

Measuring  actual  jobs  associated  with  this  program  is  difficult  as  the 
program  actually  offers  employment  on  specific  projects  for  one  or  two 
days  to  six  months  in  duration.   Approximately  2,200  people  have  been 
provided  employment  opportunities  on  ecosystem  restoration  projects. 
The  Administration  is  committed  to  providing  family  wage  jobs.    We 
estimate  these  family  wage  opportunities  range  from  $12  to  $26  per  hour. 
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The  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  is  also  being  used  to  give  dislocated 
timber  workers  on-the-job  training  in  watershed  restoration  activities  that 
is  needed  to  help  them  become  part  of  the  technical  woods'  workforce  of 
the  future.    In  1995,  seven  worker  retraining/watershed  restoration 
demonstration  projects  are  planned  in  Oregon,  five  in  Washington,  and 
three  in  California;  more  than  500  dislocated  timber  workers  will 
participate  throughout  the  region  during  the  year.    The  demonstration 
projects  provide  classroom  training  in  entrepreneurial  skills,  and 
technical  training  on  safety,  forestry,  biology,  and  ecological  principles. 
The  on-the-job  training  provides  experiences  in  many  different  activities 
required  for  watershed  restoration. 

The  demonstrations  are  collaborative  efforts  among  the  Federal  land 
managing  agencies.  Department  of  Labor,  State  employment  and 
economic  development  agencies,  local  nonprofit  and  for-profit  sponsors, 
organized  labor,  and  technical  education  specialists.   The  demonstration 
projects  are  patterned  after  the  highly  successful  Sweethome  and  Olympic 
Peninsula  pilot  projects  completed  in  1994.   Each  of  those  projects  trained 
10  dislocated  timber  workers  in  the  technical  and  entrepreneurial  skills 
necessary  to  become  part  of  the  ecosystem  management  workforce. 

We  also  think  it  is  important  to  point  out  that  the  Jobs  in  the 
Woods  program  provides  environmental  benefits  at  the  same  time  it 
provides  much  needed  job  and  income  opportunities.    These  projects 
contribute  towards  ongoing  species  and  ecosystem  recovery  efforts  and  can 
help  reduce  the  risks  of  future  listings  of  species  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act. 

Because  of  several  factors,  including  natural  storms  and  fires, 
logging,  and  previous  management  practices,  many  watersheds  are  in 
poor  condition.   The  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  can  be  used  to  recreate  in- 
stream  woody  structures  (logs,  stumps,  etc.)  which  stabilize  channels, 
entrap  spawning  gravels,  and  deflect  flows  to  create  pools.   Streamside 
vegetation  can  be  restored  to  create  shade  and  maintain  suitable  instream 
temperatures.   This  will  provide  clean  gravel  beds  for  spawning  salmon, 
and  provide  cover,  protection  from  predators,  and  cool  temperatures  for 
smolts,  or  juvenile  salmon. 

Previous  logging  practices  have  varied  throughout  the  region. 
Many  areas  have  been  clear-cut  and  some  replanted;  other  areas  have  been 
selectively  logged.  Jobs  in  the  Woods  projects  can  also  be  used  to  promote 
old-growth  conditions.    For  instance,  snags,  cavities,  and  multi-level 
canopy  conditions  can  be  created.  In  other  cases,  densely  planted 
reforested  areas  can  be  thinned  and  staggered. 
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Question.       In  many  cases,  timber  workers  have  told  me  that  they 
have  to  travel  great  distances  from  their  home  to  find  work  due  to  the 
dramatic  decline  in  timber  jobs.  Clearly  these  distances  make  it  even  more 
difficult  for  families  to  stay  together.  What  is  the  average  distance  each 
worker  must  travel  away  from  their  home  in  order  to  work  in  one  of  the 
jobs  provided  by  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program? 

Answer.         The  distance  that  a  worker  must  travel  to  do  the 
watershed  restoration  involved  in  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program 
depends  on  the  location  of  both  the  worker's  residence  and  the  job  site. 
All  Forest  Service  and  BLM  projects  are  undertaken  on  Federal  lands  in 
western  Washington,  western  Oregon,  and  northern  California.    The  job 
contracts  are  intentionally  targeted  to  contractors  in  rural  communities, 
with  the  understanding  that  such  targeting  benefits  rural  woods'  workers 
as  well  as  the  rviral  forest  environment.   While  we  do  not  know  the 
average  distance  that  workers  have  traveled  to  restore  these  valuable 
watersheds,  the  distances  would  be  comparable  to  the  travel  that  has 
always  been  required  of  forest  workers. 

Question.       Since  the  inception  of  the  program,  how  many 
employees  have  been  hired  and  are  currently  employed  with  Federal 
funds  appropriated  to  implement  the  program?   What  is  the  average 
salary  of  these  employees?  Compare  the  number  of  Federal  employees 
hired  and  employed  since  the  start  of  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  to 
the  number  of  timber  workers  employed  by  the  program? 

Answer.         No  new  Federal  employees  have  been  hired  to 
implement  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program. 

SOUTH  FLORIDA  INITIATIVE 

The  Administration's  proposal  for  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem 
Initiative  for  FY  1996  totals  $63.9  million  --  an  increase  of  $16.8  million 
above  the  FY  1995  level.  Unfortunately,  the  Committee  has  not  been  able 
to  entirely  fund  the  past  years'  requests.  The  FY  1996  funding  levels  will 
be  even  lower. 

Question.      What  will  be  the  outcome  of  funding  levels  that  are  10 
percent  under  the  FY  1995  appropriations? 

Answer.      A  decrease  in  the  science  budgets  of  USGS  and  NBS  in 
FY  1996  of  this  magnitude  would  have  significant  adverse  impact  on  the 
management  and  restoration  of  the  Everglades  and  Florida  Bay.    NBS  and 
USGS  information  is  being  used  to  model  and  predict  the  response  of  the 
ecosystem  to  various  potential  restoration  strategies.  Restoration  action 
could  involve  $2-3  billion  in  expenditures.   The  loss  of  critical  science 
information  will  adversely  impact  the  work  of  the  South  Florida 
Ecosystem  Restoration  Task  Force  and  its  member  agencies  (South  Florida 
Water  Management  District,  National  Park  Service,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  US.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  the  Micosukee  Tribe,  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  others).    As  a  consequence,  the 


427 

Federal  Government,  the  State  of  Florida  and  others  funding  the  massive 
hydrologic  and  land  modifications  in  south  Florida  will  be  at  a  greater  risk 
of  wasting  the  funds  allocated  to  restoration  because  their  decisions  lack  a 
firm  scientific  foundation. 

Specifically,  for  NBS,  funding  at  10  %  below  FY  1995  will  result  in  a 
funding  level  of  $1.0  million  in  FY  1996,  $1.7  million  below  the  request. 
Ecosystem  modeling  for  Florida  Bay  and  the  health  of  coral  reef  systems 
will  be  forgone  without  the  requested  $1.5  million  increase  in  research 
funds,  as  well  as  a  study  to  investigate  human  and  natural  impacts  of 
coral  reef  systems.   This  research  is  targeted  to  the  highest  priority  science 
need  in  he  south  Florida  ecosystem.   Base  funding  is  required  in  FY  1996 
for  continuing  ecosystem  research  to  create  a  better  understanding  of  what 
are  the  best  indicators  of  a  healthy  system  and  what  are  the  most  effechve 
management  strategies.  To  reduce  funds  to  10%  below  FY  1995  would  be  a 
critical  blow  to  restoration  efforts. 

USGS  funding  at  10%  below  FY  1995  level  will  result  in  a   funding  level  of 
$5.2  million  in  FY  1996,  $4.8  million  below  the  request.   As  a  result  of  the 
proposed  decrease,  the  following  achons  would  be  necessary: 

•  USGS  would  cancel  an  integrated  study  of  the  mangrove  areas 
identified  as  among  the  highest  priority  items  for  new  scientific  studies 
by  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Task  Force  because  of  the 
pivotal  role  played  by  this  transihon  zone  in  regulation  of  flow  to 
Florida  Bay. 

•  High-resolution  geographic  information  coverage  would  not  be 
complete  for  the  region  such  as  digital  color  orthophotoquadrangles 
and  elevahon  data  critical  to  modeling  water  flow. 

•  Fundamental  data  on  quality  and  quantity  of  water  flowing  into  the 
west  and  southwest  Florida  coasts  would  not  be  collected.   This 
information  is  needed  to  predict  the  consequences  of  proposed 
modifications  to  the  water  regime. 

•  Subregional  models  essential  for  accurate  representation  of  areas 
important  to  agricultural  interests  will  not  be  constructed.  Work  on  a 
submodel  of  relationships  between  canal  and  wetland  flow  interactions 
within  the  Everglades  will  cease. 

•  Seasonal  information  about  the  salinity  of  aquifers  will  not  be 
collected,  resulting  in  inadequate  understanding  of  the  potential 
realities  of  hydrologic  modifications  on  salt  water  intrusion  into  water 
supplies,  and  exchanges  between  ground  and  surface  water. 

•  No  work  on  the  past  and  present  salinity  and  circulation  conditions  in 
Biscayne  Bay  will  be  started,  resulting  in  inadequate  information  on 
the  potential  affects  of  diminished  freshwater  flow  to  Biscayne  Bay.  The 
decrease  would  also  eliminate  collection  of  data  used  to  test  existing 
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models  that  hindcast  conditions  of  the  Everglades  and  Florida  Bay  in 
their  natural  state.  The  decrease  will  preclude  paleontological 
verification  of  these  models. 

•  Work  on  the  mobilization  of  mercury  will  not  be  extended  into  the 
Nutrient  Removal  site,  leaving  the  critical  relationship  between 
phosphorous  and  mercury  unresolved. 

•  Work  on  the  geochemical  of  peat  will  not  be  conducted  in  other 
locations,  so  critical  information  about  sources  and  historical 
geochemical  dynamics  will  not  be  available. 

The  impact  to  the  land  management  bureaus  would  be  equally  as 
disruptive  to  restoration  efforts.   Progress  achieved  to  date  would  be 
nullified  and  the  hard-won  plan  of  action  among  the  involved  partners  in 
the  initiative  would  be  put  into  jeopardy. 

FWS  funding  at  10%  below  the  FY  1995  will  result  in  a  funding  level  of 
$5.3  million  in  FY  1996,  $1.9  million  below  the  request.   Funding  at  this 
level  would  thwart  needed  efforts  to  develop  an  ecosystem-based  approach 
to  species  protection  and  habitation  in  conjunction  with  other  Federal  and 
State  agencies  and  private  entities. 

NFS  funding  at  10%  below  FY  1995  level  will  result  in  a  funding  level  of 
$30.5  million  in  FY  1996,  $11.2  million  below  the  request.  Not  providing 
the  requested  operating  increase  for  the  park  units  involved  in  the  South 
Florida  initiative,  or  increases  required  in  construction  and  land 
acquisition,  would  impede  needed  progress  toward  full  water  restoration. 
To  reduce  available  funds  even  more,  to  10%  below  FY  1995  levels,  would 
be  devastating,  and  effectively  remove  the  National  Park  Service  from 
recovery  plan  requirements. 

BIA  funding  at  10%  below  FY  1995  level  will  reduce  funding  equally 
distributed  to  the  Seminole  and  Miccosukee  Tribes.    Funding  for  the 
Seminole  Tribe  is  needed  to  begin  the  general  design  process  and  estimate 
the  cost  of  water  resource  treatment  areas  envisioned  to  reduce 
concentrations  of  phosphorus  and  other  nutrients  in  water  leaving  the  Big 
Cypress  Reservation  and  contribute  to  the  protection  and  restoration  of 
the  ecosystem.    Funding  for  the  Miccosukee  Tribe  is  needed  to  administer 
an  effective  water  quality  monitoring  program  on  their  lands  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  and  administering  EPA  approved  standards  on  tribal 
lands.     Reductions  in  funding  for  the  Tribes  will  impede  progress  towards 
these  requirements. 

Question.  As  is  typical,  base  programs  for  the  National  Park 
units,  the  refuges,  and  other  Federal  units  are  included  as  part  of  the 
initiative?  What  base  costs  are  included  in  the  initiative? 

Answer.      Approximately,  $26  million  in  base  funding  is  included 
as  a  part  of  the  initiative.   These  funds  would  be  required  to  operate  and 
maintain  park  units   and  refuges  ,  even  if  there  was  not  a  south  Florida 
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initiative.    Further,  prior  to  the  start  of  the  initiative,  funding  was 
included  in  the  base  to  conduct  basic  research  and  routine  on-the-ground 
activities  in  the  area.    Base  funding  in  these  areas  is  estimated  at  the  FY 
1994  level.   A  breakdown  of  the  $26  million  is  as  follows: 

•  The  National  Park  Service  operates  and  maintains  four  national  park 
units  in  south  Florida;  Everglades,  Big  Cypress,  Biscayne  and  Dry 
Tortugas)    A  total  of  $18.4  million  of  base  funding  is  included  in  FY 
1996  for  these  park  units. 

•  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  administers  10  national  wildlife  refuges 
in  south  Florida.   The  FY  1996  budget  includes  $3.5  million  for  these 
refuges,  including  law  enforcement  and  migratory  bird  management. 
Further,  routine  funding  for  Ecological  Services  and  Fisheries  prior  to 
the   start  of  the  initiative  totaled  $1.4  million. 

•  For  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  the  south  Florida  initiative  includes  $2 
million  of  base  funding  for  Water  Quality  and  Habitat  Protection.   In 
FY  1994,  prior  to  the  start  of  the  initiative,  USGS  was  conducting 
activities  which  were  supportive  of,  but  not  directly  part  of  the  South 
Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative.   The  funds  from  these 
programs  spent  in  south  Florida  vary  as  projects  are  started  or 
completed  within  programs  outside  of  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem 
Restoration  Initiative.    Similarly,  for  the  National  Biological  Service, 
the  south  Florida  initiative  includes  $654,000  of  base  funding  for 
research  activities. 

Question.      How  much  of  the  initiative  is  foi:  new  projects  and 
programs?  Please  provide  a  description  of  each  component  of  the  $16.8 
million  proposed  increase. 

Answer.      Total  funding  requested  for  Interior  activities  related  to 
the  Initiative  is  $61.9  million,  an  increase  of  $14.8  million.    The  FY  1996 
funding  amount  and  the  resulting  change  is  $2  million  less  than  that 
identified  in  the  Department's  Highlights  Book  due  to  a  printing  error. 

Funds  included  in  FY  1996  are  for  continuing  or  expanded  projects  and 
programs.   A  table  summarizing  funding  by  Bureau  and  program  follows: 
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SOUTH  FLORIDA  ECOSYSTEM  RESTORATION  INITIATIVE 


Change 
1994  1995  1996  From 

Enacted    Enaclcd    Request       1995 


National  Biological  Service 


Research/Ecosystems 

654 

1,154 

2,654 

1,500 

Subtotal,  NBS 

654 

1,154 

2,654 

1,500 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Resource  Management/ Ecological  Services 

1,132 

2,222 

3,297 

+1,075 

Resource  Management/Refuges  and  Wildlife 

2,918 

3,525 

3332 

+7 

Resource  Management/Fisheries 

100 

100 

350 

+250 

Subtotal,  FWS 

4350 

5,848 

7,179 

1,331 

National  Park   Service 

ONPS  (Park  Management): 

15,263 

17,674 

21,379 

+3,705 

Big  Cypress 

2361 

3,024 

4,054 

+1,040 

Biscayne 

1^46 

2,002 

2M7 

+825 

Dry  Tortugas 

460 

506 

827 

+321 

Everglades 

10,896 

12,142 

13,661 

1319 

Construction  (Everglades  Water  Delivery/COE) 

0 

4,478 

7300 

+3,022 

Land  Acquisition  Grant  for  South  Florida 

0 

4,791 

4,800 

+9 

Water  Management  District 

LWCF  Land  Acquisition  (Big  Cypress/Everglades 

6,QO0 

6,937 

8,000 

+1.013 

Subtotal,  NPS 

21,263 

33,929 

41,679 

+7,750 

United  States  Geological  Survey 

Surveys,  Investigations,  and  Research: 
Subtotal,  USGS 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

OlP/Seminole  and  Miccosukce  Tribes  Water  Studies 
Subtotal,  BIA 


2,000         5,800       10,000       +4,200 
2,000         5,800       10,000       +4,200 


399 
399 


399 
399 


TOTAL  28,267       47,131       61,911     +14,780 

A  description  of  the  increases  reflected  in  the  above  table  is  as  follows: 

National  Biological  Service.   The  $1.5  million  increase  will  allow  NBS 
scientists  to  work  with  the  USGS  and  others  to  develop  ecosystem  and 
hydrologic  models  for  use  in  evaluating  the  effects  on  agencies  and 
habitats  of  the  alternatives  for  restoration  now  being  considered  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.   As  discussed  in  the  previous  answer,  these  models 
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must  be  available  by  1998  to  provide  critical  input  to  the  Corps'  restudy  of 
the  central  and  south  Florida  Project  which  will  make  major 
recommendations  of  long  term  consequence  concerning  restoration  of 
water  flows  in  south  Florida.   The  increase  will  also  be  used  to  develop  a 
landscape  model  of  Florida  Bay,  and  investigate  human  and  natural 
impacts  to  coral  reef  systems. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.   The  $1.3  million  increase  will  allow  the 
Service  to  continue  to  undertake  important  on-the-ground  restoration 
activities.   There  are  33  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  sub- 
tropical flora  and  fauna  in  the  Everglades  alone. 

•  Ecological  Services:   The  $1.1  million  increase  will  allow  the  Service  to 
enhance  recovery  activities  for  the  Florida  panther.  Key  deer,  pine- 
rockland  plants.  Cape  Sable  seaside  sparrow,  and  other  threatened  or 
endangered  species  in  the  area;  to  implement  conservation  activities 
where  possible  to  reduce  the  current  threats  to  species  that  could 
eventually  lead  to  their  listing;  to  expand  its  outreach  and  education 
efforts  that  are  multi-cultural  and  appeal  to  a  broad  base  of  economic 
classes  represented  in  the  ecosystem;  to  initiate  an  assessment  of 
cumulative  losses  of  wetlands  in  the  Eastern  Everglades  and  identify 
actions  necessary  to  reduce  further  wetlands  losses;  and  to  initiate  a 
three  year  study  using  biomarkers  to  determine  exposure  and  effect  of 
mercury  and  other  endocrine-disrupting  chemicals  (including  PCBs, 
methoxychlor,  p-p'-DDE  and  endosulfan)  to  key  species  of  reptiles, 
birds  and  mammals  in  the  ecosystem. 

•  Refuge  and  Wildlife:   The  $7,000  increase  is  required   to  cover 
uncontrollable  costs. 

•  Fisheries:  The  $250,000  increase  is  required  to  assess  impacts  of 
nonindigenous  species  on  populations  of  native  threatened  and 
endangered  aquatic  species  in  the  unique  tropical  and  subtropical 
Everglades;  to  evaluate  impacts  of  declining  water  quality  and  quantity 
and  habitat  changes  on  native  species;  and  to  assess  problems  affecting 
nearshore  and  estuarine-dependent  marine  species. 

National  Park  Service.   The  National  Park  Service  component  of  the 
south  Florida  initiative  totals  $41.7  million,  a  $7.8  million  increase  over 
FY  1995.   This  increase  is  needed  to  provide  the  leadership  and  direction 
required  for  continued  coordination  and  management  of  the  South 
Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative.  $707,000  of  the  increase  is 
required  for  uncontrollable  costs  and  an  across-the-board  2.4%  increase  for 
all  park  units.  The  balance  of  the  increase  is  described  below. 

•  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve:  $906,000  is  required  for  the  protection 
and  inventory  of  newly  acquired  lands,  restoration  of  historic  water 
flows,  control  and  eradication  of  aggressive  exotic  vegetation, 
continued  efforts  toward  the  restoration  of  the  Florida  panther;  and  the 
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development  of  an  assessment/ management  plan  to  reduce  the 
impacts  of  off-road  vehicles  and  other  recreational  uses. 

•  Biscayne  National  Park:   $729,000  is  required  to  fund  improved 
protection,  monitoring  and  interpretation  of  the  park's  coral  reefs,  and 
the  development  and  application  of  restoration  techniques  for  the 
degraded  coral  communities. 

•  Dry  Tortugas  National  Park:  $300,000  is  required  for  the 
implementation  of  a  monitoring  and  protection  program  for  pristine 
coral  reefs,  sea  turtle  nesting  beaches,  and  the  largest  sooty  and  noddy 
tern  nesting  colony  in  North  America.   The  initial  effort  would  be  the 
beginning  development  of  baseline  data  upon  which  to  base  further 
studies  and  preservation  actions. 

•  Everglades  National  Park:   $1.1  million  is  required  to  continue  to 
implem.ent  long  term  monitoring,  expand  exotic  species  control  and 
eradication,  and  support  cooperative  ecosystem  restoration  projects 
that  respond  to  the  threats  to  the  water  regime  in  south  Florida.  In 
addition,  characterization  of  the  decline  of  the  Florida  Bay  would  be 
undertaken  at  the  park. 

•  Everglades  Water  Delivery:  The  FY  1996  budget  includes  $7.5  million 
to  continue  construction  of   modifications  to  the  Central  and  Southern 
Florida  Project  Water  management  system  and  alteration  of  operations 
to  provide  improved  water  deliveries  to  Everglades  National  Park. 
The  amount  required  for  construction  in  FY  1996  is  $3.0  million  more 
than  required  in  FY  1995  and  is  based  on  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
evaluations,  unobligated  prior-year  appropriations,  and  work 
completed  to  date.  Planned  features  will  be  implemented  by  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Department  of  Interior 
and  the  State  of  Florida.  This  project  will  enable  the  delivery  of  water 
to  the  park  that  will  more  closely  resemble  the  natural  hydrologic 
condition  in  the  Everglades  and,  therefore,  will  assist  in  enhancing  the 
quality  of  the  Everglades  habitat  within  the  park  and  the  water 
conservation  districts. 

•  Land  Acquisition  for  Big  Cypress  and  Everglades:  Acquisitions  for  Big 
Cypress  are  funded  at  $3  million  in  FY  1996,  an  increase  of  $1  million 
over  the  FY  1995  level.   Everglades  land  acquisition  in  FY  1996  is 
funded  at  the  same  level  as  in  FY  1995  ($5.0  million).   Continued 
acquisitions  at  both  parks  are  required  to  restore  and  protect  the  natural 
hydrologic  conditions  in  the  park. 

United  States  Geological  Survey.  The  $4.2  million  increase  will  allow  the 
Survey  to  continue  and  expand  efforts  begun  in  FY  1995  and  initiate  some 
new  studies  to  accomplish  the  following  activities: 

•  Expand  marine  and  coastal  geologic  surveys  to  support  planned 
circulation-modeling  activities  of  other  agencies; 


433 

•  Expand  production  of  digital  orthophoto  maps  so  that  all  of  South 
Florida  will  be  mapped  by  the  end  of  1996  and  be  available  to  support 
restoration  work  of  Federal  and  State  agencies; 

•  In  coordination  with  other  agencies,  and  within  its  role  as  Chair  of  the 
Federal  Geographic  Data  Committee,  the  USGS  will  establish  data 
standards  for  a  meta  database  and  will  establish  a  GIS-relational  data 
base  for  USGS  data;  will  expand  efforts  using  new  GPS  technology  as 
well  as  classified  technology  to  produce  elevation  data  for  critical  areas 
with  an  accuracy  of  better  than  0.5  feet; 

•  Continue  to  monitor  fresh-water  flows  to  Florida  Bay  and  the  east  coast 
and  expand  its  efforts  by  monitoring  flows  to  the  west  coast  and  flows 
within  the  Everglades; 

•  Continue  to  develop  coupled  models  to  link  water  flow  to  the 
movement  of  nutrients  within  the  Everglades; 

•  Extend  work  on  hydrology,  land  elevation,  geology,  geochemistry,  and 
ecosystem  history  to  the  buttonwood  embankment,  the  mangrove 
transition  zone  which  regulates  the  flow  of  water  into  Florida  Bay; 

•  Expand  research  on  the  processes  by  which  mercury  enters  the  food 
chain  into  additional  high  priority  locations  for  the  restoration; 

•  Relate  shallow  subsurface  geology  and  landforms  to  relate  to 
hydrologic  parameters  and  vegetation; 

•  Continue  to  map  the  freshwater-saltwater  interfaces  in  the  aquifer 
bordering  Florida  Bay  to  help  define  fresh  water  flow  into  the  Bay; 

•  and  examine  current  geochemical  processes  and  also  look  at  historical 
trends  as  preserved  in  buried  soils  modeling  of  sheet  flow  and  surface 
water  to  determine  the  age  of  buried  materials  to  an  accuracy  of  plus  or 
minus  10  years. 

Question.      What  is  the  estimated  future  cost  requirements  of 
various  components  of  the  South  Florida  Initiative? 

Answer.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  estimates  that  costs 
associated  with  the  Everglades  park  expansion,  as  authorized  by  Congress 
in  1989,  are  $37  million  for  future  land  acquisition  and  $80  million  for 
future  construction  of  the  improved  water  delivery  project.   Other 
requirements  such  as  research  and  monitoring  needs  to  improve  the 
scientific  basis  for  restoration  and  natural  resource  management  needs, 
such  as  fisheries  and  environmental  contaminants,  are  estimated  to 
continue  for  the  next  several  years  at  the  approximate  level  of  the  FY  1996 
President's  Budget  request.  It  is  expected  that  area  management  costs 
related  to  the  refuges  and  parks  in  the  region  would  continue  to  increase 
slightly  to  accommodate  the  increased  costs  of  doing  business.   It  must  be 
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noted  that  the  State  of  Florida's  South  Florida  Water  Management  District 
is  a  joint  partner  for  most  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  construction 
projects.   The  Kissimmee  River  and  the  C-111  projects  currently  under 
construction  are  estimated  to  cost  $826  million  and  are  shared  on  a  50 
percent  basis  with  the  State;  future  costs  that  may  result  from  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  restudy  of  the  Central  and  South  Florida  project  are  not 
known  at  this  time,  but  will  be  shared  on  a  50  percent  basis  also. 
Additionally,  the  State  of  Florida  will  spend  over  $700  million  to  construct 
storm  water  treatment  areas  south  of  Lake  Okeechobee.   While  these 
expenditures  are  large,  it  must  be  taken  in  the  context  of  a  new  awareness 
in  recent  years  of  the  devastating  effects  on  the  region  from  decades  of 
Federally  constructed  diversion  projects. 

Question.      When  will  the  South  Florida  Initiative  be  considered 
fully  implemented?  What  is  the  definition  of  fully  implemented  - 
restored  to  the  conditions  of  200  years  ago? 

Answer.    The  problems  in  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  resulted 
from  a  century  of  efforts  to  drain  it  and  will,  correspondingly,  take  years  to 
ameliorate.    Preliminary  plans  indicate  that  the  restoration  effort  will  last 
well  into  the  next  century  and  require  a  sizable  expenditure  of  both 
Federal  and  State  funds.   Projects  that  are  currently  under  construction  by 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  such  as  the  modified  water  deliveries  for 
Everglades  National  Park  and  the  Kissimmee  River  restoration,  will  be 
completed  within  the  next  15  years.  New  studies,  such  as  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  restudy  of  the  Central  and  South  Florida  Project,  will  take  up 
to  four  years  to  develop  a  recommended  plan  for  hydrological  restoration. 


BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
TRIBAL  CONTRACTING  FOR  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

PROGRAMS 


The  Indian  Self-Determination  Amendments  of  1994  permit  Tribes 
to  contract  for  programs  outside  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Question.  What  interest  has  been  expressed  by  the  Tribes  to 
contract  for  programs  outside  the  BIA? 

Answer.  The  Indian  Self  Determination  Amendments  allow 
Tribes  to  contract  for  all  Department  of  the  Interior  programs  that  are 
provided  to  Indians  because  of  their  status  of  Indians.  Because  the  great 
majority  or  Interior's  Indian  programs  are  administered  within  the  BIA, 
the  greatest  opportunity  for  Tribal  contracting  remains  with  this  Bureau. 
Information  on  other  Bureaus  is  as  follows: 

Tribes  have  authority  to  contract  certain  royalty  audit  functions 
currently  administered  by  the  Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS.) 
MMS  has  discussed  opportunities  for  contracting  with  the  Tribes;  however 
so    far    the   Tribes    prefer    operating    under    cooperative    agreements 
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authorized  by  Section  202  of  the  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Royalty  Management 
Act. 

Tribes  have  contracted  with  BLM  for  ten  years  for  oil  and  gas 
inspection  and  enforcement  activities.  In  addition,  BLM  and  the  Tribes 
have  cooperative  resource  management  authorities  under  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  Management  Act,  which  allows  for  the  contracted  and 
cooperative  management  of  public  land  programs. 

Over  the  past  few  years,  several  Tribes  have  entered  into  638 
contracts  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  study,  construct,  operate 
and/or  maintain  features  of  Reclamation's  water  projects  that  serve  the 
Tribes. 

Question.  How  does  the  Department  plan  to  implement  the 
provisions  of  the  Indian  Self  Determination  Amendments  in  FY  1996 
regarding  tribal  contracting  for  programs? 

Answer.  One  of  the  highest  priorities  of  this  Administration  is 
full  implementation  of  the  Indian  Self  Determination  Amendments  of 
1994  as  well  as  the  Tribal  Self  Governance  Act  of  1994.  The  Self 
Governance  legislation  authorizes  the  inclusion  of  certain  types  of  non- 
BIA  programs  in  Tribal  Self  Governance  compacts.  (Programs,  services, 
functions  and  activities  that  are  of  special  geographical,  historical,  or 
cultural  significance  to  a  Self  Governance  Tribe  may  be  included  in  a  Self 
Governance  agreement.) 

The  Department  has  worked  to  ensure  that  all  bureaus  are  fully 
informed  of  the  Self  Determination  and  Self  Governance  legislation, 
particularly  with  respect  to  how  the  laws  affect  non-BIA  programs.  The 
Secretary  has  expressed  his  commitment  that  all  bureaus  work  with  the 
Tribes  to  facilitate  maximum  Tribal  contracting  where  Tribes  are 
interested  and  eligible.  The  Department  continues  to  work  through  the 
Joint  Federal /Tribal  638  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committee  to  develop 
regulations  to  facilitate  the  638  Amendments. 

Furthermore,  the  Department  has  set  programmatic  targets  to 
ensure  that  a  significant  portion  of  eligible  non-BIA  programs  are 
included  in  Self  Governance  agreements  in  FY  1996.  In  January,  1995  a 
report  was  provided  to  Congress  and  to  the  Self  Governance  Tribes  which 
listed  all  non-BIA  programs  eligible  for  Self  Governance  compacts.  To 
date.  Self  Governance  Tribes  have  expressed  interest  in  administering 
programs  in  the  following  agencies:  NPS,  BLM,  MMS,  USGS,  BOM,  and 
NBS. 

Question.  Will  contract  support  funding  be  provided  to  Tribes  by 
the  programs  for  which  Tribes  contract  outside  the  BIA?  If  so,  what 
process  will  be  used  to  determine  the  level  of  funding  required  for  contract 
support  and  has  any  funding  been  requested  for  this  purpose  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.  Bureaus  and  Tribes  will  work  together  to  negotiate 
funding  for  contract  support  when  Tribes  contract  for  non-BIA  programs. 
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While  no  specific  funding  for  non-BIA  contract  support  is  requested  in  FY 
1996,  the  Bureaus  have  been  advised  to  determine  necessary  contract 
support  funds  as  part  of  their  FY  1997  budget  formulation. 

Question.  How  will  the  provision  of  contract  support  funds 
impact  the  non-contracted  portion  of  Department  of  Interior  programs, 
especially  at  a  time  when  funding  for  all  Interior  Department  programs  is 
likely  to  be  reduced  significantly? 

Answer.  The  Department  is  concerned  that  the  House  and 
Senate  budget  resolutions  could  result  in  the  reversal  of  progress  made 
toward  Indian  Self  Determination.  If  funding  is  reduced  for  the 
Department's  activities,  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  ensure  that  Tribes 
receive  contract  support  funding  at  a  level  that  will  allow  them  to 
administer  quality  programs. 


TRIBAL  CONSULTATION 

Over  the  past  few  years,  the  Department  has  stressed  the  importance 
of  consulting  Tribes  concerning  the  programs  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  that  directly  affect  them.  By  law,  the  Office  of  Indian  Education 
Programs  is  required  to  consult  with  the  Tribes  twice  a  year  on  the 
education  programs.  In  May,  Tribal  representatives  met  with  BIA  in 
Chantilly,  Virginia,  as  part  of  the  annual  national  budget  meeting. 

Question.  As  Secretary,  how  would  you  rate  the  effectiveness  of 
the  tribal  consultation  process  as  it  currently  conducted  by  the  Department 
and  by  the  Bureau?  What  are  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  current 
process? 

Answer.  In  general,  tribal  consultation  on  Indian  issues  is  an 
integral  part  of  Indian  Self  Determination.  The  Department  fully  supports 
tribal  consultation  and  recognizes  its  importance  in  matters  such  as  budget 
formulation;  negotiated  rulemaking;  and  direction  on  overall  policy 
issues  affecting  Indian  country.  Obviously  the  strength  of  tribal 
consultation  is  that  Tribes  are  provided  full  opportunity  to  participate  in 
matters  that  directly  affect  them.  An  example  of  successful  consultation  is 
the  significant  progress  made  through  the  efforts  of  the  Joint 
DOI/BIA/Tribal  Reorganization  Task  Force. 

One  of  the  main  functions  of  consultation  is  improving 
communication  between  the  Bureau  and  the  Tribes.  Consultation 
provides  an  opportunity  for  the  Bureau  to  explain  matters  such  as  new 
legislation  and  Administration  policy,  etc. 

Problems  associated  with  tribal  consultation  are  similar  to  those 
where  a  large  number  of  different  entities  try  to  reach  consensus  on  a 
given  issue.  There  are  currently  550  Indian  Tribes  with  vastly  different 
needs,  and  it  is  difficult  to  find  universal  agreement  on  most  issues. 
Consultation  takes  time  and  results  in  a  slower  process  for  change  in  the 
Bureau.      A   particular   challenge  often  results   from  consultation  on 
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education  issues  since  legislation  requires  a  greater  extent  of  consultation 
on  education  matters.  Further,  in  some  education  matters  Tribes  and 
education  interest  groups  may  disagree. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  Tribal  consultation  is  not  limited  to 
national  meetings  or  national  issues.  Tribal  consultation  on  a  variety  of 
Indian  matters  occurs  every  day  at  the  Department  level  and  at  the  BIA 
headquarters  and  local  level. 

Question.  What  percentage  of  the  Tribes  are  usually  represented 
during  the  consultation  process? 

Answer.  The  percentage  of  Tribes  represented  at  consultation 
meetings  depends  on  the  issue.  At  the  annual  national  budget  meeting, 
the  concerns  and  budget  priorities  of  aU  the  Tribes  were  represented.  At 
education  consultation  meetings,  about  90  percent  of  the  Tribes  with 
schools  usually  attend. 

Question.  What  feedback  do  you  get  from  the  Tribes  as  to  the 
effectiveness  of  tribal  consultation? 

Answer.  Tribes  expect  to  be  given  an  opportunity  to  fully 
participate  in  all  Indian  issues.  Most  Tribes  believe  there  should  be  more 
Tribal  consultation.  Tribes  sometimes  complain  that  it  is  difficult  to 
engage  in  meaningful  dialogue  at  tribal  consultation  meetings. 

Question.  Does  the  Department  or  the  BIA  have  the  ability  to 
determine  the  cost  of  tribal  consultation?  If  so,  what  is  the  estimated  cost 
of  the  tribal  consultation  that  is  expected  to  take  place  during  FY  1995, 
including  both  federal  and  tribal  costs?  How  much  of  the  cost  is  travel- 
related? 

Answer.  With  respect  to  Indian  education,  the  annual  Federal 
cost  is  $30,000  to  hold  two  annual  meetings  at  11  sites.  About  75  percent  is 
travel  related. 

The  annual  Federal  cost  for  consultation  on  non-education  issues  is 
estimated  at  about  $0.9  million,  with  travel  comprising  about  80  percent. 
The  Bureau  does  not  have  the  data  on  the  Tribes  costs  to  participate  in 
consultation;  however  the  Bureau's  policy  is  to  hold  meetings  in  the  most 
centralized  areas  to  keep  travel  costs  low. 

Question.  Who  represents  the  BIA  and  Department  during  tribal 
consultation?  How  much  time  is  spent  by  these  individuals  away  from 
their  other  duties?  What  is  the  impact  on  the  ongoing  operations  of  the 
Bureau  and  Department  of  the  time  spent  by  these  individuals? 

Answer.  Usually,  the  staff  from  the  office  which  administers  the 
program  being  discussed  represent  the  BIA  and  the  Department.  Time 
spent  at  consultation  varies  among  the  BIA  programs.  Some  Indian 
Education  Program  staff  spend  up  to  half  of  their  time  involved  in  Tribal 
consultation,  while  other  Bureau  staff  may  spend  little  or  no  time  directly 
involved  with  consultation.    The  staff  who  participate  do  so  because  it  is 
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an   inherent  part   of   their   duties   and    their   participation   should   be 
considered  as  part  of  ongoing  operations. 

Question.  Since  there  are  approximately  550  independent, 
sovereign  Indian  nations  that  the  Department  and  the  BIA  consult  with, 
how  does  the  Department  or  Bureau  determine  policy  when  there  is  no 
clear  consensus  among  the  Tribes?  From  your  perspective,  what  is  the 
criteria  for  determining  when  a  consensus  has  been  reached  on  any  given 
subject? 

Answer.  It  is  important  to  note  that  successful  consultation  does 
not  necessarily  mean  consensus  is  reached.  For  example,  at  the  May,  1995 
National  Budget  Meeting,  not  all  Tribes  agreed  on  the  top  funding  needs 
of  the  Bureau.  However,  in  formulating  the  FY  1997  budget,  the  BIA  will 
consider  all  of  the  funding  needs  expressed  at  the  meeting,  with  particular 
attention  to  those  areas  that  generated  the  most  interest.  Further,  the 
Bureau  often  uses  consultation  to  derive  different  approaches  to  Indian 
issues. 

When  there  is  no  clear  consensus  among  the  Tribes,  policy  is 
determined  based  on  Tribal  input;  the  Administration's  policies;  and  the 
decisions  of  the  Department  and  BIA  leadership. 

Criteria  include  percentage  of  Tribal  comments  received;  responses 
to  Federal  Register  notices  and  surveys;  and  discussion  generated  during 
actual  consultation  meetings. 

Question.  How  does  the  Department  or  the  BIA  ensure  that  the 
process  for  consultation  produces  meaningful  results  and  that  proposals 
are  not  rejected  on  the  basis  of  process  rather  than  the  merits  of  the 
proposal? 

Answer.  The  Department  and  the  Bureau  have  found  that  good 
communication  is  the  most  important  factor  in  achieving  productive  and 
meaningful  consultation.  The  Bureau  has  established  a  network  of 
communication  through  which  the  policy-makers  keep  the  BIA  field  staff 
and  the  Tribes  informed.  Further,  the  Bureau  strives  to  provide  clear  and 
informative  consultation  materials  to  the  Tribes  well  in  advance  of  the 
meetings. 

Question.  To  what  extent  are  tribal  leaders  (rather  than  just 
educational  representatives)  directly  involved  in  BIA  consultations  on 
education  issues? 

Answer.  The  involvement  varies  by  Tribe;  however  almost  all 
Tribes  with  schools  are  heavily  involved  in  consultations  on  education 
issues.  While  it  is  true  that  educational  representatives  often  have  the 
greatest  presence  at  education  consultation  meetings;  it  is  also  true  that 
Tribes  with  schools  remain  involved  in  education  matters.  On  some 
reservations  a  Tribal  official  also  serves  as  a  school  board  official. 
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TRIBAL  SHARES 

It  is  the  understanding  of  the  Subcommittee  that  the  BIA  has 
determined  final  tribal  share  figures  for  FY  1996  and  that  they  will  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  shortly.  Once  the  Federal  Register  notice 
is  published,  the  Tribes  will  have  45  days  to  notify  the  Bureau  of  their 
interest  in  contracting  for  tribal  shares. 

Question.  When  is  the  determination  of  tribal  shares  expected  to  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register? 

Answer.  Pending  approval  from  the  Appropriations  Committees, 
the  Bureau  is  anticipating  publishing  the  tribal  shares  formula  in  the 
Federal  Register  in  August,  1995. 

Question.  Please  describe  the  basis  for  the  final  determination  of 
tribal  shares,  including  the  tribal  consultation  that  went  into  the  process. 

Answer.  The  Bureau  first  determined  inherently  Federal 
responsibilities  and  programs  that  implement  the  Secretary's  trust 
responsibilities.  These  residual  functions  will  remain  at  the  Central 
Office.  A  working  group  representing  Self  Governance  Tribes  developed 
an  initial  methodology  for  determining  Central  Office  tribal  shares  of  the 
non-residual  functions.  The  methodology  was  heavily  based  on  the 
formula  previously  developed  by  Tribes  in  negotiating  tribal  shares  at  the 
agency  and  area  level.  The  underlying  assumption  in  developing  the 
formula  was  that  all  programmatic  responsibility  would  be  eventually 
assumed  by  the  Tribes  either  through  638  contracting  or  Tribal  Self- 
Governance. 

A  draft  proposal  of  the  formula  was  submitted  to  all  Tribal  leaders 
in  April  1995.  A  final  report  was  issued  to  Tribes  and  to  Congress  in  June, 
1995.  The  proposal  was  also  presented  for  discussion  at  the  National 
Budget  Meeting  in  May,  1995. 

Question.  Do  the  formulas  which  have  been  developed  for 
distributing  tribal  shares  for  FY  1996  reflect  actual  workload  reduction 
associated  with  tribal  compacting  or  contracting  for  the  Tribes  to  which  the 
shares  will  be  distributed?  Isn't  that  underlying  assumption  as  to  the 
availability  of  the  funding  for  the  Tribes? 

Answer.  No.  The  underlying  assumption  of  tribal  shares  is  not 
to  distribute  funds  attributable  to  BIA  workload  reductions  associated  with 
tribal  compacting  and  contracting.  It  is  a  method  of  practically 
implementing  the  following  requirement  of  Public  Law  93-638,  as 
amended: 

"The  programs,  functions,  services,  or  activities  that  are  contracted  under 
this  paragraph  shall  include  administrative  functions...  that  support  the 
delivery  of  services  to  Indians....  The  administrative  functions...  shall  be 
contractible  without  regard  to  the  organizational  level...." 
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Question.  How  were  the  residuals  determined  for  specific 
programs?  For  example  what  is  the  basis  for  the  50%  residual  for  Indian 
Gaming?  Was  this  based  on  the  ability  of  the  Tribes  to  contract  or  compact 
for  these  activities  or  some  other  reason? 

Answer.  Central  Office  Directors  were  asked  to  identify  the 
residual  and  core  functions  deemed  necessary  to  perform  inherently 
federal  functions  related  to  trust  oversight  and  statutory  mandates.  The 
Directors  were  also  asked  to  identify  the  resources  required  to  perform 
these  functions.  The  information  was  reviewed  and  modified  by  the 
Deputy  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  and  Departmental  staff.  The 
residual  for  Gaming  was  a  mistake  and  should  reflect  a  100%  residual,  as 
no  function  in  gaming  is  contractible. 

Question.  How  has  the  Department  ensured  that  adequate 
resources  will  remain  at  Central  Office  to  comply  with  enacted  legislation, 
protect  the  Government's  trust  responsibility,  and  address  material 
weaknesses  which  have  previously  been  identified? 

Answer.  The  Department  has  been  working  with  the  Bureau  in 
order  to  ensure  adequate  resources  will  remain  at  Central  Office.  The 
Solicitor's  Office  is  currently  reviewing  all  identified  inherently  federal 
and  trust  functions  to  ensure  none  have  been  omitted.  The  Department  is 
comfortable  that  adequate  resources  will  remain  available. 

Question.  Are  Tribes  required  to  take  Area  Office  shares  prior  to 
taking  Central  Office  shares?  Why  or  why  not?  What  is  the  basis  for  the 
policy? 

Answer.  The  Bureau  is  currently  reviewing  the  Self- 
Determination  Amendments  in  order  to  establish  policy  on  this  issue. 
BIA  will  advise  the  Committee  when  a  final  decision  has  been  made. 

According  to  the  quarterly  reprogramming  report,  approximately 
$580,000  was  permanently  transferred  from  Central  Office  to  the  base 
funding  for  self-governance  Tribes  as  their  tribal  shares  of  Central  Office 
during  the  second  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1995. 

Question.  Who  authorized  the  permanent  transfer  of  these  funds 
and  what  was  the  basis  for  determining  the  amount  of  funding  to  be 
transferred? 

Answer.  Since  1992,  the  policy  has  been  to  provide  $45,000  for 
each  Self  Governance  Tribe  as  its  share  of  BIA  Central  Office.  For  FY  1995, 
$580,000  was  transferred  from  BIA  Central  Office  operations  to  Self- 
Governance  Tribes.  This  action  was  taken  to  implement  the  1995  annual 
funding  agreements  which  called  for  a  negotiated  share  of  BIA  Central 
Office  in  the  amount  of  $45,000  per  tribe.  However,  this  is  not  a 
permanent  transfer  and  it  will  be  adjusted  depending  upon  the  formula 
amount  for  each  tribe  in  1996.  If  it  is  determined  that  the  amount  a  tribe 
receives  under  the  formulas  is  less  that  $45,000,  difference  will  be 
transferred  back  to  BIA  Central  Office  and  used  to  provide  tribal  shares  to 
the  additional  Tribes  negotiating  in  1996. 
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Question.  Given  that  negotiations  for  tribal  shares  was  expected 
to  take  place  during  fiscal  year  1996,  what  was  the  basis  for  transferring  this 
funding  ahead  of  the  process  for  fiscal  year  1996? 

Answer.  These  are  funds  to  implement  the  FY  1995  annual 
funding  agreements.  As  noted  above,  they  have  not  been  permanently 
transferred. 

Question.  What  was  the  basis  for  the  $45,000  that  was  transferred 
to  each  of  the  self-governance  Tribes? 

Answer.  The  $45,000  was  a  per-Tribe  amount  based  upon  a  very 
rough  estimate  of  non-residual  funds  available  if  all  Tribes  contracted  and 
compacted  for  the  non-residual  functions. 

Question.  If  it  is  determined  that  the  amount  that  a  Tribe  would 
have  received  through  the  negotiation  process  in  fiscal  year  1996  is  less 
that  the  $45,000  that  they  have  received  in  fiscal  year  1995,  will  the  base 
funding  for  the  tribe  be  reduced  accordingly? 

Answer.  Yes,  this  is  not  a  permanent  transfer  of  funds.  Tribes 
have  been  notified  of  potential  funding  changes  that  could  occur. 

Question.  What  impact  will  significant  reductions  in  funding  for 
Central  Office  have  on  the  determination  of  tribal  shares  for  Central 
Office?  What  impact  will  these  reductions  have  on  those  Tribes  who  have 
already  received  a  permanent  transfer  to  their  base  in  FY  1995? 

Answer.  Theoretically,  Tribes  could  contract/compact  for 
Central  Office  shares  to  the  extent  that  sufficient  funds  remain  above  the 
residual  amount.  However,  at  some  level  the  administrative  burden  of 
implementing  tribal  shares  outweighs  the  benefits  to  Tribes.  If  the  Bureau 
receives  significant  reductions  in  Central  Office,  the  Bureau  will  not  be 
able  to  implement  tribal  shares. 

In  the  event  of  significant  reductions  in  funding,  the  Bureau  will 
deduct  the  base  funding  for  self-governance  Tribes  that  have  already 
received  an  a  share  of  Central  Office  funding  in  their  base. 

Question.  To  what  extent  will  Tribes  receive  contract  support  for 
the  Central  Office  shares  that  they  received  in  FY  1995? 

Answer.  Tribal  shares  from  Central  Office  are  treated  in  the 
same  fashion  as  tribal  shares  from  other  programs  that  are  included  in  a 
Self-Governance  tribe's  annual  funding  agreement  and  are  eligible  for 
contract  support. 
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MCCAIN  BILL 

Senator  McCain  recently  introduced  a  bill  that  establishes  the 
procedures  for  reorganizing  BI  A.  Tribes  are  allowed  the  option  of 
contracting  or  compacting  for  Tribal  shares  of  the  area  and  central  office  or 
of  receiving  direct  services  from  BIA  and  establishes  the  timeframe  for 
reorganizing  BIA.  Savings  from  the  reorganization  are  to  be  distributed  to 
the  Tribes. 

Question.  What  is  the  Administration's  position  on  the  McCain 
bUl? 

Answer.  The  Administration  agrees  with  Senator  McCain  on 
the  need  to  reorganize  the  BIA  and  supports  the  Department's 
commitment  tp  reorganize  the  Bureau  through  the  identification  of  tribal 
shares.  The  Bureau  has  been  negotiating  tribal  shares  at  the  Agency  and 
Area  level  for  over  three  years.  Further,  a  BIA  directive  has  been  sent 
notifying  each  area  to  continue  to  work  with  the  Tribes  to  identify  tribal 
shares.  Tribes  and  BIA  field  staff  are  designing  and  reorganizing  Agency 
and  Area  Offices  based  on  the  amount  of  projected  Tribal  compacting  and 
contracting.  The  Bureau  has  also  developed  a  proposal  to  reorganize 
Central  Office,  with  the  resultant  streamlining  savings  provided  to  the 
Tribes.  Given  the  ongoing  reorganization  that  is  already  underway  in  the 
Bureau,  the  Department  believes  that  legislation  is  unnecessary. 

Question.  Has  the  Department  calculated  the  savings  that  would 
be  derived  if  the  McCain  bill  were  enacted  into  law? 

Answer.  Savings  have  not  been  calculated,  mainly  because  the 
re-design  of  the  field  offices  will  vary  depending  on  how  tribal  shares  are 
identified  and  how  the  field  offices  are  redesigned. 

CHILD  PROTECTION  AND  FAMILY  VIOLENCE  ACT 

In  FY  1996,  BIA  has  requested  $5  million  to  implement  provisions 
of  the  Child  Protection  and  Family  Violence  Act.  According  to  recent 
statements  by  Assistant  Secretary  Ada  Deer,  BIA  has  been  working  with 
the  FBI  and  will  be  negotiating  an  agreement  to  assure  that  Tribes, 
through  BIA,  will  have  access  to  the  FBI's  fingerprint  criminal  history 
records.  According  to  Ms.  Deer,  "additional  staff  will  be  required  to  process 
Tribal  inquiries,  and  the  cost  will  be  borne  by  BIA." 

Question.  Please  describe  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  that 
the  BIA  has  been  working  with  the  FBI  to  assure  Tribes  access  to  the  FBI's 
fingerprint  criminal  history  records. 

Answer.  An  interagency  agreement  between  the  BIA  and  the 
FBI  was  signed  on  April  26,  1995.  According  to  the  agreement,  the  FBI  will 
conduct  investigations  of  fingerprint  criminal  history  records  and  provide 
reports  to  the  Tribes.  Tribes  will  use  the  information  to  screen  individuals 
in  positions  involving  regular  contact  with  children. 
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Tribes  will  send  each  fingerprint  req^jst,  along  with  a  check  for  $22 
to  cover  the  cost  of  processing,  to  the  BIA.  The  BIA  will  forward  the 
request  to  the  FBI  and  return  the  final  FBI  results  to  the  Tribes. 

Question.  How  much  additional  staff  will  be  required  to  process 
the  tribal  inquiries?  Where  will  this  additional  staff  be  located? 

Answer.  One  additional  security  specialist  will  be  required.  The 
position  is  located  in  the  Division  of  Law  Enforcement  Services,  Central 
Office  West,  Albuquerque. 

Question.  Are  there  individuals  who  are  currently  at  the  Central 
or  Area  Offices  who  would  qualify  for  these  positions  or  will  it  be 
necessary  to  hire  from  outside  the  BIA? 

Answer.  There  are  qualified  individuals  currently  in  BIA  who 
could  be  reassigned;  the  position  will  probably  be  filled  through 
reassignment  of  a  BIA  employee. 

Question.  What  is  the  total  cost  that  is  expected  to  be  borne  by  the 
BIA  and  how  much  of  the  anticipated  cost  is  included  in  the  FY  1996 
budget  request? 

Answer.  The  total  cost  is  expected  to  be  $125,000.  The  Bureau 
expects  to  handle  these  additional  duties  within  existing  Division  of  Law 
Enforcement  funds. 

Question.  What  is  the  status  of  the  reauthorization  of  the  Child 
Protection  and  Family  Violence  Prevention  Act? 

Answer.  The  Indian  Child  Protection  and  Family  Violence 
Prevention  Act,  Public  Law  104-16,  was  signed  into  law  June  21, 1995. 


CONSOLIDATED  SUPPORT  CENTER  PROPOSAL 

It  is  the  Committee's  understanding  that  BIA  plans  to  proceed  in 
fiscal  year  1995  to  establish  a  Consolidated  Support  Center,  to  be  located  in 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico.  From  information  provided  to  the 
Committee,  the  draft  model  for  the  Consolidated  Support  Center  is 
supposed  to  be  completed  sometime  during  June;  results  of  Tribal  review 
and  comments,  OMB  review,  and  other  comments  are  expected  to  be 
complete  by  July  1, 1995;  the  final  model  is  to  be  completed  by  July  31, 1995; 
and  implementation  is  scheduled  to  take  place  by  October  1, 1995. 

Question.  Given  that  establishing  the  Consolidated  Support 
Center  represents  a  reorganization  within  the  Bureau,  does  the 
Department  intend  to  submit  a  reprogramming  request?  If  so,  when  can 
the  Committee  expect  to  receive  the  reprogramming  request? 

Answer.  The  Bureau  is  developing  the  reprogramming  request 

to  establish  the  Consolidated  Support  Center.  The  target  date  for  sending 
the  request  to  the  Committees  is  July  15,  1995. 
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Question.  Do  you  expect  the  Bureau  to  be  able  to  meet  the 
schedule  to  implement  the  Support  Center  by  October  1, 1995? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  Department  anticipates  the  Bureau  will  be  able 
to  keep  the  implementation  schedule. 

Question.  What  is  the  process  by  which  the  Department  will 
conduct  tribal  review  and  receive  tribal  comment?  When  will  Tribes 
receive  the  information  and  how  long  will  they  have  to  review  the  draft 
model  and  make  comments? 

Answer.  The  Bureau  consulted  on  a  consolidated  administrative 
support  center  in  January  of  1995.  There  were  no  objections  to  the 
consolidation  at  that  time.  This  was  also  a  recommendation  of  the  Joint 
Tribal /BI A /DOl  Reorganization  Task  Force. 

Question.  Are  Tribes  expected  to  support  the  establishment  of  the 
Support  Center? 

Answer.  The  Bureau  does  not  anticipate  opposition  to  the 
establishment  of  the  Support  Center  as  this  was  a  recommendation  from 
the  Task  Force.  Furthermore,  the  establishment  of  the  Support  Center 
will  facilitate  the  negotiation  of  tribal  shares  of  Area  Office  functions. 

Question.  What  is  the  relationship  between  the  functions  of  the 
Support  Center  and  the  functions  of  the  existing  Central  Office  -  West? 

Answer.  The  existing  Central  Office  —  West  will  be  expanded 
with  the  transfer  of  Washington,  DC  administrative  functions,  including 
personnel,  procurement,  and  property  management,  to  Albuquerque. 
Budget  functions  will  remain  in  Washington.  The  Bureau  anticipates 
more  efficient  and  cost  effective  operations  when  administrative 
functions  are  consolidated. 

Question.  What  are  the  savings  expected  from  the  establishment 
of  the  Consolidated  Support  Center?  Have  they  been  factored  into  the  FY 
1996  budget? 

Answer.  The  Bureau  is  making  a  determination  of  the  savings 
expected  from  the  establishment  of  the  Consolidated  Support  Center. 
Changes  to  the  FY  1996  budget  request  will  be  provided  at  the  time  of  the 
reprogramming  request. 


CONTRACT  SUPPORT 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  proposes  to  move  contract  support 
funding  to  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  consistent  with  recommendations 
of  the  Joint  Reorganization  Task  Force.  However,  it  is  the  Committee's 
understanding  that  some  Tribes  expressed  opposition  to  moving  contract 
support  to  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  during  the  recent  national  budget 
conference. 
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Question.       What  is  the  Department's  position  on  this  currently? 

Answer.  The  Department  continues  to  support  moving  contract 
support  funding  to  TPA.  Contract  support  was  a  topic  of  discussion  at  the 
June,  1995  tribal  consultation  meeting  in  Albuquerque.  Over  900  tribal 
representatives  attended.  At  the  meeting,  the  BIA  and  the  Tribes  agreed  to 
move  contract  support  to  TPA  in  1996  with  the  following  guidelines:  the 
current  funding  methodology  will  continue  in  1996;  a  contract  support 
funding  policy  will  be  developed  with  Tribal  input  within  one  year;  BIA 
will  continue  to  report  shortfalls  to  Congress;  and,  the  Tribes  will  have  the 
option  to  move  contract  support  into  their  base  or  leave  it  (earmarked  by 
Tribe)  in  a  central  pool  of  contract  support  funds. 

Question.  Were  the  concerns  of  the  Tribes  taken  into 
consideration  by  the  Joint  Reorganization  Task  Force? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  Task  Force  recognized  the  differences  of 
opinion  regarding  the  transfer  of  contract  support  to  TPA.  The  Task  Force 
recommendation  was  based  on  the  belief  that  the  majority  of  Tribes 
preferred  the  transfer. 

EDUCATION 

Approximately  30  percent  of  the  BIA  budget  supports  education 
activities.  In  FY  1996,  an  increase  of  approximately  $33  million,  or  eight 
percent,  above  the  FY  1995  level  has  been  requested  for  school  operations. 
Given  the  budget  constraints  faced  by  the  Committee,  providing  such  an 
increase  will  require  significant  reductions  in  other  BIA-funded  programs. 

Question.  In  your  opinion,  should  the  Committee  fully  fimd  the 
increase  for  school  operations,  even  if  it  requires  significant  reductions  in 
other  programs? 

Answer.  The  Tribes  cite  Indian  education  as  one  of  their  highest 
priority  needs,  as  quality  education  is  an  essential  component  in  reducing 
unemployment,  increasing  self  sufficiency,  improving  community  life, 
and  increasing  economic  opportunity  on  Indian  reservations.  The 
importance  that  the  Department  places  on  Indian  education  is  obvious  in 
the  FY  1996  budget  request,  where  over  one-third  of  the  BIA  operating 
budget  is  devoted  to  Indian  education.  The  increases  requested  in  FY  1996 
are  necessary  for  the  BIA  schools  to  have  sufficient  funds  to  pay  teachers 
and  maintain  compliance  with  accreditation  standards.  However,  every 
one  of  the  non-Education  BIA  programs  are  also  critical  to  improving  life 
on  reservations,  and  any  reductions  to  these  programs  would  have  a 
serious  impact  in  Indian  country,  possibly  reversing  any  progress  made  in 
achieving  Indian  Self  Determination.  While  the  Department  places  a 
high  priority  on  Indian  education,  we  cannot  support  reductions  in  any  of 
the  programs  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request  for  BIA.  The  requested 
funding  level  is  critical  in  order  to  provide  Tribes  with  the  resources 
needed  to  develop  strong  and  stable  governments  capable  of 
administering  quality  programs  and  developing  the  economies  of  their 
respective  communities. 
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Question.  If  the  Committee  is  unable  to  fund  the  increases 
requested  for  school  operations,  what  steps  will  you  take  to  ensure  that 
whatever  funding  is  provided  is  used  most  effectively? 

Answer.  Reductions  in  School  Operations  could  mean  that  BIA 
won't  have  the  funds  to  pay  teachers'  salaries  or  provide  transportation 
for  all  the  children  in  BIA  schools.  BIA  schools  have  worked  hard  to  get 
to  the  point  to  where  they  meet  state  and  regional  accreditation  standards, 
yet  reductions  could  put  schools  in  danger  of  losing  their  accreditation. 
We  have  a  problem  with  the  safety  of  the  school  facilities  as  well  - 
reductions  in  education  facilities  improvement  and  repair  projects  may 
mean  that  BIA  school  children  will  have  to  remain  in  crowded  and 
potentially  unsafe  school  buildings.  We  may  have  to  close  some  of  our 
schools  if  we  cannot  provide  the  children  with  a  sound  education  in  a  safe 
environment. 

Question.  Are  there  changes  in  regulations  that  you  would 
advocate  if  school  operations  do  not  receive  the  requested  increase?  For 
example,  should  schools  be  required  to  provide  the  DOD  salary  increases? 
Should  individual  schools  be  allowed  to  expand  beyond  the  current  grade 
levels  that  they  offer?  Should  Tribes  be  allowed  to  provide  a  portion  of 
the  funding  for  their  schools  from  tribal  priority  allocations? 

Answer.  The  Department  believes  that  BIA  operated  schools 
should  be  permitted  to  set  teacher  salary  rates  just  as  the  contract  and 
grants  schools  do.  By  law,  BIA  operated  schools  are  required  to  pay 
teachers  according  to  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  salary  schedule; 
contract  and  grant  schools  are  exempt.  The  Department  believes  this 
results  in  significant  funding  inequity  given  that  school  operating  funds 
are  distributed  to  all  schools  equally.  The  Department  was  not  successful 
in  rectifying  this  problem  when  the  education  legislation  was 
reauthorized  in  1994. 

In  recognition  of  Federal  funding  constraints,  the  FY  1996  budget 
continues  bill  language  which  limits  the  number  of  BIA  funded  schools. 
In  order  to  ensure  the  BIA  can  provide  quality  education  to  the  students 
currently  in  the  system,  it  may  be  necessary  to  review  the  Bureau's  current 
policy  which  allows  schools  to  expand  beyond  their  current  grade 
structure. 

The  Department  believes  that  Indian  Self  Determination  would  be 
enhanced  if  Tribes  were  given  the  opportunity  to  provide  a  portion  of  the 
funding  for  schools  from  Tribal  Priority  Allocation.  However,  some  study 
and  analysis  may  be  necessary  as  recommended  by  the  Joint 
DOI/ BIA /Tribal  Task  Force  on  BIA  Reorganization. 

In  January,  the  Committee  received  the  Inspector  General  report 
entitled.  Selected  Fittancial  Activities  of  the  Pinon  Community  School 
Board.  The  report  contained  several  findings  concerning  the  expenditure 
of  school  operations  funding,  which  were  consistent  with  regulations,  but 
very  troubling  to  the  Subcommittee. 
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Question.  Mr.  Secretary,  are  you  personally  familiar  with  the 
findings  of  the  IG  report?  If  so,  what  comments  would  you  have  on  the 
IG's  findings? 

Answer.  The  Department  is  familiar  with  the  Pinon  report  and 
we  are  concerned  about  the  problems  identified  by  the  IG.  However,  we 
do  not  believe  that  the  school  cited  in  the  report  is  representative  of  the 
typical  BIA  school. 

The  report  tended  to  support  allegations  that  the  Committee  has 
heard  regarding  practices  of  some  BIA  schools,  including  recruiting 
students  for  count  week,  significant  differences  between  the  number  of 
students  in  attendance  during  coiuit  week  and  average  attendance  diuing 
the  rest  of  the  year,  and  questionable  expenditure  of  travel  funds. 

Question.  Mr.  Secretary,  are  you  aware  of  these  allegations?  If  so, 
what  actions  have  you  personally  taken  to  determine  if  the  allegations  are 
valid  and  what  steps  should  be  taken  to  resolve  the  problem? 

Answer.  It  appears  that  while  some  schools  do  indeed  lose 
children  after  count  week,  some  schools  gain  students,  yet  they  do  not 
receive  additional  funds.  (The  Bureau  reports  overall  retention  rates  of 
about  93  percent.)  Department  and  Bureau  staff  have  visited  many  of  the 
BIA  schools  and  have  met  with  the  Principals  and  Superintendents.  The 
great  majority  of  schools  are  operating  in  accordance  with  the  law  and  are 
using  Federal  funds  in  an  efficient  and  cost  effective  manner. 

It  appears  that  there  is  a  problem  with  the  current  method  of 
distributing  School  Operations  funds  based  on  current  year  enrollment. 
The  Bureau  is  currently  examining  different  options  for  improving  the 
distribution  method.  Among  the  options  under  consideration  are: 
distributing  funds  based  on  the  previous  year's  enrollment  and  holding  a 
fall  and  spring  student  count.  Distributing  funds  based  on  a  fall  and  spring 
student  count  would  result  in  reduced  funds  to  those  schools  with  a  low 
retention  rate. 

Given  the  interest  generated  by  the  IG's  finding  of  questionable 
expenditure  of  travel  funds  at  Pinon,  education  travel  policies  and 
expenditures  have  been  identified  as  issues  for  further  IG  review. 

Question.  Are  there  changes  to  the  current  school  regulations 
that  you  would  personally  advocate?  If  so,  what  are  they  and  what  steps 
are  you  taking  to  implement  them? 

Answer.  The  Department  is  very  interested  in  encouraging 
more  tribal  and  local  control  over  the  BIA  schools.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
FY  1996  budget  includes  an  increase  of  $0.5  million  for  grants  to  Tribes  to 
plan  new  or  revised  Tribal  Departments  of  Education.  The  purpose  of 
Tribal  Departments  of  Education  is  to  enhance  Indian  Self  Determination 
by  giving  Tribes  greater  decision  making  and  control  over  local  schools. 
We  believe  the  BIA  school  system  could  be  improved  if  Tribes  could 
coordinate  academic  standards,  develop  tribal  education  codes,  and  share 


448 

resources  among  schools.  One  result  of  an  effective  Tribal  Department  of 
Education  could  be  increased  savings  that  could  be  applied  to  enhance 
school  operations. 

The  Department  also  believes  that  BIA  operated  schools  should  be 
permitted  to  set  teacher  salary  rates  just  as  the  contract  and  grants  schools 
do.  By  law,  BIA  operated  schools  are  required  to  pay  teachers  according  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  salary  schedule;  contract  and  grant 
schools  are  exempt.  This  results  in  significant  funding  inequity  given  that 
school  operating  funds  are  distributed  to  all  schools  equally.  The 
Department  was  not  successful  in  rectifying  this  problem  when  the 
education  legislation  was  reauthorized  in  1994. 

Another  important  area  is  related  to  the  1996  request  for  start-up 
funds  to  implement  a  school  statistics  ADP  package.  There  is  currently  a 
lack  of  ADP  capability  in  BIA  schools  and  as  a  result  it  is  almost  impossible 
to  capture  any  meaningful  data  on  student  attendance  or  student 
achievement.  If  the  school  system  were  to  implement  a  school  statistics 
package,  all  schools  would  be  required  to  provide  data  to  the  Office  of 
Indian  Education  Programs. 

Question.  Have  you  done  any  investigation  to  determine  how 
widespread  the  abuses  outlined  in  the  IG  report  are  throughout  the  BIA 
system? 

Answer.  Last  year,  100  percent  of  the  BIA  schools  were  audited 
to  verify  schools  had  documentation  of  student  needs  as  reported  in  their 
funding  requests.  On  a  regular  basis,  the  Bureau  monitors  each  school's 
financial  obligations  to  review  if  funds  are  used  appropriately.  Department 
and  Bureau  staff  have  visited  several  BIA  schools  and  have  found  that  the 
majority  of  schools  operate  in  full  accordance  with  the  law.  The 
Department  is  well  aware  of  the  considerable  problems  facing  Indian 
children  today  and  we  appreciate  the  ongoing  efforts  of  the  staff  in  BIA 
schools.  Again,  the  Department  believes  that  the  Pinon  school  is  not 
representative  of  the  majority  of  BIA  schools.  Nevertheless,  as  indicated 
above,  the  IG  has  been  asked  to  review  the  travel  policies  and 
expenditures  of  the  Indian  education  programs. 

Question.  How  much  of  the  funds  that  are  appropriated  for 
educational  activities  in  the  BIA  actually  reach  the  classroom?  How  does 
this  compare  with  the  average  for  public  schools? 

Answer.  The  great  majority  of  appropriated  funds  go  directly  to 
the  classroom  or  are  used  for  classroom  support.  It  is  very  difficult  to 
precisely  determine  the  percentage  of  funds  used  for  direct  education 
purposes;  furthermore,  it  is  difficult  to  separate  the  administrative 
expenses  that  are  an  inherent  part  of  School  Operations.  For  example, 
expenses  to  support  xerox  copiers  which  reproduce  classroom  materials 
and  expenses  for  fuel  for  school  buses  would  be  considered  administrative. 
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The  Bureau  has  done  some  limited  analysis  on  some  of  the 
administrative  costs  of  certain  areas  in  School  Operations.  These  are 
provided  below: 

•  Within  the  ISEP  program,  school  boards  are  allov^ed  to  use  up  to 
one  percent  of  the  total  ISEP  funds  for  school  board  expenses.  In  addition, 
a  study  done  in  FY  1994  found  that  Bureau  operated  schools  spent  less 
than  $1.0  million  of  their  ISEP  funds  (less  than  one  percent)  on  travel  and 
training.  The  Bureau  was  unable  to  capture  these  data  for  the  contract  and 
grant  schools  because  these  schools  are  not  required  to  report  travel  or 
training  expenses. 

•  Within  Early  Childhood  Development,  approximately  $980 
thousand  (13  percent)  of  last  year's  appropriation  was  used  for  training. 

•  Within  Facilities  Operations  and  Maintenance,  approximately  $550 
thousand  is  used  for  administrative  staffing  costs. 

Question.  How  do  you  ensure  that  BIA  education  funding  is 
distributed  in  the  most  efficient  manner  and  that  the  programs  are 
managed  properly  so  that  the  maximum  amount  of  resources  reach  the 
classroom? 

Answer.  The  Bureau  has  several  mechanisms  for  ensuring 
efficient  use  of  BIA  funds.  Last  year,  100  percent  of  the  BIA  schools  were 
audited  to  verify  schools  had  documentation  of  student  needs  as  reported 
in  their  funding  requests.  On  a  regular  basis,  the  Bureau  monitors  each 
school's  financial  obligations  to  review  if  funds  are  used  appropriately. 
Furthermore,  Education  Line  Officers  continually  monitor  schools' 
activities. 

Question.  As  Secretary,  how  do  you  ensure  accountability  for  the 
over  $400  million  spent  on  BIA  school  operations? 

Answer.  In  addition  to  the  controls  listed  above,  the  Bureau  has 
also  made  significant  progress  in  ensuring  a  sound  financial  system  is  in 
place.  The  FY  1996  budget  includes  base  funds  to  ensure  the  continuation 
of  the  Bureau's  financial  system. 

Question.  Why  were  schools  traveling  to  Hawaii  at  the  same 
time  that  they  were  receiving  reprogrammed  funds  from  the  Indian  Child 
Welfare  Act  grants  in  order  to  avoid  closing  early  for  the  1992-93  school 
year?  How  accurate  was  the  information  that  was  provided  to  the 
Committee  as  part  of  the  reprogramming  request  and  as  justification  for 
the  emergency  supplemental  funding  provided  for  FY  1993  for  the  1993-94 
school  year?  Do  you  feel  the  situation  merits  further  review?  If  so,  what 
review  do  you  plan  to  conduct  and  what  plans  do  you  have  to 
communicate  the  results  of  the  review  to  the  Committee?  If  you  are  not 
planning  any  further  review  in  light  of  the  IG  findings  and  the 
Committee's  concerns  about  the  accuracy  of  information  which  it  was 
provided,  why  aren't  you? 
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Answer.  We  agree  that  it  was  inappropriate  for  the  school  staff 
to  travel  to  Hawaii,  and  particularly  so  given  that  the  travel  took  place 
during  a  time  when  schools  were  experiencing  a  shortfall  in  School 
Operations  funding.  With  respect  to  the  reprogramming  information 
provided  to  the  Committee,  the  Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs 
conducted  a  thorough  review  of  the  "shortfall"  schools  before  the 
reprogramming  request  was  made.  The  schools  had  funding  problems 
because  of  an  unanticipated  overall  increase  in  student  enrollment.  The 
problems  the  schools  faced  with  managing  their  budgets  was  basically  due 
to  the  fact  that  schools  did  not  know  their  allocations  until  after  staff  had 
been  hired  and  supplies  ordered.  The  Bureau  is  currently  reviewing 
options  for  improving  the  distribution  methodology  to  avoid  this 
problem  in  the  future. 

Given  the  interest  generated  by  the  IG's  finding  of  questionable 
expenditure  of  travel  funds  at  Pinon,  the  travel  policies  and  expenditures 
related  to  BIA  education  programs  have  been  identified  as  issues  for 
further  IG  review. 

In  the  Statement  of  the  Managers  accompanying  the  FY  1995 
Interior  Conference  Report,  the  BIA  was  instructed  to  set  up  a  task  force  to 
look  at  alternative  methods  for  distributing  funds  to  BIA  schools.  The 
Committee  was  to  receive  the  report  by  April  30,  but  has  not  yet  received 
it. 

Question.      What  is  the  status  of  that  report? 

Answer.  The  Bureau  conducted  a  survey  of  BIA  schools.  Over 
70  percent  of  the  schools  responded.  Most  reported  that  the  current 
distribution  process  (distributing  based  on  current  year  enrollment)  is  a 
problem.  The  Bureau  is  now  developing  recommendations  based  on 
comments  from  the  survey  and  analysis  of  school  data.  The  report  will  be 
sent  to  the  Committees  before  the  end  of  the  summer. 

Question.  Have  your  reviewed  the  findings  of  the  report  and 
taken  any  position  on  alternatives  to  the  current  count  week  method  for 
distributing  funds? 

Answer.  Staff  from  the  Department  have  reviewed  the  findings 
of  the  report  and  are  working  with  the  Bureau  to  develop 
recommendations  on  improving  the  distribution  process.  As  yet,  the 
Department  has  not  taken  a  position  on  alternatives  to  the  current  count 
week. 

Question.  Do  you  support  retaining  the  current  distribution 
method,  where  schools  receive  funding  for  the  entire  school  year  based  on 
a  student's  attendance  for  one  day  (and  a  night  for  residential  programs)  of 
one  week  of  the  school  year?  If  so,  why?  If  not,  why  not? 

Answer.  It  appears  that  the  current  distribution  method  is 
certainly  problematic  and  was  one  cause  of  the  need  to  reprogram  funds  to 
School  Operations  in  School  Year  1992-93.  Additionally,  based  on  recent 
survey  data  from  BIA  funded  schools,  it  appears  that  the  school  principals 
and  administrators  believe  that  the  current  method  is  a  problem.    The 
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Department  and  the  Bureau  are  working  to  develop  recommendations  on 
improving  the  process. 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  BUDGET  REQUEST 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  for  BLM  totals  $1,156,682,000,  which  is 
an  increase  of  approximately  $55  million  above  the  FY  1995  enacted  level. 
Within  this  increase  is  approximately  $10  million  to  fund  the  ten-year 
average  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  emergency  f iref ighting  fund 
and  an  increase  of  approximately  $10  million  for  Payments  in  Lieu  of 
Taxes.  Since  BLM  submitted  the  budget,  both  the  House  and  Senate  have 
adopted  budget  resolutions  which  would  reduce  fimding  for  BLM 
operations  by  10  percent  below  the  FY  1995  level  and  place  a  moratorium 
on  land  acquisition. 

Question.  How  would  you  recommend  that  the  Committee 
achieve  the  fimding  levels  included  in  the  House  and  Senate  budget 
resolutions? 

Answer.        The  Department  opposes  the  funding  levels  included 
in  the  House  and  Senate  Budget  Resolutions.   Discretionary  budget  cuts  of 
the  size  contemplated  by  the  House  and  Senate  Budget  Committee  for  FY 
1996  would  have  a  massive  and  devastating  effect  on  BLM.  As  is  the  case 
with  the  rest  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  BLM  has  little  "discretion" 
in  its  appropriated  funds.  It  is  not  a  major  grant-making  or  contracting 
agency.  The  BLM  budget  funds  employees,  most  of  whom  are  located  on 
the  public  land  throughout  the  country.  A  portion  of  the  BLM  budget  is 
vital  to  bringing  in  revenue  from  the  development  and  use  of  the 
country's  oil,  gas,  and  coal  resources  and  its  renewable  resources. 

The  BLM  would  be  forced  to  scale  back  services  to  a  wide  array  of 
public  land  users:   the  mineral  extraction  industry;  the  livestock  industry; 
the  timber  industry;  recreational  users;  and  hunters  and  anglers.   For 
example,  in  Moab,  Utah,  BLM  would  have  to  reduce  recreational 
opportunities  for  mountain  bikers  and  hikers  that  are  important 
components  of  the  area's  tourism  based  economy.   Maintenance  and 
visitor  services  could  be  reduced  in  heavily  used  areas  such  as  Red  Rock 
Canyon,  Nevada;  San  Pedro  Riparian  Area  in  Arizona;  Anasazi  Heritage 
Center  in  Colorado;  and  Birds  of  Prey  in  Idaho. 

The  House  Budget  Resolution  states  that  these  savings  would  come 
from  elinunating  or  reducing  "low  priority"  items  such  as  fixed  costs, 
administrative  support,  and  information  systems,  as  well  as  "low  priority" 
programs  such  as  the  Adopt-a-Horse  program.  In  realty,  buildings,  rents, 
telephones,  and  computers  are  essential  corporate  tools.  In  essence  BLM 
would  have  to  reduce  on-the-ground  fimds  to  pay  for  them. 

If  any  reductions  are  necessary,  the  Department  recommends  that 
BLM's  two  operating  accounts  be  fully  funded  and  that  savings  be  derived 
from  the  Land  Acquisition  and  Construction  accounts. 
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Question.      What  are  the  funding  priorities  at  the  reduced  level? 

Answer.        The  Department  does  not  support  reduced  funding 
levels  for  BLM.   Maintaining  and  improving  the  health  of  the  public 
rangeland.  Forest  Plan  implementation,  meeting  local  and  Statewide  land 
and  realty  demands,  and  maintaining  and  improving  dispersed 
recreational  opportunities  on  public  lands  are  the  foundation  of  BLM's 
mission. 

Question.      How  does  this  reduction  impact  your  ability  to  protect 
BLM's  resources? 

Answer.        The  Department  does  not  support  reduced  funding  for 
the  BLM.  The  proposed  budget  reduction  would  reduce  inventory, 
monitoring,  planning,  and  staffing  levels  for  BLM  that  are  relied  on  to 
protect  and  improve  public  land  resources.  Absorbing  a  10  percent 
reduction  will  adversely  affect  BLM's  ability  to  protect  many  resource 
values. 

According  to  the  budget  justifications,  BLM  expects  visitor  use  of 
BLM  lands  to  increase  by  two  percent  in  FY  1996  over  the  FY  1995  leveL 

Question.      What  is  the  total  amount  requested  in  the  FY  1996 
budget  that  addresses  the  increase  in  use  of  BLM  lands? 

Answer.        The  increased  funding  requested  for  FY  1996  is  $2.75 
million.   This  includes  $2.5  million  in  recreation  operations,  to  improve 
maintenance  at  fee  sites  and  $250,000  in  recreation,  to  improve  customer 
services. 

RANGE  REFORM 

In  February,  BLM  published  a  final  rxde  to  amend  the  grazing 
regulations  in  the  Federal  Register.  The  regulations  are  to  become 
effective  on  August  21, 1995,  six  months  from  the  date  that  they  were 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  to  allow  Congress  the  opportxmity  to  act 
on  the  issue. 

Question.      Please  describe  the  major  provisions  of  the  grazing 
regulations  and  what  changes  have  been  made  from  the  draft  regulations. 

Answer.        The  major  provisions  of  the  final  BLM  Grazing 
Administrative  regulations  are: 

1.  Resource  Advisory  Councils  ~  establishes  multiple  use  councils 
with  10  to  15  members.   In  response  to  comments,  the  final  rule 
added  a  State  residency  requirement. 

2.  Standards  and  Guidelines  ~  developed  by  State  or  region  for 
grazing  administration.   In  response  to  comments,  the  final  rule 
contained  broader  guidance  to  permit  greater  flexibility  and  facilitate 
more  of  a  watershed  management  focus. 


453 

3.  Water  Rights  --  Future  water  rights  on  public  land  for  grazing  will 
be  acquired  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  following  State  law,  with 
existing  water  rights  being  unaffected.  No  changes  from  proposed  to 
final  rule. 

4.  Range  Improvements  Ownership  —  Title  to  new  permanent 
improvem€nts  will  be  in  the  name  of  the  United  States.   Title  to 
existing  range  improvements  will  be  unaffected.   Language  was 
clarified  in  final  rule. 

5.  Conservation  Use  ~  Enables  permittees  and  lessees  to  use  a  portion 
or  all  of  their  allotment  for  conservation  use  when  consistent  with 
BLM's  land  use  plans.  No  change. 

6.  Appeal  Procedures  ~  Revised  to  be  consistent  with  other  appeal 
procedures  across  the  Department.  Requests  to  stay  grazing  decisions 
will  be  determined  within  75  days  of  decision.  No  change. 

7.  Unauthorized  Use  —  Non-monetary  settlements  for  unintentional 
unauthorized  use  will  be  provided  for.  No  change. 

8.  Subleasing  ~  Subleasing  or  pasturing  of  another  operator's 
livestock  for  a  fee  will  be  surcharged  35  percent  for  the  difference 
between  the  Federal  fee  and  State  private  grazing  lease  rate.  In 
response  to  comments,  a  surcharge  on  subleasing  was  dropped.  The 
method  used  to  calculate  the  pasturing  surcharge,  as  well  as  the 
amount,  was  revised  in  response  to  comments. 

9.  Prohibited  Acts  --  Prohibited  acts  were  expanded  to  include 
violations  convictions  under  laws  protecting  wildlife,  archeological 
sites,  water  quality,  and  other  natural  resources  on  public  lands 
associated  with  a  grazing  authorization.   Revised  for  clarity  in  final 
rule. 

10.  Mandatory  Qualifications  --  Requires  applicants  for  livestock 
permits  or  leases  to  have  a  satisfactory  performance  record.  No 
change. 

11.  Public  Participation  ~  Opportunities  for  any  interested  public  to 
participate  in  all  grazing  management  decisions  is  provided  for.  No 
change. 

Note:  The  grazing  fee  increase  was  dropped  in  the  final  rule. 

Question.      What  has  been  the  reaction  to  the  regulations? 

Answer.        With  the  exception  of  the  Resource  Advisory  Councils, 
we  have  received  little  feedback  to  date.  The  feedback  on  the  Resource 
Advisory  Councils  has  been  positive.   We  have  indications,  however,  that 
livestock  industry  interests  do  not  support  other  parts  of  the  proposed 
rule.    We  also  have  indications  that  the  conservation  community  believes 
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we  have  been  too  lenient  in  drafting  the  final  rule  and  passing  the  grazing 
fee  issue  back  for  Congressional  consideration.  We  anticipate  that  the 
States  will  continue  to  work  with  us  and  will  provide  additional  input 
after  the  formation  of  the  Resource  Advisory  Councils. 

There  has  been  some  media  attention  on  the  final  rule. 
Unfortunately,  much  of  this  coverage  has  not  focused  on  the  fact  that 
many  substantive  changes  were  made  in  the  final  rule  to  make  it  a  very 
balanced  approach  to  improving  the  management  of  public  rangeland. 
Rather,  the  media  has  often  continued  to  focus  on  some  of  the  more 
controversial  provisions  that  were  eliminated  early  on. 

Question.      Given  that  the  new  regulations  will  not  be 
implemented  before  August  21,  how  is  the  $8  million  increase  in  FY  1995 
for  Range  Reform  being  spent?  What  has  been  accomplished? 

Answer.        Much  of  this  money  was  spent  during  the 
development  of  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  and 
regulations.  It  covered  processing  and  analysis  of  20,000  letters  generating 
38,000  comments  in  response  to  the  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  and 
draft  EIS,  preparation,  printing  and  distribution  of  11,000  copies  of  the  final 
EIS,  development  of  procedures  toward  establishment  of  resource 
councils,  initial  development  of  standards  and  guidelines  as  part  of  the  EIS 
process,  preparation  of  the  record  of  decision,  establishment  of  the 
administrative  record,  and  related  activities. 

Question.      How  much  funding  is  included  in  the  FY  1996  budget 
request  to  implement  the  new  regulations? 

Answer.        No  additional  funds  are  being  requested  for 
implementation  of  BLM's  new  regulations  since  the  implementation  of 
these  regulations  is,  by  and  large,  the  continuation  of  practices  and  policies 
to  focus  on  and  achieve  healthy  rangeland  objectives. 

Question.      Specifically,  what  will  the  proposed  $6.5  million 
increase  for  improve  rangeland  health  be  used  for? 

Answer.        This  money  is  for  noxious  weed  control,  especially 
cooperative  weed  control  efforts  by  BLM  and  various  cooperators;  riparian 
improvements  with  various  interdisciplinary  partners,  including  private. 
State,  and  other  Federal  agencies;  studies  of  big  game  and  livestock 
interaction  to  help  these  species  co-exist;  and,  training  and  instruction  for 
members  of  advisory  councils  to  optimize  their  ability  to  collaborate  with 
BLM  on  various  issues. 

On  May  25, 1995,  Senator  Domenici  and  a  nxmiber  of  co-sponsors 
introduced  S.  852,  the  Livestock  Grazing  Act  of  1995.  The  bill  includes  a 
provision  for  reforming  grazing  fees,  among  other  provisions. 

Question.      What  is  the  Administration's  position  on  S.  852? 

Answer.        The  Administration  believes  that  the  bill  is  so 
seriously  flawed  that  it  cannot  be  fixed.   It  limits  the  opportunity  for 
citizen  involvement  in  management  of  public  lands.    It  limits  the  ability 
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of  resources  managers  and  public  land  users  to  respond  to  environmental 
concerns.   It  discourages  local  flexibility  and  adaptive  management 
techniques  and  its  implementation  would  prove  costly  and  cumbersome. 

Question.      How  do  the  major  provisions  of  S.  852  compare  with 
the  major  provisions  of  the  final  regulations  that  the  Department  has 
proposed? 

Answer.        The  following  side-by-side  table  compares  the  major 
provisions  of  S.  852  with  the  major  provisions  of  the  final  regulations  that 
the  Department  has  proposed. 
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Question.      How  do  the  grazing  fee  provisions  included  in  S.  852 
compare  with  the  provisions  under  current  regulations,  which  are  not 
affected  by  the  final  regulations  scheduled  to  become  effective  in  August? 
How  do  the  revenues  that  would  be  generated  by  S.  852  compare  with  the 
revenues  that  would  be  collected  under  existing  regulations? 

Answer.        The  BLM  has  not  performed  an  extensive  analysis  of 
the  fee  provisions.  At  face  value,  however,  the  fee  formula  appears  to 
require  data  that  may  be  expensive  to  collect,  and  we  do  not  understand 
the  basis  of  some  of  the  numbers  used.  The  final  regulation  did  not 
contain  a  fee  provision;  the  PRIA  formula  will  remain  in  place. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  comparison  we  estimated  10  million  AUMs 
would  be  sold  per  year.  Using  the  current  grazing  fee  of  $1.61  versus  a 
calculated  S.  852  bill  fee  of  $2.16  using  1990-92  as  base  years  would  show 
revenue  of  $16.1  million  for  present  fee  vs.  $21.6  million  for  S.  852. 

Question.      Has  BLM  done  any  analysis  on  the  cost  to  implement 
S.  852?  If  so,  how  does  the  cost  to  implement  S.  852  compare  with  the  cost 
of  implementing  the  new  grazing  regulations  which  are  to  be  effective  in 
August? 

Answer.        Only  a  very  rough  analysis  has  been  completed  to  date. 
Costs  of  administration  should  be  comparable.  There  would  be  some 
savings  on  NEPA  compliance,  but  the  new  land  use  planning 
requirements  would  probably  more  than  offset  any  potential  savings.   The 
BLM  estimated  that  in  FY  1993,  about  $450,000  was  spent  on  labor  support 
for  advisory  boards  and  councils;  because  there  would  be  fewer  councils 
under  the  new  regulations,  this  cost  would  go  down.  The  BLM  spent 
$95,000  in  non-labor  support  to  councils  in  1993,  mostly  for  travel  costs. 
Under  S.  852,  there  would  be  no  travel  costs,  but  there  would  be  more  than 
twice  as  many  councils  as  proposed  under  the  BLM  grazing  regulations. 
Labor  support  would  be  about  $500,000  under  our  regulations  and  about 
twice  as  much  under  S.  852. 

MINING  LAW  REFORM 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  proposes  to  continue  the  one-year 
moratorium  placed  on  issuing  new  patents  that  was  included  in  the 
Interior  bill  for  FY  1995. 

Question.      What  is  the  basis  for  proposing  to  continue  the 
moratorium? 

Answer.        The  Federal  Government  currently  does  not  charge 
royalties  on  gold,  silver,  copper,  zinc,  and  other  valuable  hardrock 
minerals  removed  from  Federal  public  domain  land,  as  it  does  on  oil,  gas, 
and  coal.   Once  valuable  minerals  are  discovered,  mining  companies  are 
able  to  obtain  title  under  the  patenting  provisions  of  the  1872  Mining  Law. 
Patenting  means  privatizing  these  valuable  Federally  owned  mineral 
deposits,  together  with  the  surface  of  the  land,  creating  inholdings  on  BLM 
lands,  in  National  Forests,  and  even  in  National  Parks  and  wildlife 
refuges.  Significantly,  issuing  a  patent  puts  these  Federal  minerals  beyond 
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the  reach  of  any  royalty  payment  to  the  Federal  treasury.  Claimants  pay 
only  $2.50  or  $5.00  per  acre  per  patent,  a  fee  fixed  in  1872,  regardless  of 
market  value. 

Last  year  lands  that  contained  $10  billion  in  gold,  the  Barrick 
Goldstrike  Mine,  were  patented  for  less  than  $10,000.  This  single  mine  is 
reported  to  be  the  most  profitable  gold  mine  in  North  America.  Because 
hundreds  of  pending  patent  applications  are  still  being  processed,  the 
patenting  giveaway  continues. 

A  patent  moratorium  serves  to  hold  back  additional  floods  of  patent 
applications  while  mining  law  legislation  is  considered  and  should  be  kept 
in  place  until  Congress  passes  effective  reforms.  It  helps  prevent  rights  to 
take  valuable  Federal  property  for  bargain-basement  prices  from  vesting 
while  Congress  considers  ending  the  giveaway. 

Mining  claim  holders  are  placing  ever-increasing  pressure  on  the 
Department  to  speed  their  applications  to  patent.  The  interest  in  patenting 
mining  claims  increases  whenever  Congress  is  discussing  mining  law 
reform  legislation.   During  past  years  when  mining  law  reform  seemed 
imminent,  BLM  experienced  repeated  surges  in  the  number  of  patent 
applications  filed.  Consequently,  Congressional  mining  law  reform  efforts 
have  in  part  generated  the  severe  backlog  of  pending  applications  that 
BLM  has  to  process. 

In  FY  1995  Congress  enacted  a  moratorium  on  processing  patent 
applications,  but  grandfathered  approximately  391  of  the  then-pending  629 
applications.  There  are  approximately  382  grandfathered  applications  still 
pending  which  will  go  forward  regardless  of  the  moratorium.  (There  are 
also  approximately  233  patent  applications  which  were  not  grandfathered. 
The  BLM  does  not  have  any  records  of  the  approximate  value  of  the  lands 
and  minerals  embraced  by  pending  patent  applications,  but  they  likely  run 
into  billions  of  dollars.) 

Question.      How  many  patents  are  in  the  pipeline  that  were 
"grandfathered"  in  and  will  go  forward  regardless  of  the  moratorium? 
What  is  the  estimated  value  of  these  patents? 

Answer.        In  FY  1995  Congress  enacted  a  moratorium  on 
processing  patent  applications,  but  grandfathered  approximately  391  of  the 
then-pending  629  applications.  There  are  approximately  382  grandfathered 
applications  still  pending  which  will  go  forward  regardless  of  the 
moratorium.  The  BLM  does  not  have  any  records  of  the  approximate 
value  of  the  lands  and  minerals  embraced  by  pending  patent  applications. 
(There  are  also  approximately  233  patent  applications  which  were  not 
grandfathered.) 

In  March,  two  bills  were  introduced  on  mining  law  reform.  On 
March  6,  Senator  Bumpers  introduced  S.  504  and  on  March  7,  Senator 
Craig  introduced  S.  506. 
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Question.      What  is  the  Administration  position  on  these  two 
bills? 

Answer.        The  final  compromise  version  of  the  mining  bill  that 
was  circulated  in  the  waning  days  of  the  103rd  Congress  came  close  to 
meeting  what  we  believe  are  the  basic  requirements  of  meaningful 
mining  law  reform.   It  would  have  ended  the  wholesale  privatization  of 
public  lands  and  minerals  under  the  old  law.  It  would  have  imposed  a 
gross  royalty  on  the  production  of  hardrock  minerals  from  Federal  lands, 
and  made  permanent  the  holding  fee  enacted  by  Congress  in  1992.  While 
not  addressing  the  important  area  of  water  quality,  it  would  have 
provided  for  a  Federal  technology-based  standard  for  the  operation  and 
reclamation  of  hardrock  mines  on  Federal  lands.   It  would  have 
established  a  hardrock  abandoned  mine  reclamation  fund  and  program. 
Finally,  it  would  have  recognized  the  important  role  that  the  Western 
States  can  and  do  play  in  the  administration  of  hardrock  mining  on 
Federal  lands. 

While  this  compromise  proposal  was  just  that  --  a  compromise  — 
and  certainly  did  not  contain  all  the  provisions  that  the  Administration 
sought,  it  would  have  brought  the  system  governing  hardrock  mineral 
development  on  Federal  lands  in  line  with  modern  environmental  and 
fiscal  realities,  without  threatening  the  health  of  that  important  domestic 
industry. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  remains  committed  to  the  reform 
effort.  We  remain  convinced  that  it  can  be  done  in  a  way  that  provides 
the  taxpayer  a  fair  return  on  publicly-owned  resources,  and  appropriate 
protection  for  the  environment,  while  maintaining  a  vibrant  hardrock 
mining  industry,  with  its  economic  contributions  to  Western 
communities  and  the  national  economy. 

The  Secretary  is  of  the  firm  belief,  however,  that  reform  must  move 
us  forward,  not  backward  or  sideways.  We  cannot  support  legislation  that 
does  little  or  nothing  to  fix  the  problems  posed  by  the  current  law. 

Of  the  two  bills  now  before  this  Committee,  S.  504,  sponsored  by 
Senator  Bumpers,  would  provide  genuine  reform  on  all  the  major  issues 
of  concern  to  the  Department.  It  would  correct  the  deficiencies  in  the 
patent  system,  provide  needed  environmental  safeguards,  and  provide  a 
fair  return  to  the  public  for  development  of  the  public's  minerals. 

On  the  other  hand,  S.  506  has  serious  flaws.  They  include: 

Patenting  -  S.  506  fails  to  put  an  end  to  the  practice  of  privatizing 
valuable  publicly-owned  mineral  resources  for  less  than  fair  market  value 
sums.  There  would  be  no  end  to  patenting  under  the  bill. 

Section  204(c)  would  repeal  the  halt  to  patenting  enacted  by  last 
year's  Congress.  Section  204(a)  would  increase  the  payment  required  of 
mining  claimants  from  $2.50  or  $5.00  an  acre  under  the  1872  Law,  to  fair 
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market  value,  but  "without  regard  to  the  mineral  deposits  in  the  land  or 
the  use  of  the  land  for  mineral  activities."   In  other  words,  the  fair  market 
value  standard  does  not  apply  to  the  minerals  themselves,  which 
comprise  nearly  all  of  the  value  of  most  claims.   (Fair  market  value  of  the 
surface  in  most  cases  would  amount  to  a  pittance  —  as  little  as  a  few  dollars 
per  acre  in  parts  of  the  rural  West.) 

The  bill  would  also  require  some  claimants  to  pay  a  royalty  on 
minerals  produced  and  sold  but,  as  explained  below,  the  royalty  is 
inadequate  and  opportunities  to  avoid  payment  abound  under  the  bill. 

Moreover,  S.  506  provides  the  holders  of  each  of  the  existing  330,000 
mining  claims  that  dot  the  public  lands  a  generous  grace  period  in  which 
to  obtain  a  patent,  without  paying  any  royalty  at  all.  This  grace  period  is 
significantly  more  generous  than  that  provided  in  S.  775,  the  bill 
introduced  by  Senator  Craig  and  passed  last  year  by  the  Senate.  The  bill 
loosens  the  requirement  of  the  1872  Mining  Law  by  allowing  patent 
applications  to  be  made  before  discovery  of  a  valuable  mineral. 

Put  another  way,  the  1872  Law  explicitly  required  a  discovery  even 
before  claim  location:   "no  location  of  a  mining  claim  shall  be  made  until 
the  discovery  of  a  vein  or  lode  within  the  limits  of  the  claim  located,"  30 
U.S.C.  23.  Section  204(b)(2)  of  this  bill  postpones  the  need  to  make  a 
discovery  until  sometime  after  a  patent  application  is  filed.  If  this 
provision  becomes  law,  the  Department  could  be  utterly  overwhelmed 
with  patent  applications,  in  a  land  rush  of  the  likes  not  seen  since 
Oklahoma  in  1906. 

In  short,  this  bill  would  require  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
continue  indefinitely  to  deed  out  of  public  ownership  land  containing 
billions  of  dollars  of  gold,  silver,  or  other  hardrock  minerals  for  next  to 
nothing. 

Compounding  the  problems  with  the  patenting  provision  of  S.  506 
is  an  awkward  provision  (section  203(c))  that  says  a  patent  "shall  be 
divested  if  it  is  used  for  any  purpose  other  than  for  conducting  mineral 
activities  in  good  faith..."  This  could  allow  a  patentee,  once  mineral 
extraction  is  completed,  to  turn  the  land  and  the  accompanying  liability  for 
fixing  pollution  problems  that  might  exist,  back  to  the  Federal 
Government.   (While  the  bill  gives  States  the  option  of  taking  the 
reverted  instead  of  the  Federal  Government,  States  would  presumably 
turn  down  the  option  to  saddle  themselves  with  environmental 
liabilities.) 

Environmental  Protection  --  Defenders  of  the  1872  Mining  Law 
have  long  argued  that  the  law  has  been  steadily  modified  in  practice  over 
the  years,  and  thus  has  proved  flexible  enough  to  adapt  to  changing  public 
values  regarding  environmental  protection.   It  is  ironic,  then,  that  S.  506 
abolishes  whatever  flexibility  current  law  provides  to  Federal  land 
managers  in  setting  environmental  performance  standards.    Most 
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important,  it  eliminates  the  existing  limited  authority  the  Secretaries  of 
Agriculture  and  Interior  have  had  for  two  decades  to  establish  and  adjust 
standards  for  surface  management  applicable  to  hardrock  milling  activities 
on  Federal  lands. 

Specifically,  sections  301,  304,  and  309  freeze  and  neutralize  the 
"unnecessary  or  undue  degradation"  standard  of  section  302(b)  of  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (and  comparable  standards 
applicable  to  Forest  Service  lands).  Sections  301  and  304  essentially  say  that 
compliance  with  Title  III  "shall  constitute  compliance  with"  FLPMA's 
prevention  of  "unnecessary  and  undue  degradation"  standard  and  the 
comparable  Forest  Service  provisions.  Section  309  says  that  Title  III  "shall 
supersede  any  provision  of  [FLPMA  or  the  national  forest  acts],"  and  any 
rules  promulgated  thereunder  to  the  extent  they  conflict  with  this  Title. 

It  is  unwise  to  so  constrict  the  Federal  land  managing  agencies' 
authority  to  regulate  mine  reclamation,  closure,  detoxification, 
remediation  and  monitoring.   It  would  tie  the  hands  of  the  land 
managers,  and  prevent  any  upgrading  of  existing  regulations  even  if  they 
came  to  be  widely  acknowledged  as  inadequate. 

It's  worth  noting  that  in  the  Bush  Administration,  BLM,  after 
careful  study,  proposed  several  new  regulatory  upgrades  to  repair 
documented  deficiencies  in  current  regulations.   These  were  in  such 
important  areas  as  bonding,  permitting  of  small  operations,  and 
controlling  water  pollution  from  hardrock  operations,  particularly 
stemming  from  the  use  of  cyanide  in  heap  leach  mining.   Many  of  these 
initiatives  have  not  been  put  into  final  regulations.   As  we  read  S.  506,  it 
would  likely  halt  these  salutary,  bipartisan  efforts,  and  permanently 
prevent  any  similar  upgrading. 

This  approach  would  also  prevent  managers  from  responding  to 
environmental  hazards  posed  by  new  technology.   Moreover,  the  bill 
appears  to  tie  Federal  performance  standards  to  State  law,  and  make  State 
environmental  standards  the  ceiling.   (See,  e.g..  Section  309.)  To  the  extent 
that  is  so,  it  ensures  that  if  State  laws  or  standards  are  weakened  in  the 
future,  the  Secretary  may  have  no  recourse  but  to  apply  them  to  Federal 
lands,  no  matter  what  the  consequence  for  other  uses  or  users  of  the 
Federal  lands,  or  for  the  Federal  taxpayer  who  may  bear  the  brunt  of 
cleanup  costs  that  result  from  inadequate  regulation. 

The  bill  does  not  demand  strict  compliance  with  existing  standards. 
Instead,  it  would  direct  the  Secretary  to  approve  a  miner's  proposed  plan 
of  operations  as  long  as  it  "substantially  complies"  with  applicable  legal 
requirements.   This  will  likely  produce  litigation  every  time  a  Secretary 
makes  a  determination  of  noncompliance. 

Beyond  reclamation  and  operating  standards,  S.  506's  inspection  and 
enforcement  provisions  are  weak.   Under  the  bill,  a  mine  operator  must 
be  given  notice  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  the  inspection  taking  place.  The 
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Department  knows  of  no  provision  like  it  in  the  environmental 
regulatory  laws  on  the  books.  It  is  like  requiring  the  highway  patrol  to  post 
signs  warning  of  an-upcoming  highway  check.    While  the  mining 
industry  has  many  responsible  operators,  it  has  bad  apples  like  every  other 
industry.   Yet  this  bill  contains  no  criminal  penalties,  no  citizen  suit 
provision,  and  no  mandatory  enforcement  requirements. 

In  addition,  S.  506  compounds  its  weak  approach  to  environmental 
protection  with  very  generous  transition  provisions.   The  Department 
reads  Section  305  as  a  permanent,  life-of-the-mine  grandfather  clause 
applicable  not  only  to  currently  operating  mines,  but  also  to  mines  on  the 
drawing  boards.  Big  hardrock  mines  sometimes  operate  for  many  decades 
(Bingham  Canyon  in  Utah  has  been  producing  for  nearly  a  century).  Yet 
existing  and  planned  mines  would  be  able  to  continue  operating  under 
existing  standards  regardless  of  adverse  impacts  on  the  environment.  The 
Department  supports  a  reasonable  grandfather  provision  to  protect 
existing  investments,  but  existing  operations  should  not  be  given 
permanent,  open-ended  immunity.    Moreover,  in  dealing  with  future 
mines  that  do  not  qualify  for  the  grandfather  clause,  the  Secretary  is 
prevented  or  at  least  seriously  constrained  by  Section  303(e)  from  ever 
requiring  modifications  in  life-of-the-mine  mineplans  once  they  are 
approved,  even  if  serious  and  preventable  environmental  harm  is  the 
result. 

In  sum,  in  environmental  protection,  S.  506  falls  far  short  of  the 
mark.  It  represents,  among  other  things,  a  significant  retreat  from  S.  775, 
the  "ticket-to-conference"  bill  that  passed  the  Senate  last  year.  (That  bill 
would  have  simply  preserved  intact  all  existing  environmental  regulatory 
authorities,  including  those  found  in  FLPMA  and  the  national  forest  acts.) 

Without  adequate  surface  management  provisions  the  American 
taxpayer  may  well  be  left  holding  the  bag  with  respect  to  future  liability. 
The  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  the  Interior  are  now  defendants  in 
several  lawsuits  seeking  to  hold  the  government  liable  for  the  cost  of 
cleaning  up  toxic  wastes  from  defunct  mining  operations  carried  out 
throughout  the  West  under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872.  The  irony  is  that 
after  over  a  century  of  making  publicly  owned  minerals  available  for  next 
to  nothing,  the  taxpayers  may  face  cleanup  costs  running  into  billions  of 
dollars. 

Most  members  of  the  hardrock  mining  industry  are  responsible 
operators,  so  happily  environmental  disasters  from  hardrock  mining  do 
not  occur  all  that  frequently.  But  there  is  no  denying  that  when  they  do 
occur,  they  can  be  very  costly.  The  Federal  taxpayer  v^U  pay  upwards  of 
$100  million  to  clean  up  the  Summitville  mine  site  in  Colorado,  where 
inadequate  regulation  allowed  an  operator  to  walk  away  after  producing  a 
few  million  dollars  in  gold.  This  underscores  how  essential  it  is  to  put  a 
meaningful  surface  management  regime  in  place  so  that  we  can  avoid 
these  problems  in  the  future. 
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Royalties  -  Based  on  our  estimates  to  date,  the  Department  expects 
that  the  royalty  provision  of  S.  506  would  be  a  net  revenue  loser  for  the 
American  taxpayer.   The  bill  v^ould  impose  a  three  percent  net  proceeds 
royalty  on  all  locatable  minerals.   The  thirteen  categories  of  deductions 
allov^ed  in  section  401(b)(2)  contain  at  least  61  different  potential 
deductions  from  "gross  yield"  under  the  bill,  and  embrace  nearly  every 
"expense"  known  to  accountants.   The  potential  for  manipulation  is  great, 
and  the  auditing  necessary  to  combat  it  would  likely  overwhelm  the 
capacity  of  the  Department.  The  bill  also  contains  unusually  weak 
administrative  authorities  for  royalty  auditing  and  enforcement, 
compared  to  other  Federal  mineral  royalty  provisions. 

Claim  Maintenance  Fee  --  In  S.  506,  the  claim  maintenance  fee 
would  actually  result  in  an  annual  loss  of  revenue  compared  to  current 
law.   Although  the  $100  per  claim  figure  remains  the  same,  the  small 
miner  exemption  is  2  1/2  times  larger,  and  the  generous  patent  provision 
will  result  in  many  fewer  claims  paying  the  fee. 

Abandoned  Mine  Land  (AMD  Reclamation  Program  --  In  the  103rd 
Congress,  a  substantial  consensus  on  this  topic  was  reflected  in 
substantially  similar  AML  proposals  in  the  various  bills.   In  contrast  to 
these  proposals,  S.  506  establishes  only  a  skeletal  AML  program,  which 
would  be  administered  by  the  States  without  any  determination  as  to 
which  lands  would  be  reclaimed.   Moreover,  moneys  would  flow  directly 
back  to  the  States  from  which  the  royalties  were  collected,  without  regard 
to  the  extent  or  location  of  problem  sites.  Finally,  its  only  source  of 
funding  will  be  1/3  of  the  revenue  derived  from  the  royalty.  All  in  all,  the 
result  will  be  not  much  clean-up  of  abandoned  mine  lands. 

As  this  recitation  shows,  the  Department  has  very  serious  concerns 
about  S.  506.  In  many  respects  it  is  a  retreat  from  the  Senate-passed  bill  last 
year.  In  some  respects,  it  is  a  retreat  from  existing  law,  even  though 
existing  law  is  widely  recognized  as  inadequate. 

An  enormous  amount  of  work  and  thought  has  been  expended  on 
this  issue  in  the  last  decade.  Many  members  of  Congress,  and  the  general 
public,  have  been  educated  about  this  once  obscure  corner  of  Federal 
natural  resources  policy.  While  posturing  on  all  sides  of  the  issue  is 
inevitable,  the  Department  believes  the  efforts  last  year,  though  failing  in 
the  last  weeks  of  the  session,  showed  that  genuine,  meaningful  reform  can 
command  substantial,  bipartisan  support. 

The  Department  continues  to  hope  that  Congress  will  act  soon  to 
permanently  end  the  giveaway  of  Federal  mineral  assets  and  to  ensure 
that  safeguards  are  in  place  to  protect  the  public  and  the  public  lands  from 
environmental  problems  associated  with  hardrock  mining.    The 
Department  stands  ready  to  work  with  the  Congress  in  fashioning  that 
kind  of  genuine  reform. 
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The  Senate  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources  recently 
issued  an  amended  version  of  S.  506,  identified  as  the  Majority  Staff  draft. 
However,  while  the  draft  makes  some  incremental  progress,  it  does  not  go 
nearly  far  enough  in  correcting  existing  insufficiencies  as  identified  above. 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  an  increase  of  $6  million  for 
mining  law  administration  to  be  derived  from  fees. 

Question.      How  will  the  additional  $6  million  be  used? 

Answer.        In  1996,  $500,000  would  be  devoted  to  mineral 
examinations  and  training  of  new  examiners,  which  takes  12-18  months 
per  examiner  (to  be  certified,  three  courses  are  required  at  the  National 
Training  Center,  plus  one  examination  under  the  supervision  of  a 
certified  examiner).   The  remainder  would  be  used  in  the  Surface 
Management  Program.  We  have  a  large  backlog  of  plans  and  notices  to 
close.   These  require  field  inspections  to  ensure  that  final  reclamation  and 
site  closure  meet  all  applicable  BLM  and  State  requirements  before  the  file 
can  be  closed,  and  the  bonding  released  for  the  reclamation  and  closure. 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY  (R.S.  2477) 

In  August,  1994,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  a  proposed  rule  which  would  address  the  process  to  be 
used  for,  and  the  standards  to  be  applied  to  Federal  agency  recognition  of 
rights-of-way  that  existed  prior  to  the  repeal  of  R.S.  2477  in  1976.   The 
comment  period  has  been  extended  until  August  1, 1995. 

Question.      What  is  the  proposed  schedule  for  implementation  of 
the  final  rule? 

Answer.        The  proposed  rulemaking  was  originally  published  on 
August  1,  1994  with  a  comment  period  of  60  days.  The  comment  period 
was  extended  until  November  15,  extended  again  until  January  20,  1995, 
and  extended  again  until  August  1,  1995.  The  various  extensions  were 
made  based  on  comments  from  the  public  and  requests  by  public  officials 
to  allow  more  time  so  that  Congress  and  State  legislatures  could  evaluate 
the  proposed  rulemaking.   The  Department  will  begin  reviewing 
comments  when  the  comment  period  closes.   We  have  not  yet  developed 
a  schedule  for  finalizing  the  rule. 

Question.      What  has  been  the  reaction  to  the  regulations  that  the 
Department  has  received  thus  far? 

Answer.        Over  3,200  comments  have  already  been  received 
pertaining  to  the  proposed  rulemaking.  These  comments  are  both  pro  and 
con  and  address  many  specific  issues  in  the  proposal.   All  comments  will 
be  considered  in  drafting  the  final  rule.  The  States  of  Alaska  and  Utah 
have  been  especially  concerned  about  the  proposal,  because  of  the  high 
potential  for  right-of-way  claims  in  these  States. 
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Question.      What  are  the  major  provisions  of  the  final 
regulations? 

Answer.        The  proposed  rule  would  clarify  the  meaning  of  R.S. 
2477  and  provide  a  process  for  recognizing  and  administering  valid  claims. 
It  is  intended  to  address  numerous  management  problems  created  by 
uncertainty  in  the  statute,  and  to  provide  certainty  to  right-of-way  users. 
The  proposed  rule  would  establish  a  procedure  for  evaluating  R.S.  2477 
right-of-way  claims,  focusing  on  the  elements  of  the  rights-of-way 
contemplated  in  the  statute:   1)  construction  2)  of  a  highway  3)  over 
unreserved  public  lands. 

NATIONAL  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  FOUNDATION 

The  FY  1996  BLM  budget  request  includes  new  bill  language  which 
would  make  available  $1  million  to  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Foundation  for  challenge  cost  share  projects  supporting  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation.  The  funding  would  be  available  subject  to  a  match  of  at 
least  an  equal  amount  by  the  Foundation. 

Question.      Does  the  $1  million  specified  in  the  bill  language 
represent  all  the  funding  that  is  provided  to  the  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Foundation  through  BLM?  If  not,  what  is  the  total  amount  of 
funding  provided  to  the  Foundation  by  BLM  in  FY  1996?  Is  all  the 
funding  required  to  be  matched  by  the  Foundation? 

Answer.        The  $1  million  reflects  all  of  the  money  that  BLM 
proposes  to  provide  to  the  Foundation  in  FY  1996.  Also,  under  our 
agreement  with  the  Foundation,  all  of  these  funds  must  be  matched. 

Question.      How  much  funding  does  the  Foundation  receive 
through  other  agencies  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior?  Is  the 
Foimdation  required  to  match  this  other  funding? 

Answer.        In  FY  1995,  the  Foundation  will  receive  $9.5  million 
from  the  Department  of  the  Interior.   This  includes  $0.5  million  from 
BLM.  $0.5  million  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BOR),  and  $8.5 
million  from  FWS.   The  FY  1996  budget  proposes  $12.3  million,  which 
includes  $1.0  million  from  BLM,  $8.0  million  from  FWS,  and  $3.3  million 
from  BOR.  The  Foundation  is  required  to  match  all  of  this  funding. 

Question.      How  will  this  language  affect  the  current  cooperative 
agreement  with  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  for  challenge 
cost-share  projects? 

Answer.        The  current  cooperative  agreement  between  BLM  and 
the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  provides  $500,000  for 
challenge  grants  for  conservation  projects  such  as  Bring  Back  the  Natives 
aquatic  habitat  restoration  projects,  upland  game  bird,  wetland  and 
riparian  restoration  projects,  and  rare  plant  surveys.  These  funds  are 
matched  by  other  non-Federal  funds  for  a  total  of  at  least  $1  million  in 
actual  funds  that  are  allocated  to  resource  conservation  efforts.  In 
addition,  many  projects  also  include  volunteer  labor  and  other 
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contributions  of  in-kind  services  that  increase  the  overall  value  of  the 
resource  investment.   If  the  FY  1996  appropriation  allocates  funds  at  the 
requested  level,  BLM  will  modify  its  current  agreement  with  the 
Foundation  to  expand  the  funding  level  by  an  additional  $500,000  for  a 
total  of  $1  million  in  FY  1996. 

CORPORATION  FOR  NATIONAL  AND  COMMUNITY  SERVICE 
(AMERICORPS) 

The  FY  1996  BLM  budget  request  includes  $275,000  for  two 
AmeriCorps  projects,  the  Rio  Grande,  New  Mexico  project  and  the  Fort 
Ord,  California  project.  According  to  the  justifications,  the  Fort  Ord 
project  is  geared  toward  the  management  and  protection  of  15,000  acres  of 
land  to  be  transferred  to  the  BLM  from  the  Department  of  Defense  during 
FY  1995  and  FY  1996. 

Question.      What  is  the  total  number  of  AmeriCorps  projects 
throughout  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  associated  funding 
levels?  What  was  the  FY  1995  level  of  funding  for  the  same  projects? 

Answer.         The  Department  of  the  Interior  requests  funding  for 
five  projects  in  FY  1996:    Fort  Ord  Environmental  Restoration  ($100,000), 
Rio  Grande  Ecosystem  ($1,125,000),  Everglades  -  South  Florida  Ecosystem 
($1,000,000),  Southern  California  Urban  Water  Conservation  ($350,000), 
and  Earth  Science  Field  Corps  (no  cash  contribution)  for  a  total  of 
$2,575,000.  The  FY  1995  projects  are  Fort  Ord  ($100,000),  Rio  Grande 
($375,000),  Everglades  ($250,000),  Southern  California  Water  ($350,000),  and 
Earth  Science  (no  cash  contribution)  for  a  total  of  $1,075,000.  The  Southern 
California  Water  funding  comes  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  an 
agency  included  in  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  appropriation. 

Question.      What  is  the  status  of  the  transfer  of  land  from  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  the  BLM? 

Answer.        Approximately  15,000  acres  of  Fort  Ord  is  expected  to  be 
transferred  to  BLM  during  1995  and  1996. 

Question.      What  is  the  expected  additional  costs  to  BLM  to 
manage  the  15,000  acres  to  be  transferred? 

Answer.        The  expected  cost  for  1996  is  $150,000,  which  includes 
labor  and  operational  expenses. 

Question.      What  will  the  uses  of  the  land  to  be  transferred? 

Answer.        The  primary  management  goal  for  the  Fort  Ord  lands 
will  be  the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  special  status  species  habitat, 
consisting  of  maritime  chaparral,  coastal  vernal  pools,  native  oak  forests, 
and  rare  native  grasslands.  The  lands  to  be  transferred  to  BLM  include 
significant  habitat  for  45  special  status  species.  The  actions  planned  for 
1996  include  habitat  and  wetland  restoration,  planning  and  construction  of 
erosion  control  devices,  natural  resource  interpretation  projects,  design 
and  construction  of  fences  and  barriers,  and  visitor  services.   Nature, 
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hiking,  mountain  biking,  and  equestrian  trails  are  planned  to  provide 
public  access  to  the  Fort  Ord  lands. 

Question.      What  is  the  expected  duration  of  the  AmeriCorps 
projects? 

Answer.         Beginning  in  FY  1997,  the  Corporation  for  National 
Service  expects  Federal  agencies  operating  AmeriCorps  programs  to  fund 
the  full  program  with  the  exception  of  the  education  awards.  No  grants 
will  be  provided  by  the  Corporation.  The  program  is  working  and  BLM 
proposes  to  expand  both  the  numbers  of  AmeriCorps  members  and 
operating  sites  in  the  future. 

BLM  NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE  TRADE  AGREEMENT  FUNDING 


The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $258,000  and  three  FTEs  for 
projects  in  support  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement 
(NAFTA).  The  projects  are  cooperative  projects  with  other  agencies. 

Question.      Please  provide  the  total  funding  level  for  each  project 
in  support  of  NAFTA,  including  the  ftmding  requested  for  other  agencies. 

Answer.        The  table  below  lists  the  funding  levels  for  each  project 
area  proposed  for  FY  1996. 

(dollars  in  thousands) 


Project  Area 

NPS 

FWS 

BLM 

uses 

BOR 

NBS 

USBM 

MMS 

BIA 

T/O 
Nat. 

Total 

Environmental 
Education 

127 

30 

78 

35 

155 

75 

100 

600 

Shared  Water 
Resources 

10 

65 

65 

65 

10 

65 

10 

10 

300 

San  Pedro  River 

30 

40 

85 

55 

15 

20 

40 

_ 

15 

_ 

300 

Aerial  Photo/ 
mappinR 

25 

25 

Lower  Rio 
Grande 

28 

28 

28 

28 

55 

28 

5 

200 

Sister  Areas 

200 

40 

20 

_ 

_ 

20 

- 

- 

20 

- 

300 

Tohono 
Codham 
Natural  Res. 

10 

10 

10 

10 

460 

500 

Total 

405 

213 

258 

173 

88 

315 

153 

100 

60 

460 

2,225 
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Question.  If  the  funding  levels  requested  by  other  agencies  are 
reduced  or  eliminated,  how  does  this  impact  BLM's  requested  funding? 
How  interrelated  are  the  requests? 

Answer,        The  BLM  is  cooperating  with  other  bureaus  on  all  five 
of  its  proposed  projects.   A  reduction  in  funding  for  any  bureau  will 
require  coordination  and  re-priorization  within  and  among  bureaus. 

BLM  RANGELAND  MANAGEMENT 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $49,983,000  for  rangeland 
management,  which  is  an  increase  of  $2,314,000  above  the  FY  1995  enacted 
level.  The  budget  request  includes  an  increase  of  28  FTEs. 

Question.      Specifically,  what  will  the  additional  $2.3  million 
support? 

Answer.        Uncontrollable  and  related  changes  account  for 
$414,000  of  the  requested  increase.  The  remaining  $1.9  million  is 
earmarked  for  accelerating  the  restoration  of  BLM  rangelands.   This 
proposed  increase  is  designed  to  enhance  the  health  of  BLM  rangelands 
and  to  ensure  their  long-term  productivity  and  use  by  directing  efforts  to 
resolving  resource  problems  on  high  priority  allotments  and  watershed 
areas.   This  increase  is  for  noxious  weed  control,  especially  cooperative 
weed  control  efforts  by  BLM  and  various  cooperators;  riparian 
improvements  with  various  interdisciplinary  partners,  including  private. 
State,  and  other  Federal  agencies;  studies  of  big  game  and  livestock 
interaction  to  help  these  species  co-exist;  and  training  and  instruction  for 
members  of  advisory  councils  to  optimize  their  ability  to  collaborate  with 
BLM  on  various  issues. 

Question.      Does  the  increase  support  any  of  the  changes  in  BLM's 
current  practices  proposed  by  the  final  grazing  regulations  which  are 
scheduled  to  be  implemented  in  August? 

Answer.        No  additional  funds  are  being  requested  for 
implementation  of  the  new  BLM  grazing  regulations. 

BLM  FORESTRY  MANAGEMENT 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $5,872,000  for  forestry 
management,  which  is  a  decrease  of  $881,000  below  the  FY  1995  enacted 
level.  The  budget  request  includes  a  decrease  of  12  FTEs  below  the  FY  1995 
enacted  level. 

Question.      What  specific  activities  will  be  reduced  as  part  of  the 
$881,000  reduction? 

Answer.        By  way  of  explanation,  the  decrease  in  sales  in  the  FY 
1996  budget  was  tied  to  a  $1.0  million  program  decrease  in  the  Public 
Domain  Forestry  subactivity.  The  FY  1996  budget  included  a  number  of 
difficult  decisions  and  tradeoffs.   (Funding  for  salvage  timber  operations  is 
funded  through  the  Forest  Ecosystem  Health  and  Recovery  Fund.)  The 
following  activities  will  be  reduced:  500  acres  in  site  preparation;  800  acres 
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in  reforestation;  and  100  acres  of  timber  stand  improvement.  Additionally, 
the  sale  of  vegetal  materials  will  be  reduced  by  about  6,800  permits.  This 
proposed  reduction  will  not  impact  salvage  timber  operations. 

Question.      Why  are  these  activities  of  lower  priority  than  the 
activities  carried  out  through  the  President's  Forest  Plan  initiative? 

Answer.        The  Department's  FY  1996  budget  request  reflects  a 
carefully  considered  process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  priorities, 
determining  trade-offs  between  programs,  and  making  difficult  decisions 
in  proposing  allocations  to  meet  the  Administration's  priorities,  including 
the  Forest  Plan.  The  Department  has  requested  $79.2  million  in  FY  1996 
for  Forest  Plan  implementation,  an  increase  of  $22.8  million  from  the  FY 
1995  enacted  level.  The  highest  priority  green  timber  sales  will  take  place 
on  areas  included  in  the  Forest  Plan. 

When  BLM  submitted  the  budget  justifications,  BLM  expected  to 
harvest  45  MMBF  of  timber  in  FY  1996,  which  represents  a  reduction  of  10 
MMBF  from  the  FY  1995  harvest  level. 

Question.      What  is  the  ciu-rent  estimate  of  timber  to  be  harvested 
in  FY  1996?  How  much  of  the  total  harvest  is  expected  to  be  salvage? 

Answer.        We  have  revised  our  estimates  of  timber  offered  for 
sale  on  public  land  since  the  FY  1996  President's  Budget  was  released, 
given  the  Secretary's  direction  to  accelerate  the  salvage  timber  program. 
Excluding  western  Oregon,  the  BLM  expects  to  prepare  100  MMBF  of 
timber  for  sale  in  FY  1996.  Our  revised  estimate  now  includes  the  45 
MMBF  of  green  timber  called  for  in  the  budget  as  well  as  an  additional  55 
MMBF  of  salvage  timber  for  a  total  of  100  MMBF  of  both  green  and  salvage 
on  public  lands  in  FY  1996. 

Question.      What  is  the  current  estimate  of  receipts  that  are 
expected  to  be  generated  by  the  timber  harvest  in  FY  1996?  What  would 
receipt  levels  be  if  funding  were  to  remain  at  the  FY  1995  funding  levels? 

Answer.        Receipts  from  the  expected  harvest  of  100  MMBF  of 
salvage  timber  from  public  lands,  are  estimated  to  be  $10.9  million.  This  is 
an  increase  of  $5.1  million  above  the  President's  Budget  estimate.  There 
would  be  no  difference  in  receipt  levels  if  funding  were  to  remain  at  the 
FY  1995  level. 

Question.      How  many  Kits  will  be  required  for  sale  preparation 
for  FY  1996  as  compared  with  FY  1995?  Does  BLM  plan  to  rehire  any 
employees  which  used  the  buyout  program? 

Answer.        No  additional  FTE  are  required  for  sale  preparation  in 
FY  1996  as  compared  to  FY  1995.  The  BLM  plans  to  fill  four  positions  of 
those  who  took  the  buy  out. 
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BLM  RIPARIAN  MANAGEMENT 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $16,705,000  for  riparian 
management,  which  is  an  increase  of  $2,691,000  and  36  FTEs  over  the  FY 
1995  level. 

Question.      What  specific  activities  will  be  fxmded  with  the 
additional  $2.7  million? 

Answer.        Healthy,  productive  riparian  areas  are  a  critical 
component  of  properly  functioning  ecosystems.  This  proposed  increase  is 
designed  to  enhance  the  health  of  riparian  areas  and  to  ensure  their  long- 
term  productivity  and  use.  This  increase  is  for  noxious  weed  control, 
especially  cooperative  weed  control  efforts  by  BLM  and  various 
cooperators;  riparian  improvements  with  various  interdisciplinary 
partners,  including  private.  State,  and  other  Federal  agencies;  studies  of  big 
game  and  livestock  interaction  to  help  these  species  co-exist;  and  training 
and  instruction  for  members  of  advisory  councils  to  optimize  their  ability 
to  collaborate  with  BLM  on  various  issues. 

Question.      How  much  of  the  increase  will  support 
implementation  of  the  grazing  regulations  which  are  scheduled  to  become 
effective  in  August,  1995? 

Answer.        None  of  the  increase  will  be  used  to  support 
implementation  of  the  grazing  regulations  scheduled  to  become  effective 
in  August,  1995. 

BLM  NATIVE  AMERICAN  COORDINATION 

According  to  the  budget  justifications,  BLM  plans  to  enhance  its 
ongoing  Native  American  coordination  and  consultation  program  in  FY 
1996.  Among  other  things,  the  justifications  state  "constructive 
coordination  and  communications  are  essential  to  an  effective  ecosystem 
management  strategy  where  BLM  lands  and  Native  American  lands  are  in 
some  proximity." 

Question.      What  is  the  level  of  funding  that  is  being  requested  in 
support  of  Native  American  coordination  in  FY  1996  and  what  specific 
activities  will  be  supported? 

Answer.        Native  American  coordination  is  exercised  on  a 
continuing  basis  within  BLM.  The  costs  are  included  in  the  base  funding 
of  various  activities.   The  BLM  trust  responsibilities  to  Tribal  and  Alaska 
Native  entities  involves  maintaining  quality  government-to-government 
coordination  when  establishing  land  use  plans. 

Specific  activities  requiring  coordination  with  Tribes  and  Alaska 
Native  Tribal  governments  include:    regional  land  use  planning, 
environmental  decision  and  effect  review,  access  and  use  issues  associated 
with  off-reservation  rights  and  interests  of  Tribal  governments.    A  focus 
initiative  is  underway  to  examine  efficiencies  and  consolidation  of 
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resource  management  responsibilities  and  services  through  compacting, 
self  determination  contracting,  and  regional  resource  management 
initiatives  with  Tribal  governments.    There  are  numerous  opportunities 
for  cooperative  and  collaborative  ecosystem  based  resource  management 
and  consultation  for  protection  of  sacred  sites  and  religious  practices,  as 
well  as  repatriation  of  human  remains,  funerary  objects  and  objects  of 
cultural  patrimony.   These  efforts  are  being  focused  where  enhancement 
of  service  delivery  and  resource  conditions  in  which  a  higher  level  of 
Tribal  participation  in  public  resource  management  can  be  obtained. 

Question.      How  many  FTEs  support  these  activities? 

Answer.        Five  FTEs  are  assigned  to  the  Native  American 
Program  Office  (NAPO)  in  Santa  Fe,  NM.  One  position  is  maintained  in 
the  Office  of  the  Director  to  ensure  Departmental  and  Congressional 
coordination  as  well  as  a  single  point  of  contact  for  American  Indian 
issues  in  the  BLM  Headquarters  office. 

Question.      What  is  the  ecosystem  management  strategy  where 
BLM  lands  are  in  close  proximity  to  Native  American  lands?  What  is  the 
process  by  which  BLM  coordinates  and  communicates  with  Tribes? 

Answer.        The  BLM  is  currently  working  closely  with  a  number 
of  Tribes  in  regional  management  issues  including  forestry  and  watershed 
management  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  energy  and  resource  management 
in  the  Four  Corners  area,  wildlife  preservation  and  visual  resource 
management  in  southern  California,  and  coordination  of  Alaska  Natives 
and  BLM  resources  for  public/native  land  management.   Additionally, 
BLM  maintains  the  highest  level  of  coordination  and  collaboration 
practical  with  Native  Americans  when  there  is  a  probability  that  public 
land  management  decisions  may  effect  ecologically  interdependent 
resources  within  a  landscape  (regardless  of  the  administrative  or  legal 
boundaries  imposed  upon  it),  use  and  access,  and  shared  land 
management  goals.   The  NAPO  office  provides  national  guidance  for 
intergovernmental  activities,  involving  local  and  State  governments  as 
well  as  Tribes,  in  ecosystem  partnerships. 

When  BLM  public  lands  are  in  close  proximity  to  Native  American 
lands,  ecosystem  management  strategy  and  procedures  include  direct 
communication  with  the  Tribal  or  Alaska  Native  entities  or  their 
representatives.  The  BLM  acknowledges  the  expertise  which  Tribes 
possess  in  the  management  of  specific  areas.  Coordination  and 
communication  with  other  land  management  agencies  and  Tribal 
governments  is  an  essential  and  specific  requirement  of  our  land  use 
planning  process. 

Question.      To  what  extent  have  Tribes  indicated  an  interest  in 
contracting  for  BLM  programs  as  permitted  by  the  Self  Determination  Act 
Amendments  of  1994?  Has  BLM  estimated  the  costs  associated  with 
contracting  with  the  Tribes? 
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Answer.        The  BLM  has  had  a  contracting  relationship  with 
Tribes  and  Native  Alaskan  organizations  for  10  years  pursuant  to  the 
authorities  of  the  American  Indian  Education  and  Self  determination  Act 
of  1974  (P.L.  93-638).   Additionally,  BLM  has  government-to-government 
cooperative  resource  management  authorities  under  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  Management  Act,  which  allows  for  the  contracted  and  cooperative 
management  of  public  land  programs  with  Tribal  governments.   These 
relationships  serve  as  a  valuable  foundation  for  our  implementation  of 
the  self  determination  amendments  contained  in  P.L.  103-413. 

Under  the  proposed  FY  1996  funding  level  BLM  estimated  it  will 
initiate  four  to  six  compacts  and  approximately  the  same  number  of  self 
determination  contracts  in  FY  1996.    It  is  estimated  that  initial  negotiation 
of  these  agreements  and  development  of  mechanisms  to  assure 
administration  and  technical  performance  under  compacting  for  non-BIA 
programs,  will  result  in  costs  estimated  between  $1.5  and  $2  million  in  FY 
1996.   These  costs  should  attenuate  in  the  outyears  as  compacting 
procedures,  standards  of  review,  standards  of  performance,  monitoring, 
and  retrocession  mechanisms  are  developed. 

WILD  HORSE  AND  BURRO  MANAGEMENT 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $16,345,000  for  wild  horse  and 
burro  management,  which  represents  a  decrease  of  $575,000  and  nine  FTEs 
from  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  According  to  the  budget  justifications, 
BLM  will  continue  to  support  fertility  control  measures  as  a  means  of 
reducing  herd  reproduction  rates.  Research  efforts  are  currently  being 
conducted  through  the  National  Biological  Service  to  develop  a  single 
shot,  multi-year  immuno-contraceptive  vaccine. 

Question.      What  impact  will  the  reduction  in  funding  have  on 
removal  and  adoption  levels  and  the  time  required  to  achieve  appropriate 
management  levels? 

Answer.        The  Department's  FY  1996  budget  request  reflects  a 
carefully  considered  process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  priorities, 
determining  trade-offs  between  programs,  and  making  difficult  decisions 
in  proposing  allocations  to  meet  the  Administration's  priorities.   The 
proposed  reduction  in  funding  would  reduce  the  BLM  removal  capability 
by  1,200  animals  from  the  FY  1995  level  of  8,700.  A  similar  decrease  in 
adoptions  would  also  occur.  This  reduction  will  delay  the  BLM  from 
reaching  appropriate  management  levels  by  approximately  two  years. 

Question.      How  would  elimination  of  funding  for  the  National 
Biological  Service  impact  BLM's  fertility  control  measures?  Does  BLM 
provide  any  funding  for  the  National  Biological  Service's  efforts  to 
develop  a  multi-year  immuno-contraceptive  vaccine? 

Answer.        The  Department  does  not  support  the  elimination  of 
NBS.    With  the  establishment  of  NBS,  BLM  transferred  funding  for 
immuno-contraceptive  functions  and  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
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them  in  1994.   If  NBS  is  eliminated,  the  funding  source  for  this  research 
would  also  be  eliminated  unless  transferred  back  to  BLM.  The  BLM  does 
provide  assistance  to  meet  these  research  goals  of  development  of  a  multi- 
year  immuno-contraceptive  shot  vaccine  by  providing  test  anirlials  and 
assists  in  monitoring  of  those  animals. 

According  to  the  budget  justifications,  BLM  plans  to  conduct  a  pilot 
fertility  study  to  evaluate  new  research  in  the  fall  or  early  winter  of 
1995/1996. 

Question.      Please  provide  the  details  of  this  pilot  fertility  study. 

Answer.        The  new  study  is  planned  to  begin  in  December  1995. 
It  will  involve  three  Herd  Management  Areas  (HMA)  in  Nevada.   One 
HMA  has  been  identified  at  the  Nevada  Wild  Horse  Range  (Nellis  Air 
Force  Base)  and  approximately  600  mares  will  be  injected  with  a  one  shot 
immuno-contraceptive  vaccine.   We  are  working  with  the  researchers  on 
identifying  two  other  HMA  locations.  Hopefully  this  vaccine  will  last 
more  than  one  year.  The  study  is  planned  to  continue  for  two  to  three 
years. 

BLM  FISHERIES  MANAGEMENT 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $10,146,000  for  fisheries 
management,  which  represents  an  increase  of  $4,082,000  and  four  FTEs 
above  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  According  to  the  budget  justifications, 
the  $4  million  increase  supports  the  BLM  portion  of  the  Department's 
Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative. 

Question.      Please  provide  a  description  of  the  Department's 
Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative,  including  the  projects  and  associated 
funding  levels  for  each  participating  agency. 

Answer.        Recreational  fisheries  of  national  significance  will  be 
highlighted  in  a  joint  $8.0  million  initiative  with  BLM  ($4.0  million)  and 
FWS  ($4.0  million).    For  BLM,  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative  will  be 
used  to  improve  the  health  of  recreational  fisheries  by  strengthening 
public  participation  in  stewardship  and  restoration  projects,  increasing 
fishing  opportunities  on  BLM  lands,  and  restoring  habitat  to  benefit  wild 
stocks.  The  FWS  will  focus  its  efforts  on  recreational  fishery  resources  and 
aquatic  ecosystems  in  areas  where  there  is  a  Federal  interest,  including 
inter  jurisdictional  and  transboundary  waters.   The  Department  will 
promote  partnerships  with  States,  Tribes,  the  private  sector,  and  other 
Federal  agencies,  and  where  recreational  fish  species  are  declining. 

Proposed  BLM  projects  include: 

ALASKA 

Campbell  Creek  Partnership  among  BLM,  FWS,  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Alaska  State  Parks,  Forest  Service, 
Alaska  Flyfishers,  Anchorage  School  District,  and  the  Boy  Scouts  to 
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stabilize  streambanks,  restore  channel  and  vegetation,  and  build  a 
fishing  deck.    $35,000 

Little  Siisitna  River  Partnership  among  BLM,  FWS,  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Alaska  Department  of  Natural 
Resources,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  King  Salmon  Fund,  and 
Alaska  Sportfish  Association  to  stabilize  stream  banks  and  restore 
vegetation.  Includes  a  public  awareness  program  to  reduce  riparian 
and  wetlands  damage  by  raising  awareness  impacts  to  sensitive 
areas.  $50,000 

CALIFORNIA 

Dos  Palmas  Develop  fisheries  recreation  sites  with  cooperation 
from  the  local  community  and  other  agencies.   $190,000 

Klamath  River  Basin— Trinity  River  Grass  Valley  Creek  watershed 
restoration  to  eliminate  70  percent  of  the  sediment  that  washes  into 
the  Trinity  River.    Partnership  among  14  agencies  to  restore  salmon 
habitat.  $500,000 

Maltole  River  Basin/King  Range  National  Conservation  Area 

Partnership  among  California  Departments  of  Fish  and  Game, 
Water  Resources,  and  Forestry  and  Water  Resources  Control  Board; 
Forest  Service,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Serve,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  FWS,  BIA, 
Trout  Unlimited,  Mattole  Restoration  Council  and  other  local 
groups  for  riparian  habitat  restoration,  stream  channel  stabilization, 
and  to  improve  conditions  and  prevent  further  decline  of  salmon 
populations.  $700,000 

Pit  River  Improve  recreational  fishing  access.  $50,000 

Susan  River,  Hobo  Camp  Improve  recreational  fishing  access  and 
stabilize  riparian  area.  $75,000 

COLORADO 

Arkansas  River  Thirteen  cooperative  projects  along  the  Arkansas 
River  to  improve  fishing  access,  protect  and  improve  riparian  areas, 
and  restore  habitat  for  native  species.  $102,000 

King  Mountain  Reservoir  and  recreation  area  to  be  developed  in 
cooperation  with  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  Trout  Unlimited, 
local  interest  groups,  and  others.  First  phase  to  be  completed  with 
existing  water  rights.  $265,000 

MONTANA 

Blackfoot  (River)  Ecosystem  Agencies  and  local  land  owners 
working  to  reclaim  fish  habitat  and  to  restore  the  watershed  to  its 
original  pristine  condition.   $500,000 
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WYOMING 

Thirteen  cooperative  projects  involving  BLM,  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  local  ranchers,  and  other  interest  groups  designed  to 
restore  riparian  areas,  increase  recreational  fishing  access,  and 
improve  fish  habitat. 

Miracle  MUe  $350,000 

North  Fork  Shoshone  River  60,000 

Lower  Green  River  120,000 

Encampment  River  Campground  165,000 

Warren  Bridge  Vault  Toilets  90,000 

Boulder  Lake  40,000 

Ringdahl  Reservoir  40,000 

Encampment  River  Fish  Habitat  48,000 

Warren  Bridge  Fish  Habitat  160,000 

South  Fork  Shoshone  River  113,000 

Clark's  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  165,000 

Sulfur  Plant  Bass  Ponds  270,000 

As  discussed  above,  FWS  will  focus  its  efforts  on  recreational 
fishery  resources  and  aquatic  ecosystems  in  areas  where  there  is  an 
obvious  Federal  interest,  including  inter-jurisdictional  and  transboundary 
waters  and  National  Wildlife  Refuges  (NWR).   The  $4.0  million  increase 
for  the  initiative  will  improve  the  health  of  recreational  fisheries  by 
restoring  habitat,  supporting  wild  stock  management,  providing  fishing 
opportunities  on  FWS  lands,  and  supporting  public  stewardship  and 
participation  through  aquatic  education  and  involvement  in  restoration 
projects.   The  FWS  proposes  to  begin  restoration  of  recreational  fisheries 
in  high  priority  ecosystems  along  the  west  coast,  the  Gulf  Coast,  the  mid- 
Atlantic  and  New  England,  in  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  watersheds, 
and  in  the  Great  Lakes  region. 

An  example  of  the  planned  activities  included  in  the  FWS  proposal 
is  within  the  west  coast  ecosystems.  In  the  Columbia  River  Basin, 
emphasis  will  be  placed  on  restoring  species  such  as  the  bull  trout  in  the 
headwaters  of  the  Clark  Fork  River  in  Montana  (i.e.,  the  Flathead, 
Blackfoot,  and  Bitterroot  River  basins),  and  key  salmon  spawning 
tributaries  of  the  Lower  Columbia  and  Snake  Rivers.   Stream  barrier 
removal,  riparian  revegetalion  and  bank  stabilization,  stream  bed 
renovation,  and  wetland  restoration  will  all  be  included  in  restoration 
activities. 

In  other  parts  of  the  west  coast,  FWS  will  work  to  restore  salmon 
and  steelhead  trout  fisheries  of  the  Klamath,  Chehalis,  and  Trinity  Rivers 
by  implementing  existing  management  plans.   Along  the  north  Pacific 
Coast,  the  focus  will  be  on  stream  drainages  that  presently  or  historically 
served  as  spawning  sites  for  declining  salmon  stocks.  Project  actions  will 
focus  on  barrier  removal,  shoreline  revegetation  and  stabilization,  and 
siltation  reduction.   The  FWS  lands  in  the  west  coast  ecosystems  include 
the  Ridgefield  NWR,  Klamath  NWR,  and  Lee  Metcalf  NWR. 
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Question.      Will  any  of  the  funding  support  activities  on  non- 
Federal  lands? 

Answer.        Only  the  Campbell  Creek,  Alaska,  project  will  be 
performed  on  a  portion  of  a  salmon  stream  adjacent  to,  but  down  stream 
of,  BLM  land.  The  project  will  stabilize  the  stream  bank  so  that  spawning 
and  out-migrating  salmon  can  more  easily  reach  or  leave  BLM  land. 

Question.      What  non-Federal  entities  are  participating  in  the 
Initiative  and  how  much  funding  will  they  contribute  to  the  program? 

Answer.        The  following  non-Federal  entities  are  participating  in 
the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative: 

Alaska  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Alaska  State  Parks, 
Alaska  Flyfishers,  Anchorage  School  District,  Boy  Scouts,  Alaska 
Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  King 
Salmon  Fund,  and  Alaska  Sportfish  Association. 

California  California  Departments  of  Fish  and  Game,  Water 
Resources,  and  Forestry  and  Water  Resources  Control  Board,   Trout 
Unlimited,  Mattole  Restoration  Council,  and  other  local  groups. 

Colorado   Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  Trout  Unlimited,  local 
interest  groups,  and  others. 

Montana   Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Parks,  Montana 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  local  Soil  and 
Water  Conservation  Districts,  local  ranchers,  and  other  interest  groups. 

The  BLM  does  not  have  sufficient  detail  for  all  the  non-Federal  entities  to 
provide  an  accurate  estimate  of  the  contributed  funding,  however  it  is 
estimated  that  in-kind,  or  other  types  of  support  and  assistance  will  be  at  a 
rate  of  at  least  1:1. 

BLM  THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPEQES  PROGRAM 

The  FY  1996  BLM  budget  request  includes  $18,347,000  to  carry  out 
programs  for  threatened  and  endangered  species,  which  is  an  increase  of 
$301,000  above  the  FY  1995  enacted  level. 

Question.      What  is  the  current  inventory  of  threatened  and 
endangered  species  on  BLM  lands  by  State? 

Answer.        The  information  is  as  follows: 


489 


PLANTS 

ANIMALS 

ALASKA 

0 

3 

ARIZONA 

13 

28 

CALIFORNIA 

16 

28 

COLORADO 

12 

16 

EASTERN  STATES 

3 

14 

IDAHO 

2 

7 

MONTANA 

0 

11 

NEVADA 

2 

15 

NEW  MEXICO 

15 

40 

OREGON 

2 

21 

UTAH 

21 

69 

WYOMING 

0 

8 

NOTES 

1.  Bureau  wide  totals  cannot  be  derived  from  adding  State 
totals  because  some  species  occur  in  more  than  one 
State. 

2.  Oregon  data  includes  BLM  lands  in  Washington 

3.  Source:  1993  Public  Land  Statistics 


Question.      How  much  of  the  fimding  requested  in  FY  1996 
supports  activities  that  are  designed  to  avoid  Federal  listing  of  additional 
species? 

Answer.        Approximately  $3.7  million  (20  percent)  of  the 
requested  1996  fund  would  support  activities  that  are  designed  to  avoid 
Federal  listing  of  additional  species. 

Question.      How  does  BLM  coordinate  its  activities  with  other 
Federal  agencies? 

Answer.        Interagency  initiatives  set  up  frameworks  for  on-the- 
ground  stepped  down  agency  coop)eration  to  achieve  the  conservation 
objectives.   Interagency  partnerships  facilitate  opportunities  to  join  forces 
and  combine  resources  for  the  conservation  of  special  status  species  and 
their  habitats.  By  cooperating  together,  agencies  are  able  to  leverage 
limited  funding  and  accomplish  more  on-the-ground  conservation.   In 
addition,  by  coordinating  on-the-ground  activities  early,  many  differences 
can  be  resolved,  eliminating  the  need  to  elevate,  and  thus  potentially 
delay  various  decisions.  The  BLM  has  participated  in  a  variety  of  working 
groups  to  improve  cooperation,  effectiveness  and  efficiency.  The 
following  provides  specific  information  on  recent  MOUs. 

Federal  Native  Plant  Conservation  MOU,  May  1995  The  purpose  of 
the  Federal  Native  Plant  Conservation  MOU  is  to  establish  and  describe  a 
Federal  Native  Plant  Conservation  Committee.    The  Committee  identifies 
priority  conservation  needs  for  native  plants  and  their  habitats  and 
coordinates  implementation  of  programs  for  addressing  those  needs.  In 
many  cases  in  native  plant  conservation,  inventory  data  is  friendly. 
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meaning  that  often  additional  investigation  turns  up  more  populations  of 
a  given  rare  plant.   This  good  news  in  turn  prevents  the  wasteful  situation 
in  which  a  species  is  listed  and  then  additional  populations  are  found. 
The  Federal  Native  Plant  Conservation  Committee  has  completed  a  draft 
national  strategy  for  assisting  grassroot  and  regional  conservation  actions. 

Multi-agency  MOU  on  Conservation  of  Species  At  Risk,  January 
1995  This  agreement  between  five  Federal  Agencies  was  developed  to 
promote  and  facilitate  proactive  efforts  to  conserve  sensitive,  candidate, 
and  proposed  species,  and  keep  them  from  being  listed  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  Benefits  include  avoiding  the  expense  and  loss  of 
management  flexibility  that  the  listing  of  a  species  entails. 

Pacific  Salmon  Conservation  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  October 
1994  This  agreement,  lead  by  the  White  House  Office  of  Environmental 
Policy,  establishes  a  framework  for  facilitating  development  and 
implementation  of  a  coordinated  conservation  strategy  and  restoration 
plan  for  Pacific  salmon.  The  agreement  is  designed  to  ensure  that  Federal 
agencies  work  together  in  a  coordinated  manner  that  maximizes  the  use  of 
Federal  expertise  and  resources  and  eliminates  duplication  and 
inefficiencies. 

Multi-agency  MOU  on  Endangered  Species  Act  Implementation, 
September  1994  This  agreement  between  14  Federal  Agencies  was 
designed  to  promote  more  effective  and  coordinated  agency  efforts  to 
conserve  species  listed  or  proposed  for  listing  under  ESA,  the  ecosystems 
upon  which  these  species  depend,  and  to  the  extent  practicable,  protect 
candidate  and  sensitive  species. 

The  cooperators  agreed  to  assist  in  the  development  of  recovery 
plans  and  Conservation  Agreements,  to  develop  and /or  participate  in 
national  and  regional  interagency  working  groups  to  identify  threats  and 
overcome  barriers  to  conservation  of  listed  species,  and  implement 
programs  to  recover  and  monitor  status  of  listed  species,  prepare  and 
disseminate  information  to  the  public,  etc. 

Question.      What  is  the  funding  level  and  FTE  level  associated 
with  each  of  the  activities  funded  through  BLM's  threatened  and 
endangered  species  programs? 

Answer.        The  total  funding  and  FTE  identified  in  the  FY  1996 
budget  request  for  the  BLM  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  program 
is  $18.3  million  and  242  FTE. 
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CALIFORNIA  DESERT  PROTECTION 


In  1994,  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  was  enacted,  which 
provides  resource  protection  and  wilderness  management  for  69  new 
wilderness  areas,  encompassing  3,573,534  acres.  The  Act  also  included  new 
NPS  responsibilities.  According  to  the  budget  justifications,  "BLM,  the 
National  Park  Service,  other  Federal  agencies,  the  State  parks  and  private 
interests  are  all  combining  forces  to  set  a  new  standard  for  public  land 
management." 

Question.      What  is  the  total  amount  of  funding  requested  by  BLM 
in  support  of  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  in  FY  1996?  Does  the 
budget  request  fully  fund  implementation  of  provisions  of  the  California 
Desert  Protection  Act  that  are  BLM's  responsibility?  If  not,  what  is  the 
total  amount  of  funding  that  would  be  required  for  full  implementation? 

Answer.        There  is  approximately  $5.5  million  within  base 
funding  within  the  California  Desert  District  that  is  used  for  management 
and  rudimentary  implementation  actions.   The  FY  1996  budget  includes  a 
requested  increase  of  $5.0  million  as  portrayed  below: 

(dollars  in  thousands) 


Activity 

Functional  Task 

Requested 
Funding 
FY  1996 

1150 

Ecosystem  management  plan 
support 

600 

1200 

Wilderness  monitoring 

500 

1200 

Wilderness  mgt.  -  compl.  w/  43 
CFR  8560 

200 

1200 

Wilderness  boundary  signing  & 
barriers 

300 

1200 

Map  preparation  and  printing 

150 

1200 

Outreach 

100 

1200 

Records  management  and 
training 

200 

1400 

Wilderness  boundary  cadastral 
survey 

1,500 

1500 

Fire  management 

750 

1600 

Law  Enforcement  -  surveillance 

200 

1800 

BLM  support  &  coordination 

500 

Sub-Total  for  Additional  FY  1996 

5,000 

FY  1995  base  funding  for  impl.  of  the  Calif. 
Desert 

5,500 

Total  FY  1996  Funding 

10,500 
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The  BLM  could  accelerate  implementation,  for  example,  cadastral  survey 
work  could  be  accelerated;  however  this  is  deemed  a  lower  priority  than 
other  items  included  in  the  President's  Budget. 

Question.      What  is  the  total  amount  of  funding  requested  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  support  implementation  of  the  California 
Desert  Protection  Act  in  FY  1996?  Does  the  budget  request  fully  fund 
implementation  of  the  Department's  responsibilities  required  by  the 
California  Desert  Protection  Act?  If  not,  what  is  the  total  amount  of 
funding  that  would  be  required  for  full  implementation? 

Answer.        The  table  below  shows  BLM  and  NPS  funding  for 
FY  1995  and  the  FY  1996  budget  request  to  implement  the  California  Desert 
Protection  Act. 


(dollars  in  thousands) 


95  ENACTED 

96  REQUEST 

CHANGE 

BLM 

0 

5,000 

+5,000 

NPS 

Death  Valley  NP 

4,774 

5,150 

+376 

Joshua  Tree  NP 

2,939 

3,184 

+245 

Mojave  NPres 

312 

2,679 

+2,367 

Land  Acquisition  (surveys) 

0 

300 

+300 

General  Management  Plan 

0 

500 

+500 

Total,  NPS 

8,025 

11,813 

+3,788 

The  BLM  implementation  funding  increases  total  $5.0  million  for 
1996  in  the  Recreation  Management  activity/Wilderness  subactivity.   The 
funding  will  be  used  to  survey  4,000  miles  of  wilderness  boundary;  prepare 
wilderness  maps  for  69  new  areas;  conduct  law  enforcement  patrols  and 
surveillance;  maintain  10,000  boundary  signs;  management  and  planning 
actions;  and  interagency  coordination. 

The  NPS  operational  funding  increases  at  Mojave  will  provide  for 
visitor  services,  building  maintenance,  and  development  of  interpretative 
programs.    In  addition,  it  will  provide  additional  funding  for  management 
of  approximate  4,500  mining  claims  located  in  the  preserve.   Funding 
increases  at  Joshua  Tree  and  Death  Valley  will  expand  interpretation, 
visitor  protection  and  resource  management.    The  NPS  land  acquisition 
funding  of  $300,000  will  fund  pre-acquisition  work  such  as  mapping  and 
general  management  planning  funding  of  $500,000  will  fund  joint 
planning  of  the  park  units  in  the  area. 
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Question.      What  other  Federal  agencies  have  requested  funding 
in  FY  1996  and  what  is  the  requested  funding  level  for  each  agency? 

Answer.        The  only  two  Department  of  the  Interior  bureaus  that 
requested  funding  in  FY  1996  were  NPS  and  BLM  as  noted  above. 

Question.  How  much  non-Federal  funding  is  expected  to  support 
activities  related  to  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.        There  are  no  non-Federal  funds  expected  to  be  used  to 
support  activities  related  to  implementation  of  the  California  Desert 
Protection  Act  in  1996. 

Question.      What  is  the  "new  standard  for  public  land 
management"  that  will  be  established?  What  is  the  criteria  for  this 
standard?  Can  savings  be  realized  from  this  type  of  management? 

Answer.        The  BLM  and  NPS  entered  into  an  interagency 
agreement  (July  1994)  to  work  cooperatively,  efficiently,  and  cost 
effectively  to  implement  sound  ecosystem  management  principles  in  the 
public  lands  involved.   The  BLM  and  NPS  line  managers  are  operating 
cooperatively  to  make  the  best  use  of  each  agency's  staff,  facilities, 
equipment,  program  resources,  and  budgets.  For  example,  BLM  is 
working  jointly  with  NPS  on  several  planning  efforts  throughout  the 
California  Desert.   Thirty  four  issues  were  identified  as  needing  attention 
and  numerous  work  groups  were  assigned  specific  tasks  to  develop 
interagency  guidance  and  operating  procedures.   Examples  include: 
preparing  maps  for  visitor  orientation;  resolving  hunting  issues;  a 
protocol  for  law  enforcement;  fire  management  prescriptions;  and 
transferring  the  official  land  records.   Additionally,  this  interagency  effort, 
which  subsequently  has  included  the  Department  of  Defense  agencies,  has 
become  a  National  Performance  Review  project.   The  cost  savings  have 
not  been  determined  but  are  expected  to  be  substantial. 

BLM  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

According  to  the  budget  justifications,  the  Visitors  Services  program 
provides  a  significant  portion  of  the  funding  for  BLM  Law  Enforcement 
Ranger  patrols.  The  justifications  state  that  "the  presence  of  BLM  Rangers 
trained  in  both  resource  management  and  law  enforcement  is  important 
in  both  heavily  used  and  remote  BLM  areas  to  provide  visitor 
information,  to  increase  visitor  safety  and  to  prevent  unauthorized 
activities  that  threaten  critical  resource  values." 

Question.  What  is  the  total  funding  level  and  FTEs  provided  for 
law  enforcement  for  BLM?  What  is  the  funding  level  by  activity  for  BLM 
law  enforcement? 

Answer.        The  1995  enacted  level  for  law  enforcement  in  the 
BLM  budget  was  $10.2  million  and  91  FTEs.   Another  139  law  enforcement 
FTEs  were  paid  for  out  of  benefiting  subactivities  at  the  State,  District  and 
Resource  area  levels  totaling  an  additional  $4  to  $5  million  approximately. 
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Question.  What  cooperative  agreements  does  6LM  have  with 
local  law  enforcement  agencies?  Does  BLM  provide  funding  to  support 
local  law  enforcement  activities  on  BLM  lands? 

Answer.        The  BLM  has  53  paid  and  non-paid  cooperative  law 
enforcement  agreements  valued  at  $487^00  Bureauwide.  The  BLM  does 
provide  funding  to  reimburse  local  law  enforcement  agencies  when 
assistance  is  necessary  in  enforcing  Federal  laws  emd  regulations  relating  to 
the  public  lands  or  their  resources.  Instances  could  include  special 
recreation  patrols  because  of  high  use  camping  or  recreation  facilities. 

Question.      What  types  of  unauthorized  activities  typically  occur 
on  BLM  lands  that  threaten  critical  resource  values? 

Answer.        Violations  include  arson,  disorderly  conduct,  assault, 
mineral  theft,  timber  theft,  wild  horse  and  burro  theft  and  destruction, 
forest  product  theft,  illegal  marijuana  cultivation  and  drug 
manufacturing,  hazardous  materials  dumping,  theft  of  cultural  resources, 
illegal  occupancy  trespass,  off-road  vehicle  use,  and  unauthorized  grazing 
activities.   These  unauthorized  activities  threaten  or  potentially  threaten 
critical  resource  values. 

Question.      What  is  the  trend  in  the  number  of  incidents  that 
occur  on  BLM  lands? 

Answer.        Statistical  information  from  the  Uniform  Crime 
Reports  FY  1992  to  FY  1994  shows  that  reported  resource  crime  on  the 
public  lands  has  increased  approximately  10  percent.  Also,  during  the  two 
year  period,  recreational  use  has  grown  two  percent  per  year. 
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FY  1992 

FY  1993 

FY  1994 

Reported  Resource 
Crimes 

4,161 

4,475 

4,557 

BLM  PERMIT  MANAGEMENT 

According  to  the  budget  justifications,  BLM  issues  permits  for 
several  types  of  recreational  activities,  such  as  river  use,  outfitters  (for 
hunting,  backpacking,  etc.),  off-highway  vehicle  events  and  competitive 
events,  and  also  individual  recreation  xtse,  such  as  camping  and  long-term 
visitor  areas. 

Question.      What  fees  does  BLM  charge  for  the  permits  it  issues? 

Answer.        BLM  charges  user  fees  for  Recreation  Permits, 
outfitters  and  guides,  long  term  visitor  areas,  and  Golden  Age  and  Eagle 
passports. 
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Question.  Approximately  how  many  permits  (by  type)  does  BLM 
expect  to  issue  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.  The  following  table  shows  permits  (by  type)  that  BLM 
expects  to  issue  in  FY  1996. 


User 
Fee 

Special  Rec 
Permit 

LTVA 
Fees 

Golden 
Age 

Golden 
Eagle 

Permits 

110,000 

23,000 

100 

5,000 

50 

Question.      How  many  of  the  fees  is  BLM  allowed  to  retain? 

Answer.         In  FY  1994  and  1995,  BLM  was  appropriated  $1,425,000 
of  the  recreational  fees  collected.  The  BLM  has  requested  full 
appropriations  of  the  public  lands  collections  for  recreation  fees  in  FY  1996. 
This  is  anticipated  to  be  approximately  $4  million. 

BACK  COUNTRY  BYWAYS 


According  to  the  budget  justifications,  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service 
designate  certain  roads  as  part  of  the  Back  Country  Byways  initiative. 

Question.  What  level  of  funding  for  each  agency  is  requested  in 
FY  1996  to  support  the  Back  Country  Byways  initiative?  How  much  was 
provided  to  each  agency  in  FY  1995  for  the  initiative? 

Answer.        The  BLM  is  promoting  opportunities  for  pleasure 
driving  associated  with  scenic,  cultural,  and  natural  resources  of  the  public 
lands  through  expansion  of  the  Back  Country  Byways  (BCBW)  program,  a 
component  of  the  National  Scenic  Byways  program.  The  BLM  designates 
BCBWs  through  the  land  use  planning  process  where  BLM  seeks 
comments  and  recommendations  from  all  levels  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governments.   The  designation  of  BCBWs  is  done  in  close 
coordination  with  county  government  and  other  local  tourism  entities. 

Because  the  BCBW  program  is  funded  through  many  different 
activities  and  is  managed  at  local  levels,  BLM  has  not  tracked  funding  on  a 
national  basis.  Our  base  program  funding  needs  for  BCBWs  in  FY  1996 
will  be  approximately  the  same  as  in  FY  1995. 

Question.  What  criteria  are  used  to  determine  what  roads  will  be 
designated  under  the  program?  What  is  the  actual  process  for  designating 
roads? 

Answer.         The  BLM  procedure  for  designating  BCBWs  is: 

•  Work  closely  with  local  government,  citizen  groups,  private 
persons.  State  and  Federal  agencies,  and  other  potential  partners  in 
reviewing  potential  byways  and  preparing  byway  nominations. 

•  Facilitate  the  formulation  of  partnerships,  coalitions,  and  steering 
committees  to  guide  the  nomination,  designation,  and 


496 

implementation  processes  and  to  build  ownership  and 

commitment  from  the  partners. 

Obtain  the  necessary  memoranda  of  understanding  (MOU), 

cooperative  agreements,  letters  of  intent,  rights-of-way,  etc.  to 

ensure  support  and  cooperation  in  the  nomination,  designation, 

and  implementation  of  the  byways. 

Prepare  nominations  and  environmental  documentation  and 

forward  to  the  State  Director  through  the  District  Manager. 

Review  at  the  State  Director  level  to  determine  if  the  application 

meets  the  nomination  criteria  and  is  worthy  of  further 

consideration. 

Obtain  the  approval  and  support  of  the  State  government  entities 

that  are  coordinating  scenic  byways  within  the  State. 

Sign  designation  notice.  The  designation  notice  must  be  signed  by 

the  State  Director  and  is  the  official  document  verifying  that  the 

byway  has  been  approved. 

Submit  designation  notice  and  byway  data  sheet  to  the  Director  and 

notify  Field  Offices  and  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials 

and  the  public  that  the  byway  has  been  included  in  the  BLM 

national  byway  system. 

Record  the  designation  on  the  national  byway  register. 

Conduct  a  formal  on-site  dedication  of  the  byway  involving  all 

partners. 

The  BLM  criteria  for  designating  BCBWs  is: 

The  proposed  byway  must  have  attractions  that  are  important  on  a 
State  and  national  basis.  The  attractions  may  include,  recreational, 
historic,  wildlife,  educational,  scientific,  or  cultural  features. 
The  road(s)  must  be  existing  routes,  located  in  areas  where  BLM  is  a 
principle  land  holder. 

The  entire  route  must  have  legal  access.  Rights-of-way  must  be 
obtained  on  any  segment  of  the  road  that  is  under  private 
jurisdiction  before  the  designation  can  be  approved.  For 
nomination  purposes,  a  signed  letter  of  intent  from  the  land  owner 
will  suffice. 

All  local.  State,  and  Federal  agencies  who  have  jurisdiction  over 
road  segments  of  the  proposed  byway  must  agree  to  byway 
designation  and  agree  to  cooperate  with  the  BLM  in  joint 
development  and  management  of  byways.   For  nomination 
purposes,  a  signed  letter  from  the  agencies  is  sufficient.  Prior  to  by 
designation,  the  agreement  should  be  formalized  in  a  cooperative 
agreement  or  MOU. 

The  road  must  be  safe  for  the  type  of  vehicle  use  prescribed  for  the 
proposed  designation.   (Bear  in  mind  that  travel  on  all  four  types  of 
back  country  byways  involves  a  certain  amount  of  risk.  A 
reasonable  level  of  risk  is  part  of  the  recreation  experience.) 
The  management  of  the  roads  and  the  resources  within  the 
proposed  byway  corridor  must  be  consistent  with  BLM,  State,  local, 
and  other  affected  agencies  land  use  plans. 
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BLM  VOLUNTEERS 

Question.      Please  provide  the  total  number  of  volunteers  that  are 
expected  to  contribute  to  BLM  programs,  including  the  program,  the 
number  of  hours  volunteered,  the  value  of  the  work  contributed,  and  the 
cost  to  BLM  for  administering  the  volunteer  efforts. 

Answer.        In  1994,  approximately  22,000  volunteers  contributed 
1.27  million  hours  valued  at  $15  million.    Their  contributions  were 
equivalent  to  the  work  of  approximately  635  full  time  employees.   The 
BLM  volunteers  work  on  a  variety  of  activities  including:   work  in  the 
design,  planning  and  management  of  projects,  serve  as  ambassadors  to 
build  relationships  in  local  communities,  and  provide  education  about  the 
use  of  public  lands.   It  is  estimated  that  the  cost  to  BLM  for  administering 
volunteer  efforts  will  increase  gradually  in  future  years.  In  1994,  it  was 
estimated  that  the  cost  was  $350,000. 

Question.      What  is  the  trend  regarding  volunteers?  Is  BLM 
actively  pursuing  greater  levels  of  volunteers  for  its  programs? 

Answer.        Yes,  BLM  is  actively  pursuing  volunteers  and  thus  the 
program  shows  an  upward  trend  in  volunteer  activity  over  the  past  ten 
years.  This  upward  trend  is  anticipated  to  continue. 

OTHER  BLM  MINERAL  RESOURCES 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $6,749,000  for  BLM's  other 
minerals  resources  program,  which  is  a  decrease  of  $1,827,000  and  24  FTEs 
below  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  The  program  manages  geothermal, 
mineral  materials,  non-energy  leasable  minerals,  leasable  uranium,  and 
oil  shale  resources  on  Federal  lands. 

Question.      What  impact  will  the  reduction  have  on  revenues 
generated  from  leasing  these  resources? 

Answer,        The  Department's  FY  1996  budget  request  reflects  a 
carefully  considered  process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  priorities, 
determining  trade-offs  between  programs,  and  making  difficult  decisions 
in  proposing  allocations  to  meet  the  Administration's  priorities.    We 
believe  that  this  reduction  will  not  have  any  effect  on  the  short-term 
revenue  stream.  The  targeted  reductions  are  in  areas  of  low  demand  with 
little  potential  for  impact  on  revenues. 

Question.      Will  BLM  be  able  to  prepare  the  trona  tracts  in 
Wyoming  in  FY  1995?  If  not,  what  is  the  impact  on  FY  1996  requested 
funding? 

Answer.  The  trona  tracts  in  Wyoming  have  been  prepared  and 
are  now  ready  to  be  offered  for  lease  in  FY  1995.  They  are  being  held  until 
the  question  of  proper  royalty  rates  is  determined.  Given  the  now  minor 
amount  of  work  required  to  hold  a  sale  and  issue  the  leases,  there  will  be 
no  impact  on  the  FY  1996  requested  funding. 
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BLM  MAINTENANCE  BACKLOG 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $33,263,000  for  facilities 
maintenance,  which  represents  an  increase  of  $457,000.  According  to  the 
budget  justifications,  the  current  backlog  of  maintenance  needs  is 
approximately  $294  million.  It  has  been  estimated  that  the  maintenance 
backlog  has  grown  at  a  rate  of  between  10  and  20  percent  a  year  over  the 
past  few  years. 

Question.      Given  the  budget  constraints  which  the  Committee 
faces,  does  BLM  have  a  strategy  for  dealing  with  these  backlogs  other  than 
through  increased  funding  for  construction  and  maintenance?  For 
instance,  has  BLM  considered  closing  some  facilities  or  increasing  fees? 

Answer.        The  BLM  is  actively  reviewing  the  recreation  fee 
program  and  has  requested  through  the  appropriation  process  that  the  full 
fee  collection  be  made  available  for  operations  and  maintenance  work  at 
the  sites.  This  will  provide  the  incentive  for  BLM  managers  to  pursue 
recreational  fees  on  more  sites.  The  BLM  is  addressing  the  maintenance 
backlog  through  recreation  fee  management  and  site  prioritization  and 
has  no  plans  at  this  time  to  close  any  facilities  due  to  lack  of  maintenance 
funding.   However,  if  BLM  loses  maintenance  funding  in  FY  1996,  each 
State  will  need  to  prioritize  their  existing  recreation  sites  which  would 
result  in  closure  of  some  lower  priority  recreation  sites. 

The  BLM  is  also  working  closely  with  other  Federal,  State  and  local 
agencies,  and  non-government  organizations,  through  partnerships,  to 
increase  our  collective  opportunities  to  improve  health  of  the  land,  the 
condition  of  the  facilities  and  the  cost  effectiveness  of  our  funding.  The 
BLM  anticipates  increasing  the  number  of  recreation  fees  sites  in  1995  by 
approximately  60  percent. 

DIVERSITY  INITIATIVES 

According  to  the  BLM  budget  justifications,  BLM  supports  various 
Human  Resources/Workforce  Diversity  Initiatives,  such  as  the  Resource 
Apprenticeship  Program  for  Students,  the  Historically  Black  Colleges  and 
Universities  program,  the  Hispanic  American  Colleges  and  Universities 
program,  and  the  Native  American  Initiatives  program. 

Question.  What  is  the  funding  level  for  FY  1995  and  FY  1996  for 
the  various  Human  ResourcesAVorkforce  Diversity  Initiatives  for  BLM? 

Answer.        The  funding  level  for  BLM's  diversity  Initiatives  is  $1.3 
million  for  FY  1995.  This  was  the  first  year  that  a  separate  pool  of  money 
was  identified  for  use  in  accomplishment  of  BLM's  diversity  initiatives. 
The  BLM  funds  for  each  of  the  Special  Emphasis  Programs  are  allocated  as 
follows: 
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(dollars  in  thousands) 


National  Hispanic  Coalition  (MOU) 

100 

Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities 

600 

Student  Career  Experience  Program  (formerly 
Co-Op) 

50 

Resource  Apprenticeship  Program  for  Students 
(RAPS) 

100 

Hispanic  Association  of  Colleges  and 
Universities 

370 

Native  American  Colleges  and  Universities 

50 

We  anticipate  a  similar  funding  level  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

Question.     What  is  the  funding  level  for  each  of  the  Department  of 
Interior  agencies  funded  through  the  Interior  bill? 

Answer.        The  FY  1995  funding  level  for  the  remaining 
Department  of  Interior  agencies  is  $9.5  million  as  detailed  below.  We 
expect  similar  or  slightly  lower  funding  levels  in  FY  1996. 


(dollars  in  thousands) 

INrnATTVE 

OSM      MMS     uses     USBM     FWS       NBS 

NPS 

BIA 

TIA 

Total 

Support  of 
Minority 
Higher  Education 
Institutions* 

10        177        622          51        935 

2638 

667 

5100 

Student  Career 

Experience 

Program 

(formerly 

Co-Op) 

306                                   105        325 

1025 

415 

2176 

Minority  and 
Native 
American 
Participation  in 
Earth  Science 
and  Resource 
Programs 

526                       45          18 

589 

Other  Programs 

for 

Women, 

Minorities 

and  Persons  with 

Disabilities 

49        111        556        879 

1595 

Total 

49        427      1259      1501        201      1278 

3663 

415 

667 

9460 

*rhis  category  includes  funding  for  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities,  the  Hispanic 
Association  of  Colleges  and  Universities,  and  Native  American  Colleges  and  Universities. 

Question.      How  is  the  funding  level  for  each  of  these  programs 
determined? 

Answer.        The  responsible  administrator  or  Committee  for  each 
program  determines  the  initial  level  of  funding  based  on  an  assessment  of 
need,  the  availability  of  funds,  and  competing  priorities.  In  the  case  of 
BLM,  basically  funding  levels  were  decided  at  a  meeting  of  Special 
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Initiatives  Program  heads  from  throughout  BLM  during  which  program 
priorities  and  funding  needs  were  identified  and  presented  to  the 
headquarters  corporate  team  for  approval. 

Question.      What  specific  activities  will  be  funded  in  FY  1996  for 
each  of  the  various  Human  ResourcesAVorkforce  Diversity  Initiatives  for 
each  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  agencies  fimded  through  the 
Interior  bill? 

Answer.        Through  the  National  Hispanic  coalition  (MOU)  BLM 
will  increase  outreach  efforts  to  the  nation's  Hispanic  community.   The 
BLM  efforts  with  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities  (HBCU)  will 
promote  collaborative  partnerships  between  BLM,  HBCUs,  other 
educational  institutions,  and  other  private  concerns.   The  Student  Career 
Experience  Program  (formerly  Co-Op)  priorities  are  to  provide  an  effective 
recruiting  source  for  meeting  long  range  staffing  goals;  to  increase  the 
diversity  of  the  BLM  workforce;  and  to  support  and  enhance  BLM 
partnerships  with  HBCUs,  Hispanic  Association  of  Colleges  and 
Universities  (HACU),  and  other  institutions  of  higher  learning. 

Through  the  Resource  Apprenticeship  Program  for  Students 
(RAPS),  BLM  will  expose  students  to  a  broad  array  of  natural  resources  and 
related  career  opportunities  and  facilitate  the  selection  of  majors,  based  on 
individual  interests,  goals,  and  strengths.  There  are  currently  ninety 
students  participating  in  this  popular  program. 

The  HACU  goals  are  to  diversify  the  workforce;  promote 
collaborative  partnerships;  and  increase  the  number  of  cooperative 
education  students,  internships,  and  related  education,  training,  and 
employment  opportunities.    The  Native  American  Colleges  and 
Universities  goals  include:   diversity  in  the  workforce;  promote 
collaborative  partnerships  with  Native  American  organizations; 
coordinate  and  integrate  Special  Emphasis  Programs  with  all  legal 
responsibilities  relating  to  Tribes;  and  integrate  into  existing  Native 
American  education  networks  and  outreach  resources. 

Question.      What  is  the  average  amount  of  Federal  program 
dollars  per  student  contributed  for  the  Historically  Black  Colleges  and 
Universities  program,  the  Hispanic  American  Colleges  and  Universities 
program,  and  Tribally  Controlled  Community  Colleges? 

Answer.        The  funding  is  not  allocated  per  student,  but,  rather  it 
is  based  upon  program  priorities  and  initiatives. 

BLM  LAND  ACQUISITION 

Both  the  House  and  Senate  budget  resolutions  include  a 
moratorium  on  land  acquisition  for  BLM.  Some  proponents  of  such  a 
moratorium  argue  that  the  Federal  Government  currently  owns  enough 
land  and  should  do  more  land  exchanges  than  land  acquisition.  Some 
have  suggested  that  the  Federal  Government  should  divest  itself  of  some 
of  the  land  that  it  currently  owns. 
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Question.      What  would  be  the  impact  on  the  operations  of  BLM  if 
no  funding  is  provided  in  FY  1996  for  land  acquisition? 

Answer.        The  land  acquisition  program  is  used  to  adjust  public 
land  ownership  patterns  to  improve  public  land  manageability  and  to 
acquire  sensitive  resources  when  it  is  in  the  public  interest.  In  addition  to 
improving  land  ownership  patterns,  properties  which  are  acquired 
contain  significant  recreation,  historic,  riparian,  and  cultural  values. 
Often  acquisitions  ease  direct  conflicts  between  resource  use  and 
development  and  wildlife.  One  important  benefit  of  acquisition  is  to  help 
stabilize  plant  and  animal  populations,  thus  minimizing  the  need  to  list 
additional  species  as  threatened  or  endangered. 

Question.      What  would  be  the  cost  associated  with  BLM  turning 
over  property  to  the  States  or  other  organizations?  How  would  those  costs 
compare  with  the  cvu-rent  operating  costs  of  those  properties? 

Answer.        The  Administration  does  not  support  the  transfer  of 
public  lands  to  the  States. 

There  would  be  significant  costs  associated  with  transferring  public 
land  to  the  States  or  to  other  associations.  Land  for  transfer  would  require 
surveying,  and  any  transfer  would  be  complicated  by  rights  guaranteed  by 
the  Federal  Government  to  use  and  development  of  Federal  resources, 
including  mineral  leases,  mining  claims,  and  timber  sale  contracts. 
Holders  may  require  compensation  for  loss  of  rights  of  way,  withdrawals, 
and  mining  claims.  There  could  also  be  substantial  litigation  costs  arising 
from  these  claims. 

By  contrast,  retaining  these  lands  in  public  ownership  guarantees 
annual  revenues  for  the  taxpayer.   Activities  on  BLM-managed  lands 
bring  in  approximately  $1.2  billion  annually,  which  would  be  lost  to  the 
taxpayer  were  these  lands  transferred  to  the  States. 

Question.      Do  the  States  or  these  other  organizations  have  the 
resources  to  maintain  public  uses  that  are  currently  available  on  BLM 
properties? 

Answer.        Neither  the  States  nor  private  organizations  have  the 
resources  to  fund  the  range  of  activities  and  uses  currently  provided  by 
BLM  on  public  lands.   Public  lands  are  a  national  asset  and  their 
management  is  a  national  responsibility.   Under  State  control,  the  State 
would  assume  significant  management  costs  that  they  would  have  to 
meet  with  a  smaller  tax  base.  Faced  with  a  requirement  to  balance  their 
budgets,  many  States  might  be  forced  to  sell  off  the  public  land  thereby 
removing  it  from  public  use. 

In  accordance  with  the  Federal  Land  Management  Policy  Act 
(FLMPA),  BLM  manages  the  public  lands  for  multiple  use,  including 
mineral  extraction,  grazing,  and  recreation.   In  addition,  BLM  programs 
sustain  diverse  ecological  systems  and  conserve  significant  cultural, 
archaeological,  and  biological  values.   Under  State  or  private  control,  these 
uses  could  no  longer  be  guaranteed. 
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Public  investment  in  BLM  managed  lands  has  helped  promote 
western  economic  health.  Federal  funding  for  construction  and  access 
projects  has  provided  roads  to  remote  communities  and  helped  create 
local  employment  opportunities.   Recreational  opportunities  on  BLM 
managed  lands  provide  another  example  of  the  direct  benefits  for  local 
communities  prompted  by  Federal  investment.   Visitors  spend  money  on 
food,  lodging,  travel,  equipment,  etc.,  generating  local  employment 
opportunities  and  other  economic  benefits.  Outfitters  and  guides  alone 
provide  an  estimated  $560  --  $600  million  in  revenues  annually  to  the 
western  States. 

Question.  What  is  the  current  inventory  of  land  that  BLM  desires 
to  acquire? 

Answer.        In  FY  1996,  BLM  is  seeking  to  acquire  land  in  thirteen 
projects  as  delineated  in  the  President's  budget.  The  BLM  has  provided  to 
the  subcommittee  a  notebook  detailing  each  of  these  projects.  The 
thirteen  projects  include  the  Santa  Rosa  Mountains,  CA;  Criterion  Ranch, 
OR;  San  Pedro  National  Conservation  Area,  AZ;  South  Fork  Snake  River, 
ID;  Blackfoot  River,  MT;  Upper  Huerfano  River,  CO;  Organ  Mountains, 
NM;  Idaho  Lands,  ID;  Otay  Mountain/Kuchamaa,  CA;  St.  George  Desert 
Tortoise  Habitat,  UT;  Book  Cliffs,  UT;  Upper  Missouri  River,  MT;  and  AZ 
Wilderness,  AZ. 

If  funding  is  provided  for  land  acquisition,  it  is  likely  to  be  at  a  level 
significantly  lower  than  recent  years,  with  reductions  of  10  to  20  percent  or 
greater  likely  to  occur. 

Question.      What  approach  would  you  recommend  to  the 
Committee  to  accommodate  such  reductions? 

Answer.        With  reductions  in  land  acquisition  funding  it  would 
be  critical  to  have  increased  flexibility  in  reprogramming  for  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  (LWCF).   If  the  current  10  percent  limit  on 
reprogramming  was  waived  while  maintaining  the  $500,000  cap  this 
would  allow  us  to  maximize  the  use  of  our  resources.  Additionally, 
adequate  funding  of  at  least  the  President's  requested  level  of  $1  million 
for  Emergency,  Inholding  and  substantial  funding  for  Acquisition 
Management  and  Exchanges  would  allow  us  to  emphasize  priority 
projects. 

The  Conference  Report  for  the  rescission  bill  includes  rescissions  of 
funding  provided  previously  for  land  acquisition  projects  for  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

Question.      To  what  extent  has  passage  of  the  rescission  bill  by  the 
House  and  Senate  affected  the  availability  of  property  proposed  for 
acquisition?  Has  there  been  any  greater  willingness  on  the  part  of  property 
owners  to  reach  an  agreement  with  BLM? 

Answer.        The  status  of  the  three  land  acquisition  projects 
included  in  the  rescission  bill  (the  Pariette  Wetlands,  Warner  Lake,  and 
Oregon  City  End  of  Trails)  has  not  changed  as  a  result  of  the  rescission  bill. 
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Question.      Do  you  anticipate  any  impact  on  the  time  it  takes  to 
obligate  funds  in  FY  1996  as  a  result  of  the  FY  1995  rescission  bill? 

Answer.        No,  we  do  not  anticipate  any  change  in  processing 
time. 

Question.      What  is  the  overall  level  of  imobligated  balances  that 
are  estimated  to  remain  available  as  of  September  30, 1995? 

Answer.        As  of  May  31, 1995,  we  had  obligated  $5,138,000  in  land 
acquisition  and  $843,000  in  acquisition  management.    The  remaining 
amounts  are  $22,200,000  in  land  acquisition  and  $2,898,000  in  acquisition 
management  as  of  that  date.  Since  this  is  "no  year  funding,"  we  can  carry 
these  funds  into  the  next  fiscal  year.  We  are  unable  to  project  at  this  time 
what  funding  there  will  be  by  September  30, 1995. 

Question.      Please  update  the  table  found  on  page  9-25  of  the 
budget  justifications  to  reflect  tl\e  impacts  of  the  rescission  bill. 

Answer.        The  table  on  page  9-25  of  the  FY  1996  budget 
justification  remains  unchanged. 

OREGON  AND  CALIFORNIA  GRANT  LANDS 

The  FY  1996  budget  request  includes  $112,752,000  for  Oregon  and 
California  Grant  Lands  (O&C),  which  represents  an  increase  of  $15,388,000 
above  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  Within  the  overall  request,  $23,000,000  is 
requested  for  Jobs  in  the  Woods,  which  represents  an  increase  of 
approximately  $11  million  above  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  According  to 
the  budget  justifications,  the  goals  of  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  is  to 
provide  employment  opportunities  for  displaced  forest  workers  and  to 
restore  impaired  ecosystems. 

Question.      How  many  timber  workers  have  been  provided  with 
employment  opportunities  to  date  through  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods 
program?  Please  provide  a  description  of  the  actual  employment 
opportunities  which  have  been  provided,  including  the  duration  of  the 
employment,  the  nature  of  the  employment  opportunity,  the  hourly  wage 
for  the  employment,  and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  employment 
opportunities. 

Answer.  Measuring  actual  jobs  associated  with  this  program  is 

difficult  as  the  program  actually  offers  employment  on  specific  projects  for 
one  or  two  days  to  six  months  in  duration.   Approximately  2,200  people 
have  been  provided  employment  opportunities  on  ecosystem  restoration 
projects.   The  Administration  is  committed  to  providing  family  wage  jobs. 
We  estimate  these  family  wage  opportunities  range  from  $12  to  $26  per 
hour. 

The  projects  will  help  reduce  sedimentation  into  the  rivers  and 
streams,  enhance  anadromous  fish  habitat  and  associated  industries, 
improve  recreational  and  tourism  opportunities  and  related  industries, 
provide  safer  transportation  systems,  and  possibly  eliminate  the  future 
need  to  list  species  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  work  provides 
stimulus  to  both  local  economies  and  employment,  and  will  also  help 
train  and  equip  the  local  work  forces  for  an  economy  in  transition. 
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For  BLM,  we  estimate  that  in  FY  1994  we  created  about  200  Full  Year 
Job  (FYJ)  equivalents.  In  FY  1994  BLM  issued  102  contracts  with  the  $5 
million  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program.  In  I^  1995,  the  number  is  expected  to 
be  about  300  FYJ. 

Question.      How  effective  is  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program?  How 
do  you  respond  to  allegations  that  employment  figures  for  the  program 
are  inflated? 

Answer.        The  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  has  been  very  effective 
in  accomplishing  watershed  restoration  projects  in  the  impacted  region 
and  at  the  same  time  providing  jobs  for  workers  in  the  impacted 
communities.   This  initiative  is  comprehensive:   it  puts  people  to  work, 
provides  worker  training,  assists  communities  in  developing  the  capacity 
to  determine  their  own  futures,  and  assists  new  and  existing  businesses  to 
maintain  and  increase  their  competitiveness.   In  addition  to  providing 
jobs,  this  initiative  is  providing  an  economic  framework  wherein  local 
communities  can  posture  themselves  for  development.    For  example,  the 
Jobs  in  the  Woods  initiative  has  established  new  mechanisms  for 
establishing  partnerships  with  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments. 

Such  collaborative  efforts  are  at  the  heart  of  helping  local 
communities  develop  themselves  and  become  independent.    The 
initiative  provided  for  the  creation  of  a  State  Community  Economic 
Revitalization  Team  (CERT)  in  Oregon,  Washington,  and  northern 
California.    Some  communities,  individuals,  and  small  enterprises  lack 
the  capacity,  or  capability  to  apply  for  funding  because  they  do  not  have  a 
project  or  enterprise  to  offer.   Many  communities  in  rural  northern 
California,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  have  never  had  an  economic 
development  department  at  the  local  level,  or  even  an  individual 
assigned  to  identify  ways  to  help  growth  in  the  local  economy.  Thus  the 
CERT  teams,  charged  with  identifying  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program 
impediments,  provide  a  focal  point.  These  types  of  partnerships  and 
collaborative  efforts  with  local  communities  established  in  Oregon, 
California,  and  Washington,  will  help  insure  that  economic  revitalization 
and  renewal  will  continue. 

Question.      What  employment  opportunities  are  expected  to  be 
provided  through  the  FY  1996  budget  request?  How  many  additional  jobs 
are  expected  to  be  provided  above  the  FY  1995  level? 

Answer.        For  FY  1996,  BLM  expects  to  create  about  500  FYJs,  an 
estimated  increase  of  200  FYJs  from  FY  1995.  This  does  not  include 
indirect  jobs  created  in  acquisition  of  supplies,  equipment,  and  other 
support  services.  The  BLM  expects  to  contract  82  percent  of  Jobs  in  the 
Woods  dollars  to  the  private  sector. 

Question.      What  level  of  ecosystem  restoration  has  occurred  to 
date  as  a  result  of  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program?  What  activities  will  be 
funded  in  FY  1996? 

Answer.        Examples  of  BLM  managed  restoration  activities  to  be 
funded  in  FY  1996  include: 
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Activities  that  address  road  erosion  and  sedimentation  to  enhance 
water  quality,  fish  habitat,  and  fish  passage  to  spawning  grounds  such  as: 

•  Road  decommissioning  to  reduce  sedimentation  runoff  from  roads 
by  closing  and  stabilizing  roads  to  eliminate  potential  for  storm 
damage  and  the  need  for  maintenance. 

•  Road  treatments  to  reduce  landslide  potential,  improve  drainage, 
prevent  washouts  at  road  stream  crossings  and  improve  fish 
passage  (82  miles  and  replacement  or  installation  of  61  culverts). 

•  Restoration  of  hydrologic  functions  impaired  by  roads, 
interruptions  of  surface  flow,  alteration  of  streamflow  regimes, 
interception  of  rainfall,  and  concentration  of  flow  and  sediment 
(road  bank  stabilization  through  slide  removal,  mulching,  and 
brushing  -  2,725  miles). 

Activities  that  address  riparian  silviculture  to  enhance  riparian 
diversity,  community  structure,  and  channel  stability  (12,000  acres  or  200 
miles)  such  as: 

•  Planting  on  streamside  landslides  and  flood  terraces. 

•  Reforesting  shrub  and  hardwood  stands  with  conifers  to  enhance 
diversity. 

•  Exclusion  of  livestock  to  promote  rapid  natural  revegetation  of 
areas  impacted  by  historical  overgrazing. 

Activities  that  address  stream  channel  restoration  to  desired  aquatic 
habitat  conditions  (250  miles  of  stream  improvement)  such  as: 

•  Fish  and  aquatic  resource  habitat  improvements  such  as  fish 
passage;  improving  habitat  complexity;  creating  spawning  habitat; 
restoring  and  holding  habitat;  and  creating  off  channel  ponds  and 
side  channels. 

•  Instream  hydrologic  function  improvements  such  as  the 
introduction  of  large  woody  debris  and  boulders  for  energy 
dissipation;  creation  of  catchments  for  sediment  storage;  and 
floodplain  and  channel  restructuring  to  improve  bank  stability. 

Activities  that  address  upland  improvements  to  improve 
hydrologic  functions  of  impaired  watersheds  (e.g.,  peak  flows,  low  flows, 
runoff  timing)  which  effect  channel  characteristics  (12,000  acres)  such  as: 

•  Reforestation  of  impaired  watersheds  to  improve  hydrologic 
functions. 

•  Releasing  young  conifers  from  overtopping  hardwoods  to  improve 
structure  of  key  habitat. 

•  Creation  of  snags  or  tree  nest  cavities  for  old  growth  dependent 
species. 

Activities  that  address  socioeconomic  needs  including  providing 
opportunity  for  recreation,  and  promotion  of  values  that  will  enhance 
tourism  industries  and  the  creation  of  long  term  jobs  such  as: 

•  Construction  projects  which  provide  new  facilities,  expansion  or 
improvements  to  support  ecosystem  restoration,  transportation 
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safety,  recreation  use,  and  wildlife  viewing  opportunities,  and 
interpretive  projects  which  will  enhance  recreational  uses  and 
related  industries.  (Examples  of  projects  include:  Cascade  Stream 
Watch  Environmental  Education  project,  focusing  on  anadromous 
fisheries  and  watersheds;  Umpqua  River  project,  development 
includes  20  campsites,  parking  area,  trails,  and  a  small  pavilion;  and 
Hyatt  Lake  Winter  Play  Area,  the  project  will  realign  the  tubbing 
hill  and  expand  the  parking  area  to  eliminate  overcrowding  and 
safety  problems.)  A  total  of  nine  projects  are  planned. 

The  BLM  has  requested  $53.2  million  for  the  President's  Forest  Plan 
in  FY  1996,  which  is  an  increase  of  $20  million  above  the  FY  1995  level. 
This  represents  approximately  89  percent  of  the  funding  required  to  fully 
implement  the  Forest  Plan  for  BLM. 

Question.      Given  the  FY  1996  requested  level  represents  less  than 
full  funding,  which  Forest  Plan  activities  are  not  being  funded? 

Answer.        The  BLM  budget  request  reflects  a  carefully  considered 
process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  priorities,  determining  trade-offs 
between  programs,  and  making  difficult  decisions  in  proposing  allocations 
to  meet  the  Administration's  priorities,  including  the  Forest  Plan.   The 
BLM  has  requested  $53.2  million  for  FY  1996,  an  increase  of  $20.4  million 
from  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  We  are  confident  that  this  funding  is 
sufficient  to  meet  our  highest  priority  needs.   Any  funding  above  that 
level  would  be  used  to  accelerate  implementation  of  the  plan. 


BLM  Forest  Plan 

(dollars 


Funding  History  Table 

in  thousands) 


95  Presidents 
Budget 

95  Enacted 
Level 

96  Presidents 
Budget 

Planning  &  monitoring 

7,000 

6,750 

7,000 

Watershed  analysis 

10,760 

8,900 

10,760 

1  Interagency  coordination 

1,000 

500 

1,000 

Adaptive  management  areas 

2,000 

1,960 

2,000 

Standards  &  Guidelines 

CIS 

2,900 

2,200 

2,900 

Workforce  transition 

500 

500 

500 

Ecological  Timber  program 

6.000 

Option  9  Subtotal 

24,160 

20,810 

30,160 

Jobs  in  the  Woods 

17.000 

11.977 

23.000 

Forest  Plan  Total 

41,160 

32,787 

53,160 
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Given  current  funding  restraints,  the  Department  worked  with  the 
Office  of  Forestry  and  Economic  Development  to  identify  a  realistic 
increment  of  additional  optimal  funding  to  accelerate  implementation. 
We  have  identified  $6.6  million  for  an  optimal  funding  level  for  BLM 
with  the  following  priorities: 

1.  $3.3  million  for  BLM  Ecological  Timber  Program:   Funding  is 
needed  to  get  ahead  in  timber  sale  preparation  to  fill  the  timber 
pipeline. 

2.  $1.1  million  for  BLM  GIS  Database:  Funding  based  on  need  to  fill 
data  gaps  identified  in  the  watershed  analysis  process  and  to  build 
on  interagency  database. 

3.  $1.2  million  BLM  Adaptive  Management  Areas:   Funding  would  be 
used  to  fund  creative  projects,  work  with  partners,  and  continue 
planning,  monitoring,  evaluation  and  adjustment. 

4.  $1.0  million  for  BLM  Density  Management  (pre-commercial 
thinning):    Funds  would  provide  for  density  management  in  both 
the  matrix  and  late  successional  reserves  where  the  biological 
window  for  effective  treatment  is  dosing. 

Question.      Is  the  level  of  funding  provided  limiting  the  harvest 
level  on  BLM  lands? 

Answer.        No.   The  level  of  funding  provided  does  not  limit  the 
harvest  level  on  BLM  lands,  assuming  sufficient  resources,  and  that  the 
fire  season  does  not  pull  personnel  away  from  timber  sale  planning.  The 
BLM  Director  has  signed  performance  agreements  with  the  State  Directors 
of  Oregon  and  California  to  offer  180  MMBF  and  2.5  MMBF  respectively  by 
the  end  of  calendar  year  1995. 

Question.      Has  the  recent  buy-out  program,  which  targeted 
professional  foresters,  had  any  adverse  impact  on  BLM's  ability  to  offer 
timber  for  sale? 

Answer.        We  are  actively  pursuing  some  short  term  solutions 
and  retraining  some  of  our  existing  employees  to  meet  our  priorities.  This 
will  not  have  any  adverse  impact  on  BLM  ability  to  offer  timber  for  sale, 
assuming  that  the  bureau  is  given  sufficient  resources  to  get  the  job  done, 
and  the  fire  season  does  not  pull  people  away  from  timber  sale  planrung. 

Question.      Does  the  O&C  program  include  the  necessary  skill  mix 
to  effectively  manage  the  program?  If  not,  what  is  being  done  to  ensure 
that  the  necessary  skill  mix  occurs? 

Answer.        The  O&C  program  recognized  the  need  to  make  skill 
mix  corrections  in  order  to  effectively  address  the  new  management 
direction  outlined  in  the  Forest  Plan.    A  reorganization  plan  was 
developed  and  approved  in  FY  1995  and  we  are  moving  forward  with 
implementation.   During  the  recent  buy-out  program,  we  targeted  some  of 
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our  excess  skills  areas  with  the  intent  of  replacing  some  of  those  positions 
with  shortage  skills.   We  are  pursuing  opportunities  to  retrain  existing 
workforce  into  our  scarce  skills  categories. 

BLM  REORGANIZATION 


The  BLM  has  been  undergoing  a  reorganization  to  reduce  overhead 
positions  and  to  increase  capabilities  at  the  field  level. 

Question.      Please  provide  information  on  the  positions,  grade  and 
staffing  levels  for  headquarters  and  State  office  organizations  as  compared 
with  field  offices  to  demonstrate  progress  made  to  date. 

Answer.        Operational  functions  are  performed  to  some  degree  at 
every  level  of  the  Bureau  organization.   State  offices  include  many  people 
who  perform  operational  and  on-the-ground  functions,  such  as  land 
survey,  cartography,  appraisals,  law  enforcement,  etc.,  and  customer 
service  functions,  such  as  lands  records  maintenance  and  assistance  to  the 
public,  lands,  and  minerals  case  adjudication,  etc. 

For  the  past  several  years,  we  have  been  stressing  the  need  to 
increase  on-the-ground  capability  and  reduce  administrative/overhead 
positions.  In  October  1991,  an  effort  to  downsize  the  Headquarters  (HQ) 
office  was  initiated,  and  we  have  reduced  HQ  staffing  by  approximately  29 
percent  (from  about  520  employees  in  October  1991,  to  about  367  employees 
in  April  1995). 

After  the  HQ  downsizing,  an  examination  of  State,  district,  and 
resource  area  offices  was  begun.  While  there  are  regularly  small  changes 
in  staffing  levels  in  individual  offices,  the  significant  change  is  the 
reduction  in  and  movement  of  employees  from  BLM's  State  and  district 
offices  to  the  on-the-ground  resource  area  offices.  The  following  table 
summarizes  our  progress  to  date  and  illustrates  our  efforts  to  reduce 
overhead  while  increasing  our  resources  devoted  to  on-the-ground 
management. 


Year 

Stale  Offices 

District 
Offices 

Resource 
Areas 

Other  BLM- 
wide  Offices 

October  1992 

3,529 

3,313 

3,130 

992 

April  1995 

3,152 

2,591 

3,513 

882 

Change 

(377) 

(722) 

383 

(110) 

Question.      How  will  potential  funding  reductions  affect 
reorganization  efforts? 

Answer.        The  Department  does  not  support  reduced  funding  for 
BLM  operational  programs.   Reductions  in  funding  could  restrict  the 
Bureau's  ability  to  reposition  both  people  and  logistical  items  to  obtain  the 
efficiencies  sought  from  any  reorganization  plans. 
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Question.      Do  you  anticipate  moving  towards  a  two-tier 
organizational  structure? 

Answer.        No.   In  the  context  of  considering  ways  to  improve  the 
quality  of  natural  resources  management  and  customer  service  provided 
by  BLM  throughout  the  Nation,  each  BLM  State  office  developed  a  Field 
Organization  Strategy  (FOS).  These  FOS  include  the  concepts  of 
interdisciplinary  teams  as  a  better  way  to  manage  resources  and  both  the 
National  Performance  Review  and  Departmental  streamlining  goals, 
including  streamlining  and  downsizing  administrative  and  "overhead" 
functions  and  organizational  layers.   In  addition,  the  FOS  calls  for  the 
sharing  of  resources  through  cross-servicing  arrangements,  achieving  a 
supervisor  to  employee  ratio  of  1:15,  and  preserving  the  greatest 
proportion  of  resources  and  efforts  to  meet  and  provide  front  line  delivery 
of  services  on-the-ground. 

The  FOS  provided  the  framework  within  which  each  of  BLM's  12 
State  organizations  considered  new  organizational  approaches  that  fit 
their  local  management  challenges.   Most  State  analyses  have  been 
completed  and  the  data  are  being  considered  in' the  development  of  a 
model  field  structure  to  be  consistently  set  up  throughout  BLM.   Initial 
recommendations  for  the  model  field  structure  are  to  maintain  a  three- 
tiered  field  structure  that  includes  resource  area  offices  as  the  primary  on- 
the-ground  presence,  a  reduced  number  of  small  refocused  district  offices, 
and  the  12  State  offices.   Layering  within  offices  is  eliminated  or 
significantly  reduced,  and  redundancy  of  functions  performed  at  multiple 
layers  has  also  been  eliminated.  A  decision  on  adopting  a  model  field 
structure  will  be  made  sometime  this  summer. 

Question.       Do  you  anticipate  having  any  of  the  State  office 
functions  performed  on  a  regional  basis? 

Answer.        No.  If  any  regionalization  would  occur,  it  would  be  on 
a  very  select  basis  because  of  special  circumstances  and  significant 
economies  to  be  achieved,  and  would  not  be  a  replacement  of  the  general 
functions  of  State  offices.   We  are  looking  at  and  testing  the  sharing  of 
certain  common  functions,  such  as  personnel  management  support, 
among  several  agencies  co-located  in  the  same  vicinity.   We  believe  that 
additional  sharing  of  support  services  among  agencies  offers  excellent 
potential  for  economies  and  improved  efficiency. 

AUTOMATED  LANDS  AND  MINERALS  RECORDS  SYSTEM  (ALMRS) 

The  BLM  budget  justifications  includes  nearly  $70  million  for 
ALMRS.  The  BLM  has  been  developing  this  system  over  the  past  several 
years  and  currently  plans  to  complete  the  development  and 
implementation  of  major  components  by  the  end  of  FY  1996.  Phase  I  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  FY  1995. 
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Question.      Please  provide  an  update  on  the  stattis  of  Phase  I, 
including  the  number  of  work-stations  and  support  components  currently 
installed,  the  number  to  be  installed  by  the  end  of  FY  1995,  and  the 
number,  if  any,  to  be  installed  in  FY  1996. 

Answer.        As  of  June,  1995,  a  total  of  4^99  workstations  have 
been  installed.    Communications  equipment  and  networking,  servers, 
printers,  and  other  peripheral  devices  are  being  installed  in  conjunction 
with  workstation  deployment.  The  chart  below  details  the  requested 
information. 


Site 

250 

140 

220 

Power  PC 

Total 

FY  1994  States 

Washington  Office 

75 

146 

40 

261 

New  Mexico 

172 

335 

56 

563 

Eastern  States 

58 

114 

172 

Nevada 

140 

276 

416 

Service  Center 

66 

103 

46 

215 

California 

194 

363 

557 

Montana 

137 

254 

391 

Subtotal 

842 

1,591 

142 

0 

2,575 

FY  1995  States 

Colorado  (installed) 

136 

255 

391 

Arizona  (installed) 

\n 

215 

327 

NIC  (installed) 

19 

38 

57 

Oregon 

350 

685 

14 

1049 

Idaho 

45 

90 

233 

368 

NIFC 

1 

2 

3 

Utah 

60 

120 

173 

353 

Subtotal 

723 

1,405 

14 

406 

2,548 

FY  1996  States 

Alaska 

108 

216 

175 

499 

Wyoming 

126 

252 

74 

452 

Subtotal 

234 

468 

0 

249 

951 

Total 

1,799 

3,464 

156 

655 

6,074 
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Question.      Has  the  UNIX  operating  system  met  BLM's 
expectations  in  providing  a  suitable  platform  for  linked  communications? 

Answer.        The  BLM  is  on  schedule  for  completing  its  initial 
deployment  of  hardware  and  software  necessary  for  a  bureauwide 
platform  for  linked  communications.   Presently,  we  are  scheduled  to 
complete  our  last  two  States,  Alaska  and  Wyoming,  in  early  FY  1996. 
Results  to  date  from  our  pilot  sites  and  eight  deployed  States  indicate  that 
UNIX  is  a  very  suitable  platform  for  linked  communications  within  BLM, 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  with  external  organizations. 

Question.      Does  new  computer  hardware/software  technology 
offer  any  opportunities  for  savings  or  redesign  of  the  ALMRS  program? 

Answer.        Yes.  In  June  1995,  IBM  introduced  its  new  PowerPC 
that  is  more  powerful  and  less  expensive  than  the  IBM  workstations.   The 
BLM  has  decided  to  utilize  this  technology  in  conjunction  with  the  other 
available  IBM/UNIX  workstations  for  its  remaining  un-deployed  States. 
Those  savings  are  being  utilized  to  complete  the  ALMRS  Initial  Operating 
Capability  (IOC)  software  development.  This  will  ensure  that  a  quality  IOC 
product  is  available  on  schedule. 

Question.      When  fully  implemented,  will  BLM  move  completely 
away  from  a  MS-DOS  based  computer  system  or  will  some  programs 
continue  to  use  this  operating  system? 

Answer.        In  tht  short  term,  BLM  will  have  integrated  and 
interoperable  systems  that  take  advantage  of  both  UNIX  and  MS-DOS  base 
platforms.   In  the  longer  term,  BLM  will  use  UNIX  as  a  primary  platform. 
The  Power  PC  will  also  run  Windows  (MS-DOS)  and  Macintosh  programs, 
as  necessary. 

Question.      Given  that  funding  requirements  for  ALMRS  will 
decline  in  FY  1997,  would  it  be  feasible  to  defer  some  of  the  work/funding 
planned  in  FY  1996  to  1997  in  order  to  meet  overall  funding  reductions  in 
FY  1996? 

Answer.        We  are  looking  at  that  possibility. 

Question.      What  impact  would  this  have  on  the  overall  project? 

Answer.        The  impact  of  deferred  work/funding  would  primarily 
result  in  the  delay  of  hardware  upgrades  necessary  to  support  the  ALMRS 
IOC  software  throughout  BLM. 

TERRITORIAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS 

The  Department  has  requested  $6,964,000  for  the  continuation  of 
Federal  services  to  the  Freely  Associated  States. 

Question.      Why  are  these  costs  assimied  by  the  Interior 
Department  as  opposed  to  the  agencies  providing  the  services? 

Answer.        Section  105(b)(2)  of  the  Compact  of  Free  Association 
Act  (P.L.  99-239)  directed  that  the  funding  for  all  Federal  services  be 
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appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The  reason  was  so  that  the 
total  resources  pledged  by  the  United  States  under  the  Compact  of  Free 
Association  could  be  easily  identified  and  centrally  managed. 

Question.      With  the  termination  of  the  Office  of  Territorial  and 
International  Affairs  seemingly  imminent,  will  the  Department  make  an 
effort  to  have  the  various  agencies  budget  for  these  costs?  If  not,  why  not? 

Answer.        Although  the  Office  of  Territorial  and  International 
Affairs  will  be  reorganized,  the  administration  of  Compact  of  Free 
Association  funding  will  continue  to  be  a  legal  responsibility  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.   The  Department  has  on  several  occasions 
requested  other  agencies  to  budget  for  these  services,  but  the  responses 
were  negative. 

Question.      Has  the  Department  previously  attempted  to  make 
other  agencies  budget  for  these  costs?  If  so,  who  opposed  the  Department's 
proposal?  Were  the  Freely  Associated  States  supportive? 

Answer.        Again,  the  Department  has  previously  requested  that 
other  agencies  budget  for  these  costs.  Agencies  did  not  support  the  change 
as  their  own  budgets  for  these  services  were  reduced  accordingly  upon  the 
implementation  of  the  Compact.  The  Freely  Associated  States  support  the 
Department  of  the  Interior's  general  oversight  role  as  guarantor  that 
Compact  services  are  provided. 

Question.  What  would  be  the  impact  if  no  funding  was  provided 
for  Federal  Services  Assistance  in  the  Interior  Appropriations  bill? 

Answer.        As  stated  earlier,  the  Compact  of  Free  Association  Act 
directed  that  the  funding  for  all  Federal  services  be  appropriated  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  If  no  fimding  is  provided  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  these  "guaranteed  services"  would  oiUy  be  provided  to  the 
Freely  Associated  States  to  the  extent  that  the  other  agencies  did  so  on  a 
non-reimbursable  basis.  Prestunably,  the  extent  to  which  they  would  do  so 
would  be  a  function  of  any  budget  enhancement  they  received  for  this 
purpose  and /or  their  ability  to  absorb  within  their  existing  budget  the 
increased  costs  associated  with  providing  services  to  the  Freely  Associated 
States. 

REORGANIZATIONS  AND  DOWNSIZING 

Budget  constraints  are  leading  Interior  Department  biureaus  to 
reorganize,  downsize,  combine,  and  eliminate  programs,  activities,  and 
organization  structures  to  increase  efficiencies  within  their  individual 
frameworks  of  laws  and  jurisdictions.  However,  there  may  be  even 
greater  opportunities  to  be  gained  through  a  collaborative  Federal 
approach  to  land  management 

Question.  Do  you  believe  that  the  current  fiscal  climate  demands 
that  these  agencies  look  beyond  existing  jurisdictional  boimdaries  in  their 
search  to  reduce  costs,  increase  efficiency,  and  improve  service  to  the 

public? 
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Answer.  The  Department  has  already  looked  beyond 

jurisdictional  boundaries  to  reduce  costs,  increase  efficiencies,  and 
improve  service  to  the  public. 

Gridlock  over  the  management  of  public  forest  lands  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  created  an  uncertain  future  for  the  people  of  the  region.  It  was 
a  problem  the  Administration  inherited,  and  one  that  we  made  a  priority 
to  solve  with  the  President's  Forest  Plan.   In  the  true  spirit  of  reinventing 
government,  the  Forest  Plan  is  a  model  of  inter-agency  cooperation  and 
coordination  with  seven  different  Federal  agencies  working  together, 
sharing  information,  and  making  joint  decisions.   We  are  also  working 
closely  in  partnership  with  State  and  local  government,  Indian  Tribes, 
businesses,  conservation  groups,  and  individuals. 

The  Administration  has  also  established  the  South  Florida 
Ecosystem  Task  Force  to  lead  and  coordinate  the  efforts  of  Federal  agencies 
to  work  closely  with  the  State,  local  governments,  industry,  conservation 
groups,  and  Tribal  governments  to  restore  the  essential  hydrologic 
functions  of  the  historical  wetlands  in  and  around  the  Everglades  in 
southern  Florida.  The  Federal  Government  is  also  setting  a  new  standard 
for  public  land  management  in  the  California  Desert.   The  BLM  and  NPS 
are  working  together  on  all  aspects  of  implementation  of  the  California 
Desert  Protection  Act. 

We  would  be  pleased  to  continue  to  work  with  the  Congress  on  the 
Administration's  ongoing  streamlining  efforts  and  Reinventing 
Government  initiative  to  achieve  even  better  results. 

Question.      What  are  the  Interior  and  Agriculture  Departments 
doing  to  develop  a  coordinated  Federal  approach  to  land  management  that 
links  reforms  being  considered  by  the  four  land  management  agencies? 

Answer.        The  Department  supports  the  continued  existence  of 
the  four  Federal  land  management  agencies:   the  public  land  managed  by 
BLM,  the  National  Refuge  System  administered  by  FWS,  the  National 
Park  System,  and  the  National  Forest  System.  The  Department  also 
supports  maintaining  the  existing  Federal  land  management  acreage.   The 
Department  does  not  support  "reforms"  that  would  consolidate  Federal 
land  management  into  one  mega-management  agency.   As  discussed 
above,  we  have  developed  a  coordinated  Federal  approach  in  three  key 
regions  of  the  country:   the  Pacific  Northwest,  South  Florida,  and  the 
California  Desert. 

Question.      Do  you  believe  that  the  land  management  agencies' 
dissimilar  missions  and  varied  user  groups,  as  well  as  procedural 
requirements  for  long-range  planning,  pose  significant  barriers  to  the 
efficiencies  that  could  be  gained  through  improved  interagency 
coordination?  If  so,  where  would  you  suggest  that  Congress  begin  to 
address  these  problems? 

Answer.        The  Department  has  made  enormous  progress  in  the 
past  two  years  to  overcome  such  barriers,  as  discussed  above.  The 


514 

President's  Forest  Plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest,  the  South  Florida 
Ecosystem  Task  Force,  and  the  California  Desert  implementation  are  just 
three  examples  of  management  efficiency  gained  through  improved 
interagency  coordination.   We  continue  to  stress  coordinated  efforts  in 
other  regions  of  the  country  as  well. 

Question.      Are  there  additional  opportunities  where  agency 
cooperation  could  result  in  efficiency  gains,  such  as  co-location  of  offices  or 
sharing  of  resources? 

Answer.  Yes.   The  Department  proposed  several  cost-saving 

opportunities  as  part  of  the  Administration's  REGO  Phase  II  initiative. 
Total  savings  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  from  discretionary  savings  and  receipts 
totaled  $3.8  billion  for  the  four  year  period  FY  1997  through  FY  2000  (a  total 
of  $3.1  billion  in  receipts  and  a  total  of  approximately  $700  million  in 
discretionary  savings). 

While  most  of  the  discretionary  savings  come  from  program 
eliminations  and  within-bureau  efficiencies,  there  are  two  proposals  to 
gain  efficiencies  through  agency  cooperation,  co-location,  and  sharing  of 
offices  and  resources.  First,  the  BLM  will  consolidate  road  maintenance 
with  other  Federal  land  management  agencies  for  tottil  four  year  savings 
of  $10.4  million.  Second,  the  BLM,  FWS,  and  NPS  will  consolidate  design 
and  construction  centers  for  total  four  year  savings  of 
$17.0  million. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE  LEGISLATIVE  INITIATIVES 

Tlie  FY  1996  budget  includes  two  legislative  initiatives  designed  to 
stimulate  and  enhance  entrepreneurship  in  the  park  system.  These 
proposals  include  a  park  entrance  fee  proposal  and  expanded  leasing 
authority.  House  and  Senate  NPS  reform  bills  are  likely  to  contain 
additional  fee  authority  as  welL 

PARK  ENTRANCE  FEE  PROPOSAL 

The  park  entrance  fee  proposal  would  establish  a  Park  Renewal 
Fund  into  which  100  percent  of  the  park  fee  increases  would  go.  These 
funds  would  be  available  without  further  appropriation  for  park 
infrastructure  improvements.  The  key  provisions  of  the  legislation 
would:  (1)  eliminate  statutory  caps  on  all  admission  fees  and  prohibitions 
on  where  these  fees  can  be  charged  and  (2)  authorize  the  Secretary  to  set 
fee  schedules  and  requirements. 

Question.  The  Senate  Energy  and  Natural  Resources  Committee 
is  drafting  legislation  which  addresses  park  entrance  fees  also.  How  is  the 
Committee's  proposal  different  than  the  Administration's  fee  proposal? 

Answer.        As  of  June  19, 1995,  NPS  has  yet  to  see  draft  legislation 
regarding  fees  that  has  been  prepared  by  the  Senate  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources  Committee.   Through  discussions  with  Committee  staff,  we  are 
aware  that  a  proposal  is  being  developed.  Other  than  comments  from 
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Committee  staff  stating  that  the  proposal  would  be  similar  to  the  fee 
legislation  reported  out  of  the  Committee  in  the  103rd  Congress,  we  have 
yet  to  see  any  draft  language  to  know  where  there  are  differences  and 
similarities. 

Question.      How  does  the  House  bill  compare  with  the  FY  1996 
legislative  initiatives  contained  in  the  President's  Budget? 

Answer.        H.R.  260,  the  National  Park  Reform  Act  contains  no 
discussion  of  park  entrance  fees. 

Question.      What  is  the  status  of  your  legislative  proposal? 

Answer.        The  Administration's  fee  proposal  for  NPS  will  be 
introduced  in  the  Senate  during  the  week  beginning  June  19,  1995. 
Sponsors  in  the  House  have  yet  to  be  determined.   We  hope  to  have  the 
proposal  introduced  in  the  House  shortly  after  introduction  in  the  Senate. 

Question.      Was  any  consideration  given  to  inclusion  of  other 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  Department  of  Agriculture  agencies  in  this 
legislative  proposal?  Explain. 

Answer.        Yes,  consideration  was  given;  however,  the  decision 
was  made  to  move  forward  with  an  NPS  proposal  only.  The  Park  Service 
has  been  working  on  fee  legislation  for  a  few  years  and  is  in  a  position  to 
move  forward  in  a  timely  manner.   It  was  felt  that  the  various  agencies 
were  not  ready  with  their  individual  proposals  to  develop  a 
comprehensive  fee  proposal  to  cover  all  the  agencies  currently  involved 
in  recreation  fees.   However,  the  Department  strongly  supports  the 
principal  of  expansion  of  fee  authority  for  FWS  and  BLM. 

EXPANDED  LEASING  AUTHORITY 

The  expanded  leasing  authority  would  allow  for  long-term  leases  at 
certain  sites  based  upon  leasing  authority  recently  provided  for  the 
Letterman/LAIR  complex  at  the  Presidio.  This  proposal  would  allow  for 
50  percent  of  the  generated  revenue  to  be  retained  by  the  Park  Service  in 
the  Park  Renewal  Fund  for  infrastructure  improvements. 

Question.      What  amount  of  annual  revenues  is  expected  to  be 
generated  by  this  proposal? 

Answer.        The  expanded  leasing  authority  would  be  used  to  lease 
non-historic  properties  which  are  not  needed  for  park  purposes.  The 
authority  would  allow  the  NPS  to  place  unused  facilities  under  a  long- 
term  lease  or  special  concessions  contract  that  would  generate  an 
estimated  $85  million  in  revenue  over  five  years.    Annual  revenues  are 
estimated  to  be  $8  million  in  FY  1996,  growing  to  $26  nuUion  in  FY  2000. 
The  NPS  would  keep  half  of  the  income,  approximately  $42.5  million, 
with  the  other  half  going  to  the  Treasury. 
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Question.      Provide  some  examples  of  leasing  arrangements  which 
would  fall  under  this  proposal. 

Answer.        This  authority  would  allow  the  Park  Service  to  lease 
non-historic  properties  for  other  than  park  uses.  We  are  currently 
preparing  an  RFP  to  look  at  the  viability  of  leasing  real  property  in  tl\e 
parks  that  is  not  needed  for  park  purposes  and  to  develop  procedures  for  a 
such  a  program.  Where  we  have  the  greatest  knowledge  of  opportunities 
for  leasing  is  at  the  Presidio.  Three  examples  at  the  Presidio's  Main  Post 
are  the  non-commissioned  officers  dub,  a  theater,  and  the  religious  center. 
There  buildings  are  structurally  sound  and  have  a  useful  life. 

Question.      What  is  the  current  status  of  this  legislative  proposal? 

Answer.        The  MPS  has  prepared  a  bill  regarding  this  proposal. 
That  bill  has  been  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  On  May  8, 1995,  a  letter 
was  sent  to  both  the  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the  President  of  the  Senate 
transmitting  the  proposal  to  Congress  and  requesting  that  the  bill  be 
introduced  and  referred  to  the  appropriate  Committees  in  the  House  and 
Senate  for  consideration  and  enactment.  As  of  June  19, 1995,  the  NPS  had 
no  record  of  this  proposal  having  been  introduced  by  either  the  House  or 
the  Senate. 

The  proposal  has  two  parts,  both  expanding  NPS's  leasing  authority. 
The  first  would  provide  for  the  expanded  leasing  authority  discussed 
above  and  would  permit  the  leasing  of  unneeded  park  facilities  for  non- 
park  uses.  The  second  part  would  expand  the  leasing  authority  for  park 
purposes  to  address  employee  housing  problems  and  visitor  service  needs. 
Part  two  would  permit  NPS  to  lease  facilities  outside  park  boundaries  for 
housing  or  visitor  facilities  or  inside  park  boundaries  for  the  development 
and  management  of  such  facilities. 

THE  PRESIDIO 

The  NPS  has  been  fully  operating  the  Presidio  since  October  1, 1994 
and  has  develop  a  two  year  action  plan  to  manage  the  1,480-acre  complex, 
which  has  an  estimated  worth  of  $2  billion.  Last  December,  the 
Department  of  Defense  announced  that  it  intended  to  inactivate  the  Sixth 
Army  by  the  end  of  FY  1995.  The  previously  negotiated  agreement 
between  NPS  and  the  Army  called  for  the  Army  to  use  and  occupy  277  of 
the  870  buildings  and  the  160-acre  golf  course.  Legislative  proposals  have 
been  suggested  as  solutions  to  the  Presidio  funding  problems. 

This  urban  park  is  the  most  expensive  unit  of  the  368  NPS  sites. 
The  FY  1995  Interior  Appropriations  bill  provided  $25  million  and  the 
same  amount  is  requested  for  FY  1996.  The  operation  requirements  are 
expected  to  drop  eventually  to  half  of  the  amount  now  required. 
However,  G AO  estimated  a  cost  of  over  $1.2  billion  over  15  years  to 
rehabilitate  the  Presidio. 
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Question.      What  is  the  justification  for  spending  $25  million  for 
the  Presidio  when  the  budget  for  Yellowstone  National  Park  is  $19  million 
and  the  budget  for  Yosemite  National  Park  is  $17  million? 

Answer.        The  $25  million  FY  1995  NFS  cost  to  operate  the 
Presidio  should  be  regarded  as  an  interim  annual  expense  level,  needed  to 
complete  the  conversion  of  the  Presidio.   This  does  not  represent  the 
expected  long-term  need  for  Interior  appropriations.   Included  in  the  $25 
million  are  building  and  utility  costs  for  which  NFS  over  time  will  receive 
increasing  tenant  offsets.   Also  included  are  transition  period 
requirements  for  the  monitoring  of  environmental  remediation  projects, 
as  well  as  for  legal  and  business  development  costs  associated  with  the 
leasing  of  buildings.  Already  the  Federal  Government  has  seen  a  step 
down  in  the  costs  to  operate  the  Presidio  from  the  Army's  pre-closure 
operating  budget  of  $70  million.   Over  time,  and  anticipating  the 
establishment  of  the  Presidio  Trust,  the  annual  need  for  Federal 
appropriations  will  drop  to  $12  million  or  less. 

Question.      What  would  be  the  impact  of  reducing  the  Presidio 
budget  by  one-half? 

Answer.        The  impact  of  reducing  the  Presidio  budget  by  50 
percent  to  $12  million  immediately  would  present  severe  difficulties 
because  of  the  following  fixed  amounts  currently  programmed  at  the 
Presidio:  $13.5  million  for  salary  and  benefits  of  the  275  FTE  needed  to 
provide  for  day-to-day  operation  of  the  Presidio,  and  provide  for  a 
business  operation  which  can  lease  out  buildings;  $2.4  million  in 
purchased  utility  costs  (net  of  tenant  reimbursements)  for  the  870  Presidio 
buildings  and  other  facilities;  and  $3.7  million  in  maintenance  operational 
contracts  for  utility  system  operations,  buildings  and  ground  maintenance, 
hazardous  materials  abatement  and  management,  and  other 
requirements.   Thus,  $19.6  million  is  tied  up  just  in  these  three  areas. 

More  specifically,  reducing  the  Presidio  budget  by  half  would  result 
in  the  following: 

1.  Immediate  termination  of  all  term  and  temporary  positions,  and 
initiation  of  reduction-in-force  processes  to  cut  permanent  positions. 
Termination  of  the  leasing  operation,  with  its  business  management, 
financial,  and  legal  staff  and  consultant  support.  This  would  halt  in- 
progress  Request  for  Proposal  activities  for  the  Main  Post,  Presidio 
housing,  etc.  and  would  result  in  delaying  or  sacrificing  a  future 
income  stream  from  private  sources. 

2.  Reduction  and  shifting  of  maintenance  resources  from 
maintenance,  operation  and  repair  to  mothballing  and  stabilization 
of  facilities.  Buildings  would  be  boarded  up. 

3.  Termination  of  existing  lease  agreements,  in  that  NFS  would  not 
be  able  to  meet  tenant  support  commitments,  nor  would  tenants 
want  to  inhabit  a  "ghost  town"  Presidio. 
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4.  Maintain  the  same,  or  a  potentially  increased,  expense  level  for 
Presidio  utility  costs  as  NFS  absorbs  an  added  share  of  expenses 
currently  reimbursed  by  tenants.  The  park  would  shut  off  utilities 
where  possible. 

5.  Reduction  of  public  programs  and  elimination  of  tours.  Only 
minimal  staff  for  weekend  visitor  information  would  be  provided. 
Elimination  of  all  park  support  and  management  of  Presidio  special 
events  would  be  necessary. 

6.  Closing  of  the  Presidio  Museum.  Termination  of  efforts  to 
provide  accountability  for  historic  objects.  All  records  would  be  sent 
to  the  National  Archives. 

7.  Elimination  of  natural  resource  staff  involved  in  day-to-day 
protection  and  management  of  Presidio  Forest,  Lobos  Creek,  and 
rare/endangered  species. 

The  above  actions  would  build  a  backlog  of  "reactivation"  costs  for 
future  Presidio  management  and  potentially  decrease  its  asset  value. 

The  Senate  Budget  Resolution  assumes  the  sale  of  the  Presidio. 
This  sale  is  to  take  place  over  a  3-year  period. 

Question.      What  is  your  reaction  to  this  proposal? 

Answer.        The  sale  of  the  Presidio  would  remove  from  the 
National  Park  System  one  of  the  most  historically  significant  sites  in 
America.   In  addition,  the  sale  of  this  property  could  not  possibly  result  in 
any  where  near  the  short-term  economic  benefits  anticipated  by  the 
proposal.  Local  planning  experience  shows  that  it  will  take  approximately 
15  years  in  order  to  gain  the  entitlements  that  are  prerequisite  to  the 
Presidio  sale.  Rough  estimates  for  operating  a  stabilized  Presidio  are  about 
$15  million  annually  during  this  15  year  period.  This  assumes  there  are 
no  offsetting  tenant  revenues  and  reimbursements,  and  that  assets  need  to 
be  preserved  at  a  reasonable  level.  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base  may  serve  as 
an  example.  Closed  in  1974  with  the  intention  to  be  sold,  the  Government 
has  yet  to  receive  any  sale  revenues  from  Hamilton.   In  other  words,  in 
the  current  development  climate  and  under  existing  zoning  and  other 
rules  in  San  Francisco  and  the  State  of  California,  it  is  completely 
unrealistic  to  believe  the  Presidio  could  be  "sold  to  private  developers." 

Question.      Are  there  portions  of  the  Presidio  that  the  Department 
believes  should  be  retained?  If  so,  what  are  they?  Why  would  they  be 
important  to  retain? 

Answer.        The  Presidio  is  one  of  the  most  historically  significant 
sites  in  America.  It  was  the  oldest  continuously  operated  military  post  in 
the  country,  having  once  been  under  the  control  of  Spain,  Mexico,  and  the 
United  States.   Nowhere  in  the  National  Park  System  is  there  represented 
a  comparable  span  and  variety  of  military  history. 
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The  1,480-acre  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  has  been  designated  a 
National  Historic  Landmark  and  has  been  noted  by  the  Congress  as  a 
resource  of  national  significance.  Section  3(f)  of  P.L.  92-589,  the  1972  act 
establishing  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  states,  "when  all  or 
any  portion  of  the  Presidio  is  determined  to  be  excess  to  the  needs  of  the 
Department  of  Defense,  such  lands  and  structures  are  to  be  transferred  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  management  as  part  of 
the  recreation  area."  The  NPS,  therefore,  has  not  looked  at  options  for 
severing  portions  of  the  Presidio  complex. 

Last  year,  the  House  passed  a  bill  to  establish  a  public  benefit 
corporation  to  manage  and  improve  San  Francisco's  219-year  old,  historic 
Presidio  military  post.  A  companion  Senate  bill  never  made  it  to  the 
Senate  floor.  I  understand  similar  bills  have  been  introduced  recently  by 
Congresswoman  Pelosi  and  Senators  Boxer  and  Feinstein. 

Question.      What  is  the  Administration's  reaction  to  these  bills? 

Answer.        The  purpose  of  these  bills  is  to  provide  for  a  public 
benefit  corporation  which  can  directly  access  private  sector  funding;  have 
broad  leasing  and  revenue  retention  authority;  seek  funds  from 
philanthropic  sources;  and  be  able  to  assemble  the  needed  finance,  real 
estate,  program  and  project  expertise.  The  purpose  of  these  bills  is  to 
preserve  the  Presidio  as  a  nationally  significant  resource,  while 
minimizing  impact  on  Federal  appropriations. 

Question.      How  would  the  provisions  provided  in  these  bill 
relieve  the  $25  million  operating  requirements? 

Answer.        Passage  of  Trust  legislation  would  have  no  impact  on 
the  FY  1996  request.  A  period  of  time  would  be  required  for  the  new  Trust 
organization  to  begin  operations.    In  the  meantime,  all  the  activities 
which  are  funded  out  of  the  Presidio  operating  budget  in  FY  1995  would 
need  to  continue  in  FY  1996.   These  include:   maintenance  of  buildings, 
roads  and  infrastructure;  providing  law  enforcement,  fire  protection, 
emergency  medical  services;  leasing  of  buildings;  resource  management 
and  interpretation;  contract,  legal,  budget,  and  other  administrative 
support. 

Initial  estimates  indicate  the  requirement  for  Federal  appropriations 
would  decrease  to  $12  million  or  less  over  a  15-year  period.  The 
provisions  of  these  bills  to  form  a  public  benefit  corporation  or  Trust 
would  lessen  the  need  for  Federal  appropriations.  The  Trust,  because  of  its 
ability  to  secure  capital  financing  would  facilitate  earlier  leasing  of  Presidio 
buildings,  and  be  able  to  retain  the  resulting  tenant  revenues  to  offset 
operating  expenses. 

Question.      What  would  these  bills  do  for  the  $1.2  billion  needed 
for  rehabilitation  within  the  Presidio  boimdaries? 

Answer.        The  $1.2  billion  rehabilitation  figure  was  cited  in  a 
GAO  report  prepared  in  1993.  That  figure  is  quite  different  than  the  final, 
approved  General  Management  Plan  (GMP)  Amendment's  estimate  of 
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Presidio  rehabilitation  costs.   The  GMP  estimate  is  $490  million  assuming 
the  Trust  is  in  place.   Without  the  Trust,  the  GMP  estimate  is  $612  million. 
The  Trust  would  allow  for  a  reduction  in  capital  expenditures  because  of 
its  ability  to  more  readily  secure  financing  for  improvements.   Financing 
could  be  through  a  combination  of  public  and  private  sources,  and  take 
place  over  a  period  of  many  years.  This  allows  for  economies  of  scale  and 
other  private  sector  efficiencies. 

T-SHIRT  SALES  ON  THE  MALL 

Considerable  attention  has  been  given  recently  to  T-shirt  sales  on 
the  mall.  Unfortunately,  the  NPS  announcement  of  proposed  regulations 
publicized  the  ease  with  which  vendors  could  sell  T-shirts  on  park  land  if 
they  declared  they  were  exercising  their  First  Amendment  rights.  For  the 
past  year,  the  vendors  have  been  building  an  unsightly  flea  market  look 
and  commercial  atmosphere  at  the  heart  of  the  National  Capital  Region's 
park  land.  Last  Saturday,  June  3,  another  Washington  Post  article 
addressed  the  T-shirt  sales  problem.  There  have  been  fist  and  knife  fights 
over  prime  vendor  spots.   Complaints  about  violence  involving  guns  in 
the  vendor  area  have  been  lodged. 

Question.      What  is  the  status  of  the  T-shirt  sales  problem? 

Answer.        The  NPS  believes  T-shirt  sales  under  the  guise  of  First 
Amendment  activity  has  harmed  parks  in  the  Nation's  capital  and  created 
an  unwelcome  commercial  atmosphere  at  these  sites.   The  display  and  sale 
of  items  permitted  under  the  sales  enforcement  guideline  has  created  a 
flea  market  atmosphere,  bringing  a  discordant  and  excessive 
commercialism,  which  has  become  disruptive  to  the  quality  of  the  park 
visitor  experience  and  has  negatively  impacted  on  the  aesthetic  values  of 
the  parkland  of  the  National  Capital  Region. 

In  the  past,  NPS  has  allowed  the  sale  of  certain  items  at  First 
Amendment  and  special  event  activities  as  long  as  the  items  carried  a 
printed  message  related  to  the  activity.  The  new  sales  regulations  for  the 
National  Capital  Region  now  allow  only  for  the  sale  of  books,  newspapers, 
leaflets,  pamphlets,  buttons  and  bumper  stickers  during  special  events  and 
demonstrations.    The  new  regulations  have  resulted  in  the  elimination  of 
T-shirts  stands  from  around  the  Washington  Monument  and  Jefferson 
Memorial,  with  two  exceptions.  The  two  exceptions  involve  two  separate 
and  ongoing  cases:   Friends  of  the  Vietnam  Veterans  Memorial  v. 
Kennedy,  which  challenges  the  new  sales  regulations;  and  ISCON  of 
Potomac  v.  Ridenour,  which  challenges  the  old  sales  regulations  and  its 
enforcement  guideline. 

On  May  4,  1995,  in  Friends  of  the  Vietnam  Veterans  Memorial  v. 
Kennedy.  Judge  Stanley  Sporkin  entered  short-term  stipulations  between 
the  plaintiffs  and  NPS  which  allowed  seven  of  the  Friends  plaintiffs  to 
continue  to  engage  in  sales  activities  permitted  under  the  old  sales 
regulations  and  enforcement  guideline  and  only  at  their  traditional  sites. 
We  expect  a  decision  will  be  rendered  this  summer. 
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The  second  exception  to  the  new  sales  regulations  applies  to  a 
portion  of  the  Mall  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Air  and  Space  Museum.   This 
park  area  is  subject  to  an  injunction  against  enforcement  of  the  sales  and 
solicitation  regulations  by  Federal  District  Judge  Harold  Green  in  ISCON  of 
Potomac  V.  Ridenour.  On  June  23,  1995,  Judge  Green  amended  his 
injunction  against  enforcement  of  the  Park  Service's  sales  and  solicitation 
regulations.  Only  ISCON  may  sell  items  not  authorized  under  the  current 
sales  regulation  in  that  area.  Notice  of  Judge  Green's  new  order  has  been 
served  on  142  demonstrators /vendors  who  had  been  operating  under  the 
earlier  broad  injunction  order. 

The  sales  situation  may  change  depending  on  future  court 
proceedings.   The  NPS  is  still  awaiting  a  decision  from  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  Circuit  which  heard  oral 
arguments  on  the  appeal  in  ISCON  on  December  5,  1994,  as  well  as  the 
decision  from  Federal  District  Judge  Stanley  Sporkin  who  heard  oral 
arguments  in  Friends  of  the  Vietnam  Veterans  Memorial  v.  Kennedy  on 
June  1, 1995. 

Question.      How  can  the  Interior  Subcommittee  assist  NPS? 

Answer.        The  NPS  initiated  the  regulatory  change  to  address  the 
proliferation  of  T-shirts  sales  taking  place  under  the  guise  of  a  relationship 
to  a  first  amendment  activity.  The  new  regulations  are  now  in  place,  and 
the  final  resolution  of  the  outstanding  issues  best  resides  with  the  judicial 
system. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  BUDGET 

The  budget  request  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  is  $65  million, 
which  is  $2.5  million  above  the  FY  1995  enacted  level.  Of  the  $2.5  million 
increase,  $1.3  million  is  for  fixed  cost  adjustments.  The  remaining  $1.2 
million  is  for  a  new  Office  of  Special  Trustee  for  American  Indians 
($447,000),  two  additional  Administrative  Law  Judges  and  one  attorney  to 
address  the  backlog  of  Indian  probate  cases  ($360,000),  ADP  hardware  and 
software  to  interact  with  automated  systems  ($300,000),  and  contractual 
support  associated  with  the  main  Interior  building  renovation  project 
($128,000). 

Question.      Considering  the  anticipated  lower  funding  allocation 
for  FY  1996,  what  Office  of  the  Secretary  programs  would  you  reduce  or 
eliminate  with  a  10  percent  reduction? 

Answer.        Freezing  or  reducing  funding  for  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  would  be  particularly  detrimental  in  an  account  which  is 
primarily  salaries  and  affected  by  uncontrollable  costs  such  as  locality  pay 
raises.   We  believe  it  would  be  possible  to  accelerate  the  implementation 
of  Phase  Two  of  the  National  Performance  Review  known  as  REGO  II. 
The  Department  is  now  in  the  process  of  determining  the  specifics  of  the 
reduction  and  will  follow  up  with  details  for  the  Subcommittee  when  they 
become  available. 
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The  Department  believes  that  a  reduction  of  10  percent  goes  well 
beyond  what  would  be  required  under  the  spending  cap  reductions 
recently  passed  in  the  House  Budget  Resolution.   However,  with  a  10 
percent  reduction  offices  throughout  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  such  as 
Environnnental  Policy  and  Compliance,  Acquisition  and  Property 
Management,  Information  Resources  Management,  and  Aircraft  Services, 
would  have  to  reduce  personnel,  likely  through  a  Reduction-in-Force 
rather  than  in  a  planned,  orderly  process  as  envisioned  in  the  REGO  II 
analysis.  Considerable  disruption  would  result.  If  a  reduction  of  10 
percent  occurred,  the  impacts  on  bureau  programs  and  Departmental 
operations  would  be  severe. 

Question.  How  have  your  streamlining  and  downsizing 
activities  affected  the  Office  of  the  Secretary?  What  have  been  the 
savings? 

Answer.        Since  1992,  the  number  of  FTE  funded  from  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary,  Salaries  and  Expenses  appropriation  has  been  reduced  by 
n,  from  627  to  550  in  1996,  or  a  reduction  of  over  12  percent.  In  order  to 
maximize  productivity  given  the  limited  resources,  OS  undertook  an 
extensive  review  to  determine  the  number  and  nature  of  positions  and 
the  amount  of  funding  needed  by  each  of  the  OS  offices  and  activities.   In 
1993  alone,  OS  cut  31  FTE.  Most  of  the  savings  from  the  reduction  in  FTE 
were  used  to  absorb  increases  in  fixed  costs.  There  have  been  no 
significant  programmatic  increases  since  1992;  in  each  year  since  1992  the 
enacted  appropriation  has  been  less  than  the  request. 

Question.      Why  is  the  new  Office  of  Special  Trustee  for  American 
Indians  necessary?  How  has  the  work  been  accomplished  in  the  past? 

Answer.        The  Office  of  Special  Trustee  for  American  Indians  was 
established  pursuant  to  the  American  Indian  Trust  Fund  Management 
Reform  Act  (P.  L.  103-412).  The  Office  will  oversee  and  coordinate  reforms 
within  the  Department  of  practices  relating  to  the  Secretary's 
responsibilities  for  the  management  and  control  of  Indian  trust  funds. 

This  Office  will  also  ensure  that  reforms  of  the  policies,  practices, 
procedures,  and  systems  of  BIA,  MMS,  and  ELM,  which  carry  out  such 
trust  and  trust-related  responsibilities,  are  effective,  consistent,  integrated, 
and  implemented  in  a  timely  manner.   The  Special  Trustee  position  can 
be  helpful  in  bringing  about  the  eventual  settlement  of  issues  stemming 
from  past  BIA  management  of  trust  funds  and  ensuring  that  new 
processes  and  procedures  are  consistent  with  sound  banking  practice, 
providing  account  holders  with  accurate,  timely  investment,  and 
accounting  of  their  trust  assets. 

The  Department  currently  does  not  have  a  single  manager  or  office 
with  overall  responsibility  for  Indian  trust  programs.  Thus  the  Office  of 
Special  Trustee  is  filling  a  void  rather  than  performing  work  currently 
performed  elsewhere. 
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Question.      How  large  is  the  backlog  in  Indian  probate  cases? 
What  has  caused  the  backlog? 

Answer.        The  current  backlog  is  3,607  probate  cases  and  83  special 
cases.  In  1990,  BIA  had  over  6,000  backlogged  Indian  probate  actions  for 
which  it  received  $1  million  each  in  fiscal  years  1991-1994  for  contractor 
assistance  or  temporary  help  to  prepare  these  estates  for  probate.  The 
backlogged  probate  actions  have  been  submitted  to  the  Hearings  Division 
for  probate.  Thus,  the  decrease  in  the  backlogged  cases  by  the  BIA 
initiative  has,  consequently,  resulted  in  an  increase  in  the  caseload  for  the 
Hearings  Division. 

Question.      What  would  be  the  impact  of  not  providing  funds  for 
the  Office  of  Special  Trustee  for  American  Indians? 

Answer.        The  President  has  announced  his  intention  to 
nominate  Paul  Homan  for  this  position.    Since  the  Office  of  Special 
Trustee  for  American  Indians  is  Congressionally  mandated,  if  the 
requested  additional  funding  is  not  provided  directly  to  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  the  Subcommittee  would  need  to  authorize  the  Department  to 
provide  for  these  positions  from  sums  available  in  other  appropriations 
made  to  the  Department. 

Question.      Why  are  the  additional  funds  necessary  for  the  two 
additional  Administrative  Law  Judges  and  the  one  attorney  in  the  Office 
of  Hearings  and  Appeals  (OHA)?  What  would  be  accomplished  with  the 
additional  FTEs?  How  are  these  duties  presently  being  performed? 

Answer.        The  Hearings  Division,  historically,  consisted  of  two 
functions  which  operated  independently  from  one  another.    Departmental 
Administrative  Law  Judges  (ALJs),  or  "Public  Lands"  ALJs  as  they  were 
called,  conduct  hearings  in  cases  required  by  law  to  be  held  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  554,  and  conduct  hearings  in  other  cases  arising  in  the  Department 
of  the  Interior.  Cases  heard  include  those  under  the  Mining  Act  of  1872, 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  the  Federal  Oil  and  Gas 
Royalty  Management  Act,  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation 
Act  of  1977,  and  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  On  the  other  hand,  "Indian 
Probate"  ALJs  conduct  hearings  and  render  decisions  in  Indian  probate 
matters,  interpreting  and  applying  appropriate  State,  Federal,  and  Tribal 
laws. 

As  of  April  3,  1995,  there  is  no  longer  a  distinction  between  Public 
Lands  ALJs  and  Indian  Probate  ALJs  because  of  the  implementation  of  the 
"Cross-Utilization  Plan  for  the  Hearings  Division  of  the  Office  of  Hearings 
and  Appeals".   Briefly  stated,  the  term  "cross-utilization"  means  that  ALJs 
in  the  Hearings  Division  will  be  required  to  adjudicate  both  Indian  probate 
cases  and  public  lands  cases. 

The  increase  of  $360,000  for  three  FTEs  is  requested  to  add  to  the 
present  number  of  12  ALJs  and  support  staff  working  on  the  backlog  of 
Indian  probate  cases  primarily,  in  addition  to  these  individuals  handling 
cases  pertaining  to  public  and  acquired  lands  and  their  resources, 
including  surface  mining.   With  these  additional  funds,  the  ability  of  OHA 
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to  cross-utilize  the  ALJs  and  the  support  staff  will  be  increased  as  it 
responds  to  an  ever-increasing  caseload  in  all  areas,  but  particularly  in  the 
Indian  probate  cases  area. 

Question.      What  would  be  the  unpact  of  not  providing  the 
increase  for  the  Office  of  Hearings  and  Appeals? 

Answer.        If  additional  resources  are  not  provided,  the  backlog  in 
Indian  probate  cases  will,  undoubtedly,  continue  to  increase.   Eventually, 
this  will  reach  an  unacceptable  level  to  all  concerned  in  that  OHA  will  not 
be  able  to  be  responsive  to  the  concerns  of  the  Congress  and  the  mcindate 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  regarding  responsiveness  to  claims  of 
Native  Americans. 

In  addition,  sufficient  funding  will  not  be  available  to  meet  the 
increasing  demands  placed  on  OHA  under  new  regulatory  responsibilities, 
e.g.,  grazing.  Applicant  Violator  System  (AVS),  Alternative  Dispute 
Resolution  (ADR)  as  well  as  increased  jurisdictional  responsibility  over 
Fish  and  Wildlife  appeals.  Recent  indications  are  that  additional  appeals 
will  be  coming  to  the  Interior  Board  of  Indian  Appeals  from  matters 
arising  under  the  Indian  Self  determination  Act,  P.L.  93-638,  and  decisions 
recognizing  new  Indian  Tribes.   Without  additional  funding  OHA  will  not 
be  able  to  address  or  respond  to  new  issues,  backlogs  will  increase 
throughout  OHA  and  maintaining  the  present  status  quo  will  be 
extremely  difficult. 

A  new  procurement  system  called  IDEAS  has  been  underway  for 
several  years. 

Question.      How  long  has  the  Department  been  involved  with 
IDEAS  and  what  is  the  status  of  the  new  system? 

Answer.        The  Interior  Department  Electronic  Acquisition 
System  (IDEAS)  project  was  initiated  in  October  1988  with  bureau  support. 
A  10-year  competitive  contract  for  commercial-off-the-shelf  software  and 
support  services  was  awarded  in  September  1993.  Electronic  commerce  is 
being  integrated  into  the  procurement  automation  effort.  By  July  1995, 10 
locations  in  five  bureaus  will  be  implemented  with  capabilities  in  small 
purchases  and  electronic  commerce.  Project  plans  call  for  completion  of 
all  remaining  major  procurement  offices  in  fiscal  year  1997.   Continued 
project  funding  in  1996  is  critical  to  maintaining  this  schedule. 

Question.      Briefly  describe  the  purpose  of  the  procvu^ement 
system.  How  will  the  Department's  bureaus  be  affected  by  the  system? 

Answer.        The  purpose  of  the  IDEAS  project  is  to  provide  a 
single,  Departmentwide,  automated  procurement  system,  that  supports  all 
areas  of  the  procurement  process  from  requisitioning  through  contract 
closeout.  IDEAS  is  operated  by  the  bureaus,  but  centrally  maintained.  It 
will  be  interfaced  with  the  Department's  financial  and  property  systems. 

IDEAS  will  affect  bureaus  by  eliminating  existing  piecemeal 
acquisition  systems  and  reducing  system  maintenance  and  operation  costs; 
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improving  customer  service  with  on-line  requisitioning;  reducing 
procurement  lead  time  with  electronic  commerce;  and  improving 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the  professional  procurement  staff. 

As  bureau  budgets  become  increasingly  constrained,  IDEAS  will 
become  the  platform  for  greater  price  competition  and  lower  procurement 
costs  through  electronic  commerce. 

Question.      How  much  has  been  spent  on  IDEAS  to  date?  What 
are  the  future  costs  for  implementation? 

Answer.        Core  funding  to  date  has  totaled  $7.46  million.  In 
addition,  prior  to  the  contract  award,  $1.3  million  was  spent  on  system 
analyses,  proposal  preparation  and  related  acquisition  costs. 

The  1996  budget  includes  $1  million  for  the  Washington 
Administrative  Services  Center  to  provide  IDEAS  implementation  and 
operation  support.   In  addition,  bureau  budgets  include  $900,000,  of  which 
$881,000  is  in  BLM,  for  equipment  purchases,  training,  and  field  site 
implementations. 

In  1997,  we  expect  to  complete  implementation  of  IDEAS  by 
sustaining  the  1996  level  of  funding  for  the  Washington  Administrative 
Services  Center.   Bureau  costs  are  contingent  upon  the  number  of  sites 
they  choose  to  implement.   At  this  time,  bureaus  are  making  those 
decisions  to  encompass  streamlining  and  budget  constraints. 

Question.      When  is  the  IDEAS  systems  targeted  to  be  fully 
implemented? 

Answer.        Full  implementation  of  IDEAS  has  been  projected  for 
the  end  of  FY  1997.   Continued  project  funding  is  critical  to  maintaining 
this  schedule. 

Question.      What  are  the  projected  dollar  and  FTE  savings?  When 
will  these  savings  be  realized? 

Answer.        The  savings  projected  for  IDEAS,  in  dollars  and  staff 
resources,  result  from  avoiding  the  cost  of  developing  and  maintaining 
multiple  bureau  acquisition  systems,  and  to  productivity  increases  that  the 
system,  including  electronic  commerce,  will  support.   The  productivity 
savings  are  expected  and  will  allow  us  to  reduce  our  procurement 
workforce  by  about  33  percent  by  FY  1999.  We  have  already  seen  a  decline 
in  our  workforce  of  about  11  percent,  more  than  150  procurement  staff, 
since  the  beginning  of  1994.   Implementing  IDEAS  will  enable  us  to 
manage  our  procurement  workload  despite  this  decline. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  BYRD 

BUDGET  CONSIDERATIONS  -  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

Mr.  Secretary,  the  Senate  budget  resolution  assumes  considerable 
reductions  in  the  domestic  discretionary  category.  Some  program 
terminations  are  proposed,  operating  reductions  were  recommended,  and 
construction  and  land  acquisition  funding  is  reduced. 

One  of  the  specific  reductions  is  a  10  percent  cut  in  the  operating 
budget  of  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS).  I  understand  that  when  the 
math  is  done,  a  10  percent  reduction  in  NPS  operating  dollars  equates  to 
the  funding  for  198  of  the  368  park  units.  Included  on  this  list  are  parks 
such  as  Natchez,  Brown  vs.  Board  of  Education,  Salem  Maritime,  the 
Gauley  and  Bluestone  Rivers,  Ford's  Theatre;  Petroglyph,  and  Manassas. 

Question.      Mr.  Secretary,  with  respect  to  the  Park  Service,  would 
your  priority  be  to  close  smaller  units  in  order  to  protect  fimding  for  the 
largest  parks? 

Answer.         The  Department  does  not  want  to  close  any  park,  small 
or  large.   However,  rather  than  close  a  park  unit,  we  would  recommend 
seasonal  closures  at  certain  parks,  such  as  Grand  Canyon  in  the  winter  and 
the  Everglades  in  the  summer.  Secondly,  we  would  look  to  forming 
partnerships  with  the  States,  local  governments,  and  private  organizations 
for  the  joint  management  of  some  of  the  smaller  sites.   Local  groups  often 
have  close  associations  with  State  or  local  history/natural  attractions. 

Question.      As  you  can  imagine,  the  list  of  198  parks  will  likely 
generate  significant  controversy.  What  actions  would  be  taken  to  manage 
the  Park  Service  with  10  percent  less  if  the  Department  is  precluded  from 
closing  park  units? 

Answer.        The  Department  has  no  intention  of  closing  any  parks, 
unless  required  to  do  so  by  specific  legislative  directive  or  a  shortage  of 
funds  that  would  put  park  resources  and  visitors  at  risk.  In  the  short- 
term,  we  would  deal  with  budget  cuts  as  substantial  as  an  immediate  10 
percent  reduction  in  park  operations  by  curtailing  functions  that  have 
discrete  cost  components  such  as  visitor  services  and  maintenance 
operations.  Often  these  activities  and  projects  are  performed  by  seasonal 
or  contract  employees. 

Fewer  visitor  services  would  include  a  reduction  in  hours,  days  or 
seasons  for  visitor  centers  or  contact  station  hours;  special  events  will  be 
eliminated  including  NFS-sponsored  concerts,  athletic  events  and  youth 
programs;  guided  walks,  interpretative  programs  and  demonstrations  will 
be  eliminated,  including  outreach  and  environmental  education 
programs;  exhibit  replacements  projects  will  be  deferred;  and  production 
and  distribution  of  information  publications,  such  as  park  brochures  will 
be  reduced  by  20  percent. 
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Fewer  maintenance  services  will  result  in  the  reduction  of  mowing 
and  other  grounds  maintenance  activities;  campground  and  picnic  areas 
closures  where  substantial  operating  and  maintenance  savings  would  be 
generated;  in  the  frequency  of  routine  maintenance  in  public  use  areas 
resulting  in  only  a  minimum  level  to  meet  health  and  safety  standards; 
deferring  cyclic  maintenance  and  repair  projects  that  are  not  needed 
immediately  to  ensure  life,  health,  and  safety  of  employees  and  visitors; 
and  the  elimination  of  trail  maintenance  and  backcountry  maintenance 
activities. 

In  the  long-term,  deferred  project  work  will  eventually  have  to  be 
accomplished  and  as  a  result,  the  work  will  have  to  be  managed  through  a 
reduction  to  the  park-level  permanent  work  force.   As  a  corollary,  this  will 
provide  fewer  opportunities  to  the  public  because  preservation  of  the 
resources  and  maintaining  the  safety  of  visitors  and  employees  will  not  be 
possible  in  as  many  areas  as  are  currently  open. 

Question.      In  recent  weeks,  you  have  stated  yoiu-  opposition  to 
closing  park  units.  If  closiu-es  become  inevitable  due  to  funding 
constraints,  what  are  the  types  of  criteria  the  Department  believes  should 
be  applied  in  making  such  decisions? 

Answer.        The  Park  Service  would  be  asked  to  develop  criteria  for 
making  decisions  on  park  closures  if  such  a  drastic  action  became 
necessary.   Certainly,  factors  such  as  visitation,  size,  cost  and  location 
would  be  considered. 

Some  have  suggested  that  those  units  with  the  designation 
"national  park"  are  more  significant  than  other  types  of  park  units,  such  as 
battlefields,  national  recreation  areas,  national  seashores,  historical  parks, 
or  national  or  scenic  rivers. 

Question.      What  is  the  significance  of  these  different 
designations?  Should  one  draw  a  conclusion  about  the  importance  of  a 
resource  based  on  its  legislated  designation? 

Answer.        While  the  designations  among  the  park  units  may 
slightly  blur  at  certain  locations,  the  following  are  the  primary  distinctions 
among  the  fifteen  types  of  park  units:  National  Parks  indicate  the  greatest 
natural  attractions;  National  Recreation  Areas  are  centered  on  large 
reservoirs  and  large  urban  areas;  National  Historic  Parks  extend  beyond  a 
single  property  or  building  such  as  Independence  in  Philadelphia; 
National  Monuments  are  proclaimed  by  the  President  and  are  generally  of 
historic  or  scientific  interest;  National  Historic  Sites  contain  a  single 
historical  feature  that  was  directly  associated  with  its  subject;  National 
Lakeshores  and  Seashores  are  either  on  the  Great  Lakes  or  are  on  the 
seashore;  National  Parkways  are  intended  for  recreational  motoring  but 
often  have  grown  to  accommodate  commuter  travel;  National 
Battlefields,  Battlefield  Parks  and  Military  Parks  are  several  titles 
designating  sites  of  military  actions;  National  Rivers  and  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  preserve  sections  of  rivers  in  free-flowing  conditions;  National 
Memorials  are  purely  commemorative  of  a  historic  person  or  episode  and 
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need  not  occupy  a  site  historically  connected  with  its  subject;  National 
Preserves  allow  hunting,  trapping  ,  and  oil  and  gas  exploration;  National 
Scenic  Trails  are  linear  parklands;  National  Reserves  are  cooperatively 
managed  lands  with  other  governmental  entities  in  States  and  counties; 
International  Historic  Sites  cross  borders  with  the  USA  and  another 
country;  and  Parks-Miscellaneous  are  special  properties  that  bear  a  unique 
title  or  combination  of  titles  like  the  White  House. 

One  should  not  draw  a  conclusion  about  the  importance  of  a 
resource  based  on  its  legislated  designation.   All  park  units  are  important. 
The  different  designations  simply  distinguish  amid  the  natural,  historic, 
and  recreational  resources  that  are  available  for  the  public's  use,  education 
and  enjoyment. 

Question.      I  understand  that  in  its  park  closiue  bill,  the  House 
authorizing  committee  would  exempt  units  designated  as  "national 
parks"  from  consideration  for  closure.  Do  you  think  that  the  evaluation 
of  the  significance  of  parks  should  be  handled  differently  than  whatever 
consideration  might  be  given  to  other  units? 

Answer.        No,  the  title  of  a  place  does  not  determine  its  value  to 
the  person  who  travels  to  the  site  for  his  or  her  own  reason.  The  diversity 
of  visitor  interests  is  enormous.   The  Park  Service  preserves  and  interprets 
a  broad  array  of  units  of  national  importance.   For  instance,  "national 
parks"  do  not  include  Gettysburg  National  Military  Park  and 
Independence  National  Historical  Park. 

FIREFIGHTING 

Last  year  ended  up  being  one  of  the  most  intensive  fire  seasons  in 
recent  memory.  The  human  toll  was  immeasurable  as  lives  were  lost,  and 
the  cost  to  fight  the  fires  exceeded  all  estimates. 

Question.  To  what  extent  does  the  f  iref  ighting  capability  of  the 
Federal  Government  rely  on  the  personnel  who  work  for  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM),  NFS,  and  the  other  land  managing  agencies? 

Answer.        The  Federal  Government  is  totally  dependent  upon 
personnel  within  all  the  Federal  wildland  fire  management  agencies  for 
management  oversight,  command,  and  control  of  day-to-day  initial  attack 
f  iref  ighting  operations,  for  management  of  large  project  fires,  for 
assessment  of  strategy  and  tactics  to  be  employed,  and  for  the  year  round 
preparedness  workload  which  faces  each  wildland  management  agency. 
The  Federal  sector  is  also  dependent  upon  each  other's  personnel  to 
provide  support  for  and  to  certain  preparedness  activities  and  most 
critically  during  suppression  operations.   In  addition,  many  State,  county, 
and  local  governments  have  developed  an  interagency  dependence  upon 
support  from  the  Federal  agencies  and  vice  versa.   Due  to  the  magnitude 
of  the  workload  for  all  wildland  fire  agencies,  an  interagency  dependence 
exists  at  the  field.  State/regional  and  national  levels. 


529 

The  core  of  dedicated  wildland  fire  management  staffs  for 
management  and  on-the-ground  operations  is  relatively  small  compared 
to  total  employees  in  each  agency.  The  chart  below  shows  the  core  staffing 
of  dedicated  personnel  for  Interior.  There  is  also  an  internal  dependence 
on  other  non-fire  dedicated  employees  within  the  agencies  to  assist  the 
core  group  when  major  project  fires  occur.  These  personnel  fill  many  key 
positions  within  the  Incident  Command  System  in  order  to  provide  for 
safe  and  effective  suppression  operation.   An  estimated  number  of  non- 
core  personnel  which  are  also  relied  upon  during  suppression  operations 
is  provided. 

The  following  table  shows  estimated  personnel  available  for  fire 
assignment  in  each  bureau.   "Dedicated"  personnel  are  those  hired  (either 
full  time  or  seasonally)  specifically  for  fire.  Non-fire  personnel  are  those 
holding  "red  cards"  while  in  other  positions  (range,  timber,  ranger, 
administration,  etc.)  that  are  available  for  fire  assignment.   There  is  no 
systematic  method  for  tracking  how  many  of  these  actually  take  a  fire 
assignment  or  how  long  such  assignments  last  (could  range  from  a  few 
days  to  many  weeks  over  the  course  of  a  summer).  There  are  also  probably 
three  to  four  percent  additional  non  carded  personnel  in  each  bureau  that 
are  used  on  fire  in  support  positions  which  do  not  require  redcards. 


Bureau 

Dedicated 

PFr& 

Seasonal 

Personnel 

Non-Fire 
Personnel 
Available 

NPS 

460 

5,740 

BIA 

592 

900 

FWS 

307 

1,132 

ELM 

2,119 

2,000 

In  addition  to  these  employees  a  large  number  of  "AD-employees" 
are  hired.  These  are  not  Federal  employees  but  work  essentially  as 
contract  employees.  For  example,  BIA  supplies  150  ~  200  twenty  person 
Native  American  crews  to  the  system  each  year. 

Question.      How  will  the  f  iref  ighting  presence  of  the  land 
managing  agencies  be  affected  by  the  operating  decreases  likely  to  be 
forthcoming? 

Answer.        The  Secretary  considers  the  operating  programs  of  the 
land  managing  agencies  to  be  one  of  his  highest  priorities  and  does  not 
support  decreases  in  the  operational  base:  the  Management  of  Lands  and 
Resources  account  and  the  Oregon  and  California  Grant  Lands  account  in 
BLM;  the  Resource  Management  account  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS);  and  the  Operation  of  the  National  Park  System  account  in  NPS. 
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The  approach  in  this  Congress  is  that  emergency  expenses  should  be 
offset  by  cuts  in  other  programs.  Thus,  funds  transferred  that  formerly 
were  repaid  may  no  longer  be  reimbursed. 

Question.      If  another  expensive  fire  season  occurs  this  year,  what 
would  this  do  to  the  land  acquisition  and  construction  accounts  that  are 
normally  used  to  transfer  funds  for  firefighting  purposes? 

Answer.        The  Department  is  committed  to  providing  adequate 
funding  for  our  firefighting  efforts.   The  Fire  Protection  appropriation 
provides  a  stable  funding  source  for  predictable  wildland  fire  management 
operations  such  as  preparedness  and  fire  use  and  management.  There  was 
$114.7  million  appropriated  for  FY  1995.  The  Emergency  Department  of 
the  Interior  Firefighting  appropriation  provides  funding  for  our  actual 
firefighting  costs.  To  ensure  full  funding,  the  annual  request  for  the 
Emergency  Firefighting  appropriation  is  calculated  to  reflect  average 
annual  costs  of  suppression  for  the  previous  ten  years.  There  was  $120.9 
million  appropriated  for  FY  1995. 

We  can  also  rely  on  two  additional  funding  sources  during  heavy 
fire  seasons.   The  Department  of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  Act,  1993,  included  $51.2  million  for  the  Department  as  a 
one-time  emergency  contingency  to  be  available  upon  exhaustion  of  funds 
appropriated  for  wildlife  suppression.  Lastly,  the  Secretary  can  use  his 
authority  under  Section  102  of  the  Interior  Appropriations  Act  to  redirect 
funding  from  no-year  accounts.   However,  we  do  not  think  we  will  have 
to  resort  to  transfers  from  the  land  acquisition  and  construction  accounts 
during  the  FY  1995  fire  season. 

To  provide  an  optimal  level  of  organization,  the  Department 
proposed  the  Most  Efficient  Level  (MEL)  as  the  underlying  principle  in 
budgeting  for  and  managing  the  Department's  firefighting  programs  in 
the  FY  1996  budget  request.  As  part  of  this  proposal,  the  Department  will 
use  emergency  funds  to  meet  presuppression  needs,  as  defined  by  MEL. 
(The  MEL  proposal  adopts  current  Forest  Service  practice).  The 
Department  also  proposed  using  available  fire  funds  to  construct  or 
renovate  facilities  necessary  to  accomplish  MEL. 

Question.      If  funds  aren't  available  for  transfer  from  land 
acquisition  and  construction,  would  the  Department  have  to  terminate 
ongoing  programs  in  order  to  redirect  funds  to  firefighting? 

Answer.         We  do  not  think  we  will  have  to  resort  to  transfers 
from  the  land  acquisition  and  construction  accounts  during  the  FY  1995 
fire  season. 

COST  OF  NEW  INITIATIVES 

Last  year,  I  opposed  several  pieces  of  new  authorizing  legislation 
because  of  their  outyear  cost  implications  including  the  he  FY  1996  budget 
proposes  increases  for  the  California  Desert  and  the  Payment  in  Lieu  of 
Taxes  (PILT)  program. 
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Question.      Given  that  the  602(b)  allocation  for  the  subcommittee 
will  probably  be  less  than  the  FY  1995  level,  where  do  the  proposed 
increases  for  these  newly  authorized  areas  fit  in  with  the  Department's 
priorities? 

Answer.        The  Department  considers  the  increases  in  NFS  and 
BLM  for  the  California  Desert  as  priorities.    The  Department  attempted  to 
comply  with  the  spirit  of  the  recently  passed  PILT  legislation  which 
substantially  increased  the  PILT  formula. 

Question.       On  what  basis  does  the  Department  propose  to  increase 
the  PILT  program  for  BLM  by  $10  million  (almost  10  percent),  but  reduce 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  comparable  revenue  sharing  account  by 
about  five  percent? 

Answer.        The  Department's  FY  1996  budget  request  reflects  a 
carefully  considered  process  of  establishing  and  evaluating  priorities, 
determining  trade-offs  between  programs,  and  making  difficult  decisions 
in  proposing  funding  allocations.  The  Department  included  the  PILT 
program  increase  in  these  deliberations.   The  Department  attempted  to 
comply  with  the  spirit  of  the  recently  passed  PILT  legislation  which 
substantially  increased  the  PILT  formula.   The  Department  also  included 
the  Refuge  Revenue  Sharing  Act  request  administered  by  the  FWS  in 
these  deliberations;  this  program  was  reduced  by  a  modest  amount. 

FUNDING  FOR  INDIAN  PROGRAMS 

The  FY  1996  budget  proposes  an  increase  of  $163.3  million  for 
funding  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA).  There  may  be  some 
perception  that  Indian  programs  will  not  face  the  types  of  reductions  being 
talked  about  for  other  programs.  However,  I  do  not  believe  this  will  be  the 
case. 

Question.  In  light  of  the  budget  reductions  which  may  be 
necessary,  and  given  the  various  priorities  across  the  Department,  which 
programs  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  are  at  the  center  of  fulfilling  the 
trust  responsibility? 

Answer.  In  the  last  two  centuries.  Congress  has  passed  more 
Federal  laws  dealing  with  Indians  than  any  other  group  of  people  in  the 
United  States.  The  Snyder  Act;  the  Indian  Self  Determination  and 
Education  Assistance  Act  of  1978;  the  Indian  Reorganization  Act  are  just  a 
few  of  the  laws  which  have  defined  the  Federal  authority  and  obligation  to 
provide  various  programs  and  services  to  Indian  country  beyond  those 
required  by  treaties.  Congress  has  placed  the  major  responsibility  for 
Indian  matters  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  chiefly  the  BIA.  In 
implementing  these  statutes  as  well  as  the  treaties,  the  BIA  delivers  a  v^de 
range  of  programs  such  as  education;  law  enforcement;  social  services; 
resources  management;  infrastructure  development  and  maintenance; 
and  trust  funds  management.  These  programs  are  delivered  in 
fulfillment  of  the  inherent  Federal  and  moral  responsibility  to  Indian 
country. 
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Question.  Do  you  think  there  are  some  programs  which  benefit 
Indians  that  should  be  terminated  in  order  to  maintain  as  much  funding 
as  possible  for  the  core  trust  programs?  If  so,  please  explain. 
Answer.  The  income,  employment,  and  education  attainment  of  the 
one  million  American  Indians  living  on  or  near  reservations  falls  well 
below  the  general  population  -  every  one  of  the  BIA  programs  if  critical  to 
the  livelihood  of  the  Tribes.  There  are  currently  so  many  unmet  needs  in 
Indian  country  that  the  Department  strongly  opposes  the  termination  of 
any  programs  of  benefit  to  Indian  country.  Despite  nominal  increases  in 
funding  for  BIA  programs,  funding  per  capita  on  a  constant  dollar  basis 
has  declined  and  has  fallen  short  of  identifiable  need.  The  BIA  operating 
budget  has  grown  from  $904  million  in  1985  to  $1.5  billion  in  1995,  yet 
funding  has  decreased  on  a  per  capita/constant  dollar  basis.  In  1985,  the 
BIA  operating  budget  provided  $1,150  per  capita,  while  in  1995  it  provided 
$916  per  capita  in  constant  dollars. 

In  addition,  one  of  the  highest  priorities  of  this  Administration  is 
Indian  Self  Determination,  where  Tribes  develop  strong  and  stable 
governments  capable  of  administering  quality  programs  and  developing 
the  economies  of  their  communities.  Terminating  or  reducing  programs 
which  benefit  Indians  will  severely  hinder  the  Federal  Government's 
ability  to  carry  out  its  obligations  to  Indian  country  and  will  reverse  any 
progress  made  in  achieving  Self  Determination. 

Question.  The  alternative  to  such  an  analysis  may  be  significant 
across-the-board  reductions  in  funding  for  all  Indian  programs.  How 
would  such  an  action  affect  self-governance  versus  non-self  governance 
Tribes? 

Answer.  Across-the-board  reductions  would  affect  all  Tribes 
equally,  as  Self  Governance  Tribes  would  suffer  reductions  in  their 
negotiated  agreements  at  the  same  proportion  as  other  programs  are 
reduced. 

Question.  Similarly,  has  the  Department  sought  to  engage  the 
Tribes  in  a  discussion  about  possible  program  termination  in  order  to 
maintain  funding  levels  for  other  programs  which  benefit  Indians,  such  as 
the  health  care  programs  also  funded  in  the  Interior  bill? 

Answer.  The  Department  recognizes  that  Federal  programs  to 
Indians  are  the  lifeline  of  the  Tribes.  Furthermore,  the  Department  is 
keenly  aware  of  the  Federal  legal  and  moral  obligations  to  provide 
programs  to  the  Tribes.  Given  the  extreme  need  in  Indian  country,  the 
Department  has  not  engaged  the  Tribes  in  discussion  of  terminating 
Indian  programs. 

Question.  Of  the  increases  proposed  in  the  Miscellaneous 
Payments  to  Indians  account,  which  are  in  direct  response  to  legislated 
settlements  of  land  and  water  claims  against  the  government? 

Answer.  All  of  the  increases  requested  in  the  Miscellaneous 
Payments  to  Indians  account  are  for  projects  which  carry  out  legislated 
settlements.   The  projects  are  listed  below: 


533 


Project 

Public  Law 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

Enacted 

Request 

(000) 

(000) 

Navajo  Irrigation  Proj. 

P.L.    87-483 

$26,649 

$34,200 

Pyramid  Lake 

P.L.      101-618 

$8,000 

$10,000 

SAWRSA 

P.L.       97-293 

$  2,278 

$3,000 

Utah  Ute 

P.L.      102-575 

$20,651 

$25,000 

Northern  Cheyenne 

P.L.      102-374 

$16,900 

$25,600 

Question.      Are  there  penalty  provisions  which  will  apply  if 
appropriations  are  not  forthcoming? 

Answer.        The  requested  funding  level  for  all  of  the  projects  has 
been  based  on  legislative  deadlines  or  consideration  of  additional  costs  and 
liabilities  likely  to  accrue  if  delays  occur. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  COCHRAN 
CENTRAL  ARIZONA  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

Last  year  some  constituents  brought  to  my  attention  a  problem 
concerning  the  Central  Arizona  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District  General 
Obligation  bonds.  A  number  of  investors,  including  about  50 
Mississippians,  bought  these  bonds  that  the  Drainage  District  is  unable  to 
pay  off.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BOR)  was  involved  in  organizing 
the  water  project  financed  by  the  issuance  of  these  bonds.  Letters  to  you 
were  sent  by  Senators  in  behalf  of  bondholders  in  their  States  and  the 
matter  has  not  been  resolved.  Many  of  these  investors  believe  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  should  be  responsible  for  the  bonds.  They  are 
disturbed  to  know  that  people  in  the  Drainage  District  are  benefiting  from 
cheap  and  abundant  water  but  are  escaping  the  obligations  to  pay  for  the 
project.  The  BOR  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  have  not  been 
responsive  on  this  matter.  Attached  is  an  article  from  the  March  7,1995 
issue  of  The  Bond  Buyer  to  be  included  in  the  record. 

Question.      What  are  you  doing  to  help  ensure  that  bondholders 
are  being  treated  fairly? 

Answer.        The  Central  Arizona  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District 
(CAIDD)  is  one  of  nine  irrigation  districts  that  contracted  with  BOR  for 
construction  of  canal  systems  for  the  delivery  of  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  (CAP).   Under  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
Projects  Act  of  1968,  the  districts  were  required  to  fund  20  percent  of  the 
costs  of  building  their  canal  systems  while  the  remaining  80  percent  was  to 
be  funded  by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  method  of  funding  the  non-Federal  cost  was  left  to  the 
discretion  of  each  district.  The  BOR  payment  capacity  studies  indicated 
that  a  loan  to  CAIDD  would  be  financially  viable,  but  this  analysis  was 
intended  solely  to  support  a  decision  of  whether  or  not  to  approve  the 
Federal  loan.  It  was  not  intended  to  support  or  be  relied  upon  by  CAIDD's 


534 

bond  purchasers.  The  CAIDD  prepared  its  own  payment  capacity  studies 
to  support  the  issuance  of  its  general  obligation  bonds,  and  must  be 
considered  solely  responsible  for  any  obligations  to  its  bondholders. 

In  the  years  since  these  payment  capacity  studies  were  completed,  a 
number  of  unforeseen  circumstances  have  caused  Arizona  farmers  to  face 
economic  hardships.  As  the  CAP  canal  system  neared  completion  in  1993, 
it  became  apparent  CAIDD  would  be  unable  to  meet  its  obligations.  The 
CAIDD  filed  a  voluntary  bankruptcy  petition  in  August  1994,  and  the 
rights  of  the  bondholders,  other  creditors  including  the  Federal 
Government,  and  other  parties  are  now  being  determined  by  the 
bankruptcy  judge.  The  BOR  is  working  with  the  district,  the  bondholders, 
and  other  involved  parties  to  develop  a  debt  restructuring  plan  that  is  fair 
and  equitable. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGES 

There  are  at  least  four  refuges  in  Mississippi  that  have  received  no 
start-up  funds  or  personnel  since  their  creation.  They  include  Morgan  and 
Mathews  Brake,  which  are  now  well  over  10  years  old,  and  Dahomey  and 
Tallahatchie,  which  are  less  than  five  years  old.  These  stations  have  been 
able  to  operate  under  existing  field  stations,  but  the  lack  of  additional 
manpower  and  personnel  have  not  only  stretched  existing  station's 
budgets  but  has  hindered  public  use  program  on  new  stations. 

Question.      Does  the  Department  of  the  Interior  have  a  policy  or 
position  on  providing  start-up  funds  for  National  Wildlife  Refuges? 

Answer.        No.   Each  year,  during  the  budget  formulation  process, 
the  Department  evaluates  the  need  for  additional  refuge  operations  and 
maintenance  funding  relative  to  other  budget  priorities.   You  can 
understand,  given  the  current  fiscal  constraints,  it  has  been  impossible  to 
keep  up  with  the  exisiting  workload.  New  parks,  refuges  and  new 
programs  have  been  kept  to  a  minimum.   The  FWS,  after  refuge 
operations  and  maintenance  funding  is  appropriated,  allocates  those 
funds.  The  FWS  makes  its  funding  allocations  based  on  highest  priority 
needs  as  determined  by  its  program  managers. 

Question.      When  can  these  refuges  in  Mississippi  expect  to  be 
included  in  the  Administration's  budget? 

Answer.        We  cannot  predict  the  contents  of  future  budget 
proposals. 

NORTH  AMERICAN  WETLANDS  CONSERVATION  ACT 

Regarding  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act 
(NAWCA),  the  number  and  diversity  of  partners  needs  to  be  increased. 
Currently,  approximately  99  percent  of  the  funding  that  is  sent  to  Canada, 
which,  as  of  September  14, 1993,  amounted  to  $36,569,915,  goes  to  one 
organization.  Ducks  Unlimited.  Of  the  funds  that  go  toward  projects 
conducted  by  private,  nonprofit  conservation  organizations  in  the  United 
States,  only  3.5  percent  (as  of  December  31, 1993)  goes  to  organizations 
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other  than  Ducks  Unlimited,  The  Nature  Conservancy,  and  Pheasants 
Forever.  Currently,  only  six  organizations  have  been  funded  by  the 
NAWCA. 

Question.      Recognizing  that  a  diversity  of  partners,  motivated  to 
protect,  restore  and  enhance  habitat  for  many  reasons,  will  work  together 
under  the  Plan  to  accomplish  collectively  what  is  often  difficult  or 
impossible  to  do  individually,  will  that  number  be  increased? 

Answer.        The  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Council 
receives  wetlands  conservation  project  proposals  from  a  variety  of 
potential  grantees.  Anyone,  or  any  organization,  can  apply  for  a  grant 
under  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act.    The  Council 
does  not  determine  who  applies.  Through  June  21,  1995,  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  Commission  has  approved  154  wetlands  conservation 
project  proposals  in  the  United  States  involving  48  grantees  and  288 
partners;  169  Canadian  proposals  with  four  grantees  and  58  partners;  and 
18  Mexican  proposals  with  11  grantees  and  59  partners. 

It  is  true  that  the  great  majority  of  funding  going  to  Canadian 
projects  goes  to  Ducks  Unlimited  (DU)  Canada.   The  Canadian  North 
American  Wetlands  Conservation  Council  chose  DU  Canada  as  the  most 
appropriate  organization  to  act  as  grantee  for  the  largest  share  of  the 
wetlands  projects  implemented  in  Canada  under  the  Act.   DU  Canada  is 
one  of  a  very  limited  number  of  organizations  in  Canada  able  to 
administer  a  program  as  large  as  the  North  American  Program  and  to  do 
the  work  inherent  in  the  program.  As  grantee,  DU  Canada  represents 
many  different  partners,  organizations  and  individuals,  and  has  access  to 
otherwise  difficult  to  acquire  matching  U.S.  dollars. 

Canadian  proposals  are  scrutinized  by  the  U.S.  Council  to  ensure 
that  grant  funds  are  used  for  on-the-ground  work,  the  majority  of  dollars 
supporting  projects  in  the  Prairie  Habitat  Joint  Venture  covering  the 
prairie  provinces. 

Fourteen  U.S.  non-profit  conservation  organizations  have  had  44 
wetlands  projects  funded  under  the  Act  through  the  Commission  meeting 
of  June  21,  1995.  Of  the  total  grant  funds  supporting  these  projects,  77.8 
percent  has  gone  to  four  of  these  non-profit  organizations  (The  Nature 
Conservancy,  Ducks  Unlimited,  Inc.,  Ducks  Unlimited  Foundation,  and 
Pheasants  Forever)  representing  33  of  the  44  projects. 

Most  of  the  U.S.  grantees  are  State  agencies,  followed  by  Federal 
agencies  and  other  smaller  government  organizations.   Of  the  $81.7 
million  in  grants  to  U.S.  grantees,  52.3  percent  has  been  awarded  to  State 
agencies  and  13.6  percent  to  Federal  agencies  as  compared  to  34.0  percent 
going  to  non-profit  organizations. 

The  diversity  of  partners  and  grantees  is  becoming  increasingly 
diverse  as  the  program  evolves.   With  changes  that  the  Council  is 
currently  considering  relative  to  the  grant  application  process,  it  is  hoped 
that  applying  for  the  wetlands  conservation  project  grants  will  be  easier 
and,  thus,  generate  more  partnerships. 
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The  FWS  defines  "long-term"  to  mean  an  easement  in  perpetuity 
or  acquisition.  The  most  important  aspect  of  "long-term"  is  one  that 
instills  a  strong  conservation  ethic  among  private  landowners.  If  we  are 
to  significantly  impact  the  quality  of  wetlands,  and  eventually  the 
migratory  bird  population,  we  must  realize  that  we  must  work  with 
landowners  to  implement  real  "long-term"  and  beneficial  changes. 

Question.      Will  FWS  broaden  its  definition  of  long-term  to 
include  short-term  strategies  that  are  likely  to  lead  to  long-term  habitat 
conservation  efforts? 

Answer.        The  authors  of  the  North  American  Wetlands 
Conservation  Act  and  those  on  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation 
Commission  who  are  responsible  for  approving  the  funding  of  wetlands 
conservation  project  proposals  construe  the  term  "long-term 
conservation"  as  acquisition  in  fee  title  and  easements  in  perpetuity  ~  the 
protection  in  perpetuity  of  affected  wetlands  ecosystems  and  the  fish  and 
wildlife  dependent  thereon.    The  North  American  Wetlands 
Conservation  Council  goes  by  what  Congress  has  stated  in  terms  of  the 
Act,  amendments,  and  reports. 

Conservation  action  in  perpetuity  is  the  ideal.   However,  in  the 
assessment  of  wetlands  conservation  project  proposals,  significant  credit  is 
given  to  proposals  with  benefits  that  last  25  years  or  more,  such  as 
installation  of  water  control  structures.    Permanent  restorations  are  given 
the  same  credit  by  the  Council  as  fee-title  acquisition.   Many  projects  have 
been  funded  involving  periods  of  time  less  than  perpetuity,  ranging  from 
10  to  30  years.  One  private  lands  project  was  supported  as  a  demonstration 
project  incorporating  5-year  agreements.  Subsequent  phases  of  that  project 
have  had  10-year  agreements.   We  are  hopeful  that  once  the  landowner 
completes  the  first  agreement,  he/she  will  sign  up  for  another,  perhaps 
longer-term,  agreement,  having  experienced  the  beneficial  changes 
realized. 

The  Council  recognizes  tne  unportance  of  working  with  private 
landowners  ~  in  fact,  two  of  the  four  U.S.  project  proposals  approved  by 
the  Commission  on  June  21  are  private  lands  proposals.   With  experience 
over  time  as  FWS  is  able  to  document  what  these  shorter  agreements  are 
able  to  gain  in  the  way  of  "longer-term"  conservation,  there  will  be  less 
reticence  to  approve  proposals  focused  on  them. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  success  of  the  North  American  Waterfowl 
Management  Plan.  Acquisition  of  land  cannot  accomplish  the  immense 
task  of  providing  adequate,  quality  habitat  to  meet  the  life  needs  of 
waterfowl  and  other  migratory  birds.  In  fact,  adequate  habitat  must  be 
provided  on  private  land  where  over  74  percent  of  wetlands  in  the  United 
States  are  found.  Small  wetland  restorations  on  private  lands  often  can  be 
accomplished  at  significantly  lower  costs  when  compared  to  costs  of 
acquiring  wetlands.  Continuing  emphasis  on  acquisition  that  is  not  the 
most  effective  and  efficient  in  providing  nesting  or  wintering  habitat/ 
together  with  associated  changes  in  the  predator  community,  have 
combined  to  diminish  the  likelihood  of  waterfowl  populations  recovering 
to  a  fall  flight  of  at  least  100  million  birds. 
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Question.      Do  you  feel  that  the  plan  is  moving  in  the  right 
direction  of  reaching  the  100  million  bird  goal? 

Answer.        The  recommendations  and  guidance  contained  in  the 
1994  Update  to  the  North  American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan 
provide  a  logical  and  realistic  roadmap  to  achieving  the  overall  goals  of  62 
million  breeding  ducks  supporting  a  fall  flight  of  at  least  100  million  birds 
under  average  environmental  conditions.    The  Plan  recognizes  the  critical 
necessity  of  habitat  protection,  restoration,  and  enhancement  on  both 
public  and  private  lands  on  a  long-term  basis  to  assure  the  future  of 
waterfowl  populations  in  perpetuity.   Habitat  objectives  in  the  1994  Update 

to  the  Plan  indicate  42  percent  of  overall  objectives  for  protection  (includes 
acquisition)  and  58  percent  for  restoration  and  enhancement. 

Accomplishments  by  Plan  partners  for  1986-1994  are  generally 
consistent  with  Plan  objectives.    Cumulative  accomplishments  in  the  U.S. 
are  1.1  million  acres  protected  and  1.9  million  acres  restored  or  enhanced. 
This  equates  to  36  percent  of  accomplishment  toward  protection 
(including  acquisition)  and  64  percent  of  accomplishment  toward 
restoration/enhancement.   Of  the  restoration  and  enhancement  actions  42 
percent  are  on  private  lands.   In  summary,  habitat  accomplishments  by 
Plan  partners  are  strongly  aligned  with  Plan  recommendations. 

As  a  point  of  clarification,  the  North  American  Wetlands 
Conservation  Fund  (NAWCF),  although  a  major  funding  source  of 
wetland  conservation  projects  associated  with  the  Plan,  is  by  no  means  the 
primary  funding  source,  especially  in  the  United  States.  Of  the  over  $600 
million  expended  on  habitat  projects  in  the  11  U.S.  joint  ventures,  less 
than  $100  million  have  been  NAWCF  funds.   The  majority  of  funding 
comes  from  the  hundreds  of  joint  venture  partner  agencies,  organizations, 
corporations,  and  individuals. 

WATER  RESOURCES  RESEARCH  INSTITUTES 

Question.      When  can  we  expect  to  receive  the  Water  Resources 
Research  Institutes  report  the  conferees  requested  in  the  FY  1995  Interior 
Appropriations  Conference  Report? 

Answer.        Although  the  President's  Budget  for  FY  1996  requests 
no  funds  for  the  Water  Resources  Research  Institutes,  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  (USGS)  has  written  the  requested  report.  The  report  will  be 
transmitted  to  Congress  pending  Departmental  approval. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  BURNS 

GRAZING 

I  am  sure  that  you  are  aware  that  Senator  Domenici,  myself  and 
several  western  Senators  have  introduced  the  Livestock  Grazing  Act  of 
1995,  or  S.  852.  We  have  attempted  to  find  a  plan  that  will  provide  for  the 
future  of  the  producer/permit  holders  in  the  west,  while  maintaining  the 
Federal  Government  as  an  overseer  of  the  land.  With  this  is  mind,  and 
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understanding  that  several  conservation  groups  and  the  former  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  Jim  Baca,  have  criticized  the 
bill  as  a  give  away  of  the  Federal  rights. 

Question.      I  am  very  interested  in  what  your  interpretation  of  the 
bill  is  as  it  stands  today? 

Answer.        The  Administration  believes  that  the  bill  is  so 
seriously  flawed  that  it  cannot  be  fixed.  It  limits  the  opportunity  for 
citizen  involvement  in  management  of  public  lands,  it  limits  the  ability  of 
resources  managers  and  public  land  users  to  respond  to  environmental 
concerns,  it  discourages  local  flexibility  and  adaptive  management 
techniques,  and  its  implementation  would  prove  costly  and  cumbersome. 

If  you  recall,  the  June,  1994  study  conducted  by  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  (FmHA)  found  that  under  Rangeland  Reform  1994  rules, 
as  many  as  half  of  Federal  lands  ranchers  would  have  no  longer  been  able 
to  maintain  a  positive  cash  flow  due  to  grazing  fees.  In  other  words 
Rangeland  Reform  would  have  bankrupt  them.  By  your  agreement  the 
fee  has  been  returned  to  Congress,  however  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  final 
rules  will  contain  compliance  cost,  for  permit  holders. 

Question.      What  will  the  permitee  have  to  do  differently  to  be  in 
compliance  with  the  final  regulations? 

Answer.        The  statistic  that  up  to  50  percent  of  FmHA  borrowers 
would  have  serious  financial  difficulty  under  the  fee  structure  the 
Department  proposed  is  very  misleading.  The  FmHA  is  the  "lender  of  last 
resort"  and  ranchers  would  have  to  be  refused  financing  by  three  lenders 
before  being  considered  for  FmHA  financing.  These  permittees  are  not 
representative  of  BLM  permittees,  generally.   In  Montana,  for  example, 
permittees  who  are  FmHA  borrowers  that  would  not  have  a  positive  cash 
flow  at  $3.96/AUM,  the  maximum  included  in  the  Department's  proposal, 
but  who  currently  do  have  a  positive  cash  flow  constitute  only  about  one- 
half  of  one  percent  of  all  Montana  permittees. 

Question.      In  dollar  terms,  what  will  the  compliance  cost  be  for 
each  permitee? 

Answer.        The  permittee  that  is  practicing  sound  rangeland 
management  and  is  not  involved  in  subleasing  of  grazing  to  a  third  party 
will  feel  little  if  any  effect  from  these  regulations.  Those  who  are  not 
managing  up  to  accepted  BLM  and  industry  standards  will  have  to 
improve  their  record  of  compliance,  perhaps  sooner  under  the  new 
regulations.  This  will  have  a  long-term  benefit  for  the  permittee  as  well  as 
for  other  users  of  the  public  land,  but  it  may  also  have  short-term 
compliance  costs.  It  is  difficult  to  project  exact  dollar  figures  per  permittee, 
but  in  Montana,  for  example,  which  has  over  4,000  BLM  permittees,  only 
177  were  authorized  in  1992  to  pasture  other  operators'  livestock  on  public 
land.   Compliance  costs  would  rise  for  these  177  permittees,  but  not  for  the 
typical  permittee. 

Question.      Have  you  done  a  follow  up  study  with  FmHA  to  see 
what  the  economic  impact  will  be  on  the  permit  holder's  cash  flow? 
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Answer.        The  BLM  did  participate  with  FmHA  in  reviewing  the 
FmHA  data  for  Montana  and  New  Mexico,  to  provide  a  more  complete 
assessment  of  the  study  results.  The  review  found  that  about  6.5  percent 
of  BLM/Forest  Service  permittees  in  Montana  and  New  Mexico  have 
FmHA  loans.   An  increase  in  the  fee  to  $3.96  per  AUM  may  increase  the 
number  of  FmHA  permittees  that  may  not  maintain  a  positive  cash  flow, 
but  in  both  cases  the  percent  of  permittees  who  would  have  a  negative 
cash  flow  as  a  result  of  the  fee  would  be  less  than  one  percent  of  all 
permittees. 

The  implementation  of  Rangeland  Reform  '94  is  bound  to  require  a 
fair  amount  of  money. 

Question.      How  much  to  implement?  How  much  every  year 
there  after? 

Answer.        No  additional  funds  are  being  requested  for 
implementation  of  the  BLM's  new  regulations  since  the  implementation 
of  these  regulations  is,  by  and  large,  the  continuation  of  practices  and 
policies  to  focus  on  and  achieve  healthy  rangeland  objectives.   The  annual 
costs  beyond  the  initial  year  would  be  negligible  since  the  Department 
started  focusing  on  achieving  good  rangeland  health  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

Question.      There  is  no  mention  of  funds  earmarked  for  this 
proposal  in  the  FY  1996  budget,  where  will  this  money  come  from? 

Answer.         Essentially,  the  new  regulations  result  in  a  shift  of 
priorities  within  existing  programs  to  target  funds  more  effectively  at 
problem  areas  and  to  emphasize  a  multi-resource  approach  to  land 
management. 

Question.      There  is  roughly  a  $20  million  dollar  increase  for  the 
Management  of  Lands  and  Resources,  what  will  this  be  used  for  if 
Rangeland  Reform  1994  is  not  implemented? 

Answer.        None  of  the  increase  proposed  in  the  FY  1996 
President's  Budget  will  be  used  to  implement  Rangeland  Reform  '94.   The 
BLM  has  requested  an  increase  of  approximately  $20  million  in  the  FY 
1996  Budget.  This  increase  is  for  the  following: 

•  $6.5  million  to  accelerate  the  restoration  of  rangelands  throughout 
the  West, 

•  $5.0  million  for  implementation  of  the  California  Desert  Protection 
Act, 

•  $4.0  million  to  increase  recreational  fishing  opportunities, 

•  $2.5  million  to  receive  full  appropriations  of  recreation  site  fee 
collections,  and 

•  $2.0  million  divided  among  several  activities/subactivities  to 
support  increased  program  funding  requirements. 
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Question.      What  is  the  $113  million  Land  Acquisition  fund  ($10 
million  increase  from  FY  1995  levels)  to  be  used  for  when  many  people  are 
suggesting  that  the  Federal  government  should  be  removing  itself  from 
land  ownership? 

Answer.         For  FY  1996,  the  Administration  requested  $236 
million  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  to  pay  for 
acquisitions,  acquisition  management.  State  grants,  emergencies, 
hardships,  and  inholding  acquisitions.    Of  that  amount,  $170  million 
would  be  appropriated  to  Interior's  land  management  agencies.   The 
Administration's  request  is  level  with  last  year's  appropriation.    This 
amount  was  determined  to  be  the  minimum  necessary  to  protect  natural 
and  cultural  resources  that  are  of  national  significance.   While  $236 
million  is  a  large  sum,  it  is  relatively  small  compared  to  land  acquisition 
amounts  from  previous  years.    During  the  1970s,  the  Federal  Government 
spent  between  $300  to  $800  million  almost  every  year  to  acquire  land  for 
parks  and  refuges.   When  comparing  these  funding  levels  with  the  1996 
request,  accounting  for  inflation  and  rising  land  prices,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  Administration  is  simply  trying  to  deal  with  very  high  priority  needs. 
In  addition,  we  are  doing  everything  we  can  to  expedite  land  exchanges. 
Exchanges  are  important  to  minimize  the  Federal  outlays  and  to  prevent 
significantly  increasing  the  total  pubUc  land  holdings. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

During  the  103rd  Congress  there  was  extensive  debate  about  the 
value  of  the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS).  The  bill  to  authorize  and 
legitimize  the  activities  of  NBS  failed  to  gain  Congressional  approval. 
This  year  the  office  has  undergone  a  name  change  and  been  funded  to  the 
tune  of  $173  million.  This  is  pretty  fair  sum  for  an  agency  that  is  not 
supposed  to  exist.  Current  rhetoric  from  the  Department  explains  the 
need  for  NBS  as  a  necessary  brain  trust  to  anticipate  environmental  "train 
wrecks"  before  any  development  can  occur. 

Question.      Without  a  qualified  peer  review,  what  guarantee  is 
there  that  the  information  gathered  by  the  NBS  will  be  accurate? 

Answer.        It  is  the  goal  of  NBS  to  ensure  that  scientific  proposals 
and  the  results  of  studies  be  reviewed  by  qualified  peers.  It  is  also  essential 
that  the  peer  review  be  independent  from  those  benefited  by  the  outcome. 
NBS  already  employs  this  approach  and  is  developing  ways  to  further 
enhance  it. 

SWEET  GRASS  HILLS 

The  BLM  is  planning  to  withdraw  nearly  20,000  acres  of  land  from 
mineral  entry  in  the  Sweet  Grass  Hills  of  Montana.  The  BLM's  own 
reports  show  this  area  is  potentially  valuable  for  gold  and  silver.  The  BLM 
is  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  State  (EIS)  on  this  withdrawal,  in 
fact  the  draft  has  already  been  published,  with  a  final  due  early  next  year. 
Even  while  this  EIS  is  being  finalized,  BLM  plans  to  withdraw  this  area  for 
20  years  based  on  an  environmental  assessment.  There  are  a  number  of 
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legitimate  concerns  over  mining  in  the  Sweet  Grass  Hills,  but  mining  is  a 
legal  and  legitimate  concern  also. 

Question.      I  would  like  an  explanation  of  why  BLM  is 
withdrawing  this  land  completely  from  mining,  based  on  an 
Environmental  Analysis  (EA)?  Has  BLM  considered  a  shorter  withdrawal 
period,  like  a  year,  to  allow  the  EIS  to  be  finalized  and  to  try  to  work  out  an 
agreement  that  gives  mining  interest  comparable  status  with  the  other 
interests? 

Answer.        The  Department  has  not  yet  made  a  decision  to 
withdraw  the  subject  lands  from  mining  based  on  an  EA.   The  EA  in 
question  has  been  referred  to  the  Department  for  review.   If  the 
Department  decides  to  withdraw  the  subject  lands,  the  possibility  of  a 
shorter  term  will  be  given  consideration. 

We  have  a  severe  forest  health  crisis  that  affects  millions  of  acres  of 
forest  land  across  the  interior  west.  This  is  effecting  private  lands  as  well 
as  Federal  forests.  The  difference  is  that  the  private  forests  are  being 
treated  aggressively,  and  the  Federal  forests  less  aggressively.  You  are  well 
aware  that  this  Congress  has  included  and  passed  a  salvage  provision  in 
the  Rescission  Bill  and  the  President  has  threatened  to  veto  it  Regardless 
of  whether  this  provision  becomes  law  or  not,  the  intent  of  Congress 
could  not  get  any  clearer.  We  expect  the  Administration  to  get  active  and 
address  this  serious  problem.  I  realize  that  most  of  the  Federal  forests  are 
under  the  Forest  Service,  but  BLM  also  has  considerable  acreage  of  forest 
land. 

Question.      What  is  BLM  doing  to  address  this  issue? 

Answer.        The  President  returned  H.R.  1158  without  his 
approval;  in  part  because  the  President  objects  to  language  that  would 
override  existing  environmental  laws  in  an  effort  to  increase  timber 
salvage.   The  Administration  urges  the  Congress  to  delete  the  salvage 
timber  language  and  work  with  the  Administration  on  separate  legislation 
that  would  increase  timber  salvage  and  improve  forest  health. 

The  Administration  has  prepared  a  proposal  that  will  expedite 
salvage  timber  while  adhering  to  environmental  laws  and  preserving 
citizen's  access  to  the  courts.   The  Administration  proposal  includes  the 
release  of  all  Section  318  sales  that  have  cleared  consultation  and  an 
expedited  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  consultation  process. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  opposed  the  salvage  timber 
provisions  of  the  Rescission  Bill  for  two  reasons:  1)  The  Department 
believes  that  it  can  accomplish  the  timber-harvest  objectives  of  the 
proposed  Bill  without  setting  aside  the  existing  land  management 
framework;  and  2)  more  importantly,  the  Department  believes  that 
instead  of  expediting  salvage  timber  and  Option  9  sales,  the  Bill  would 
almost  certainly  tie  up  forestry  activities  in  court. 

The  Department  believes  that  it  can  accomplish  the  timber-harvest 
objectives  of  the  proposed  Bill  without  setting  aside  the  existing  land 
management  framework.   The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  committed  to 


542 

increasing  the  volume  of  available  salvage  timber  and  has  directed  BLM 
and  FWS  to  collaborate  to  accelerate  harvest  objectives.   The  BLM  has 
indicated  that  it  will  be  able  to  offer  salvage  timber  approaching  230  MMBF 
from  1995  to  1997: 


FY  1995 

rV  1996 

FY  1997 

17  MMBF 

115  MMBF 

38  MMBF 

The  Department  has  already  committed  two  years  and  tens  of 
millions  of  dollars  towards  making  the  President's  Forest  Plan  work.  This 
legislation  threatened  to  re-open  issues  resolved  by  the  Plan  which  could 
have  a  potentially  severe  impact  on  commercial  forest  activities  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  The  legislation  could  also  impact  ongoing  agency 
efforts  to  address  the  decline  of  other  species  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  such 
as  salmon  and  bull  trout. 

The  regional  executives  of  BLM,  FWS,  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  and  Forest  Service  are  committed  to  streamlining  and 
expediting  ESA  consultations  for  salvage  timber  sales.  In  a  recently  signed 
interagency  directive,  the  regional  executives  of  the  above  agencies  have 
agreed  to  conclude  all  forest  formal  consultations  within  60  days  and  all 
informal  consultations  within  30  days.  Team  approaches  will  be  used  to 
empower  field  personnel  to  work  through  consultations  and  resolve 
issues  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

The  carefully  crafted  balance  in  the  President's  Forest  Plan  allows  for 
a  sustainable  timber  harvest  as  well  as  environmental  protection.   The 
Secretary  has  committed  to  increasing  the  volume  available  from  Option 
9.  For  BLM  managed  lands,  the  Probable  Sale  Quantity  (PSQ),  is  estimated 
to  be  211  MMBF.  The  Secretary  has  directed  the  BLM  to  offer 
approximately  85  percent  of  the  annual  PSQ  (183  MMBF)  in  calendar  year 
1995.    The  BLM  Director  has  signed  performance  agreements  with  the 
State  Directors  of  Oregon  and  California  to  offer  180  MMBF  and  2.5  MMBF 
respectively.  The  BLM  plans  to  offer  the  full  target  (211  MMBF)  starting  in 
calendar  year  1996,  and  also  plans  to  offer  the  full  target  in  calendar  1997. 

The  Department  believes  that  instead  of  expediting  salvage  timber 
and  Option  9  timber  sales,  the  Bill  would  almost  certainly  tie  up  forestry 
activities  in  court.    It  is  likely  to  trigger  litigation  concerning  the  meaning 
and  application  of  its  terms  and  may  give  rise  to  renewed  challenges  to  the 
President's  Forest  Plan  and  to  Section  318  sales.  It  may  also  give  rise  to 
claims  that  decisions  underlying  existing  resource  planning  and 
management  efforts  in  the  West  are  invalid. 

PARTNERS  IN  WILDLIFE  PROGRAM 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  in  Montana,  through  its 
Partners  in  Wildlife  Program,  is  working  cooperatively  with  private 
landowners  to  restore  habitat  of  some  threatened  species.  This  program  is 
voluntary  and  has  been  particularly  successful  in  the  Blackfoot  River 
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Valley  where  private  landowners  are  working  with  FWS  to  restore 
streams  for  Cutthroat  and  Bull  Trout.  I  note  your  request  for  increased 
funding  in  this  program  in  FY  1996. 

Question.      In  light  of  this  why  do  you  intend  to  eliminate  the 
funding  for  this  program  in  the  future? 

Answer.        The  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program  was  listed  as  a 
possible  program  reduction  as  part  of  the  National  Performance  Review. 
The  Administration  is  currently  looking  at  that  program  to  determine  if 
the  States  could  play  a  larger  role  in  working  with  private  landowners, 
thereby  reducing  the  need  for  Federal  efforts.  Final  determination  of  what 
to  do  about  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  Program  will  be  made  in  conjunction 
with  the  FY  1997  budget  process. 

Question.      Why  is  it  that  a  cooperative  effort  between  the  private 
land  owner  and  the  Federal  Government  which  is  working,  is  disposed  of, 
and  yet  the  most  controversial  programs  in  the  same  area  are  continued? 
This  appears  that  you  and  the  Administration  are  seeking  confrontation 
in  the  west. 

Answer.        We  are  not  seeking  confrontation  in  the  West.    As 
stated  above,  we  are  looking  at  alternative  ways  to  continue  high  priority 
work  in  a  time  of  declining  resources.  That  requires  us  to  consider 
whether  some  programs  can  be  eliminated  or  transferred  to  other 
agencies. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  BENNETT 
WATER  RESOURCES  RESEARCH  INSTITUTES 

The  FY  1995  Interior  Conference  Report  (H.  Rept  103-740)  directed 
the  Department  to  "consult  and  coordinate  with  the  heads  of  appropriate 
departments  and  agencies  with  water  research  requirements  to  ensure  the 
utilization  of  the  water  resources  research  expertise  and  capabilities  of  the 
institute  to  the  extent  feasible"  and  to  report  back  to  Congress. 

Question.      Has  this  report  been  submitted?  If  not,  when  might  we 
expect  the  report  to  be  submitted? 

Answer.        The  report  has  not  been  submitted.   Although  the 
President's  Budget  for  FY  1996  requests  no  funds  for  the  Water  Resources 
Research  Institutes,  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  has  prepared  the 
requested  report.  The  report  will  be  transmitted  to  Congress  pending 
approval  by  the  Department. 

Question.      What  is  the  Department  doing  to  promote  public 
awareness  and  understanding  of  water  resources  issues  as  well  as  training 
for  water  managers  and  technicians? 

Answer.        The  Department  supports  the  work  of  USGS  in  these 
areas.  The  USGS  is  using  a  variety  of  products  and  a  multi-faceted 
delivery  system  to  promote  awareness  and  understanding  of  water  issues 
to  a  diverse  audience.  The  USGS  customers  have  a  wide  range  of  water 
information  needs,  represented  by  products  from  a  basic  brochure  on  the 
hydrologic  cycle  for  students,  to  average  daily  streamflow  data  used  by 
scientists  performing  trend  analyses. 


544 

As  a  science  organization,  USGS  uses  technology  to  disseminate 
information.   For  example,  rapidly  increasing  amounts  of  earth  science 
information  are  being  distributed  through  the  Internet.   For  an  ever 
increasing  number  of  States,  on-line  customers  can  obtain  from  USGS  a 
graph  of  streamflow  conditions  in  real  time,  servicing  equally  the  needs  of 
water  treatment  plant  operators,  as  well  as  recreational  boaters,  with  data 
for  improved  planning.    Water  information  retrievals  over  the  Internet 
have  been  growing  at  a  rate  of  almost  70  percent  per  month.   Information 
needs  can  also  be  met  by  using  one  of  the  USGS  "800"  numbers  to  order 
products,  or  the  Fax  on  Demand  system  to  request  documents. 

One  very  popular  series  of  USGS  products  used  to  convey 
understandable  water  information  to  teachers  and  children  are  colorful 
water  resources  educational  posters  (available  on  six  topics  from  water  use 
to  water  quality),  produced  with  contributions  from  several  other  Federal 
agencies  including  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers.   More  than  two  million  posters  have  been  distributed  since 
1991  through  partnerships  with  the  National  Science  Teachers  Association 
and  the  American  Water  Resources  Association.   The  USGS  assisted  the 
Groundwater  Foundation  with  a  booklet  used  by  37  States  to  organize 
children's  ground-water  festivals.   In  Washington,  DC,  USGS  has 
provided  science  information  for  The  Washington  Post  Mini-Page. 

To  reach  a  broad  general  audience  across  the  country,  USGS  has 
produced  a  series  of  Fact  Sheets  for  every  State,  which  are  being  widely 
distributed  through  more  than  1,000  State  and  local  USGS  cooperators,  and 
through  many  libraries  nationwide.   These  Fact  Sheets  provide 
information  on  USGS  activities  in  each  State  and  how  these  activities 
address  important  earth  science  needs.  The  Fact  Sheets  also  contain 
suggestions  on  how  to  acquire  additional  information  from  the  USGS. 
Special  topic  Fact  Sheets  are  also  available  on  important  regional  water 
resource  issues,  including  Chesapeake  Bay  and  San  Francisco  Bay,  as  well 
as  environmental  and  water  quality  issues  such  as  bioremediation. 

To  improve  access,  USGS  is  cooperating  with  the  National 
Technical  Information  Service's  "Fed  World"  for  disseminating  Federal 
information,  the  General  Service  Administration's  "Federal  Information 
Center"  800  numbers  for  responding  to  inquiries,  and  the  more  than  400 
USGS  partnerships  with  universities  and  other  government,  private,  and 
public  organizations  for  disseminating  water  data.  To  reach  a  broader 
public,  USGS  has  developed  partnerships  with  other  organizations  whose 
mission  is  community  education,  including  the  National  Geographic 
Society  on  Fresh  Water,  The  Conservation  Fund  on  Non-Point  Source 
Pollution,  the  League  of  Women  Voters  on  Ground  Water  Protection,  and 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  Alliance  on  water  quality. 

The  Intergovernmental  Task  Force  on  Monitoring  Water  Quality,  a 
joint  effort  between  USGS  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
works  cooperatively  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies,  as  well  as 
private  sector  members  across  the  country,  in  developing  national 
standards  and  plans  for  water  data  collection  and  monitoring  activities. 
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With  regard  to  training  for  water  managers  and  technicians,  USGS 
is  active  in  providing  training  and  work  experience  to  college  students 
through  several  temporary  employment  opportunities.    A  long-standing 
cooperative  education  program  and  a  new  student  internship  program 
enable  students  to  fulfill  their  university  educational  requirements  while 
working  side  by  side  with  USGS  scientists  and  technicians  on  projects 
dealing  with  a  wide  range  of  water  resources  issues.  In  1994,  over  700 
college  students  worked  on  USGS  projects  and  were  supported  financially 
with  project  funds;  it  is  expected  that  this  number  will  increase 
significantly.   This  combination  of  classroom  work,  coupled  with 
mentored  on-the-job  training  is  excellent  preparation  for  water  managers 
and  technicians  alike.   Also,  the  USGS  National  Training  Center  in 
Denver  provides  courses  in  a  variety  of  technical  subjects  which  are 
available  to  USGS's  State  and  local  cooperators. 

Federal  regulations  and  programs  designed  to  solve  water  problems 
have  primary  impact  at  the  Stale  and  local  level.  State  and  local 
governments  are  in  a  much  stronger  position  to  tailor  and  develop 
solutions  to  local  water  problems  than  is  the  Federal  Government. 

Question.      Could  a  significant  reduction  or  possible  elimination 
of  some  "in-house"  Federal  water  management  research  programs  free  up 
funding  that  could  subsequently  be  transferred  to  the  States?  Would  you 
identify  some  of  these  programs  where  this  is  possible? 

Answer.        The  Department  agrees  that  State  and  local 
governments  should  develop  their  own  solutions  to  local  water  problems. 
But  in  many  cases  State  and  local  governments  ask  USGS  to  help  them 
develop  these  solutions.   For  more  than  100  years,  USGS  has  been  the 
Nation's  primary  water  resources  research  and  information  agency. 
Throughout  this  period  an  essential  part  of  its  mission  has  been  to 
provide  State  agencies  with  objective  and  high-quality  hydrologic  data  and 
interpretations  needed  to  manage  their  water  resources.   Through  the 
Federal-State  Cooperative  Program,  1,100  State  and  local  government 
agencies  work  with  USGS  to  develop  needed  information  through  a  50/50 
cost-sharing  arrangement.   This  program  has  been  highly  successful  in 
helping  States  meet  the  requirements  of  Federal  water  regulations  while 
providing  valuable  nationwide  information  to  governments  at  all  levels, 
the  private  sector,  universities,  and  the  public. 

Most  State  water  management  agencies  and  universities  do  not 
have  the  capability  of  collecting  and  analyzing  the  large  amounts  of  data 
needed  to  support  these  programs.   Because  of  its  reputation  for 
maintaining  national  data  collection  networks  and  data  bases  with 
standard  methodologies  for  addressing  water  management  issues,  USGS  is 
often  asked  by  State  and  local  governments  to  fulfill  this  role.  In  addition, 
by  sharing  the  costs  of  collecting  hydrologic  information  with  the  States, 
the  Federal  government  is  assured  of  acquiring  information  needed  to 
continuously  assess  the  quantity  and  quality  of  our  Nation's  resources  in  a 
cost-effective  manner.   Land  grant  universities  have  a  role  to  play,  but 
universities  are  ill-suited  to  the  collection  and  dissemination  of  long-term 
data  sets.  Also,  because  many  water  issues  are  interstate  in  nature,  relying 
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on  State  institutions  means  that  each  State  may  need  to  do  its  own  study 
and  collect  its  own  data  rather  than  relying  on  a  single  non-regulatory 
scientific  information  entity  (i.e.,  the  USGS)  to  provide  the  information 
for  all.   As  Alfred  Vang,  Chairman  of  the  Interstate  Council  on  Water 
Policy,  recently  stated:  "Because  the  USGS  is  renowned  for  its  objective 
and  independent  scientific  work,  the  agency  is  particularly  valuable  in 
interstate  water  planning  and  management.   States  with  highly 
contentious  interstate  problems  have  grown  to  trust  and  rely  upon  USGS 
data  analysis,  thereby  avoiding  protracted  lawsuits  and  data  wars." 

Question.       In  an  era  of  continued  downsizing  of  the  Federal 
Government,  could  some  of  the  research  responsibilities  currently 
performed  by  the  USGS  Water  Resources  Division  be  accomplished  by 
university-based  researchers? 

Answer.        The  USGS  maintains  a  research  capability,  which 
directly  supports  its  mission  of  assessing  the  Nation's  water  resources. 
Research  is  directed  toward  developing  new  tools  and  methods  for 
addressing  regional  and  national  issues  over  longer  periods  of  time. 
There  is  a  direct  commimication  through  the  USGS  training  program 
between  the  researchers  and  the  larger  group  of  USGS  scientists  who 
conduct  resource  assessments.   This  arrangement  provides  constant 
interaction  between  USGS  reseairch  and  assessments.   Because  USGS 
research  directly  supports  its  mission,  it  could  not  be  done  effectively 
outside  the  agency. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  ROLLINGS 

MYRTLE  BEACH  STORM  DRAINAGE  REDUCTION  PROJECT 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Myrtle  Beach  Storm  Damage  Reduction  Project 
has  been  an  ongoing  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  project  in  South 
Carolina  for  over  ten  years  now.  The  feasibility  report  was  completed  in 
1987,  the  project  was  authorized  by  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act 
of  1990,  and  the  preconstruction  and  engineering  design  was  completed  in 
1993.  Funding  was  provided  last  year  to  begin  construction  of  the  project 
in  the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bUl,  and  the  President  has 
provided  $17  million  in  his  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  for  the  Corps  to 
continue  construction. 

Progress  on  this  project  has  been  slow  but  thorough.  However, 
now,  at  the  last  minute,  the  Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS)  appears 
to  be  holding  up  the  process.  I  would  appreciate  Secretary  Babbitt 
answering  a  few  questions,  and  clarifying  the  role  of  the  MMS  in  this 
project.  I  understand  that  certain  instances,  MMS  has  required  separate 
agreements  with  the  local  sponsors  which  has  effectively  increased  the 
bureaucracy  and  red  taped  faced  by  local  sponsors. 

Question.      Will  MMS  demand  that  the  local  sponsors  of  this 
Congressionally  authorized  project  enter  into  an  agreement  with  MMS 
separate  from  and  in  addition  to  the  MOA  between  MMS  and  the  Corps  of 
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Engineers?  Given  the  fact  that  there  will  be  an  MOA  between  the  Corps 
and  MMS,  and  a  Project  Coordination  Agreement  between  the  Corps  and 
the  local  sponsor,  what  additional  benefits  would  be  derived  from  an 
MOA  between  MMS  and  the  local  sponsors? 

Answer.        The  MOA  does  not  involve  the  local  non-Federal 
sponsor  of  a  beach  renourishment  project.   It  is  an  agreement  that  is 
entered  into  by  two  Federal  agencies  for  the  use  of  Federal  sand,  gravel,  or 
shell  from  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  (OCS).   For  example,  if  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  wants  to  use  sand  and  gravel  from  the  OCS  for  a  beach 
replenishment  project,  it  cannot  simply  go  out  and  dredge  those  resources 
because  Congress  has  not  given  stewardship  authority,  management 
responsibility,  or  jurisdiction  over  those  minerals  to  the  Corps. 

In  1953,  Congress  gave  management  and  conservation  authority 
over  minerals  on  the  OCS  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  Last  year,  it 
reaffirmed  that  authority  in  P.L.  103-426  by  providing  that  the  Department 
may  work  closely  with  coastal  States  and  communities  to  facilitate  the  use 
of  Federal  OCS  sand  and  gravel  for  shore  protection  programs  and  may 
reach  agreements  for  the  use  of  such  sand  with  other  Federal  agencies  that 
may  be  project  cosponsors  with  these  communities.   At  the  same  time,  the 
management  responsibilities  for  the  conservation  of  ocean  resources 
remains  with  Interior.   The  MOA  is  simply  an  agreement,  between  an 
agency  that  wants  to  use  a  Federal  resource  and  the  agency  that  has  been 
charged  with  managing  that  resource,  over  the  manner  of  its  extraction, 
environmental  considerations,  notification  requirements,  and  other 
related  matters. 

The  negotiated  agreement,  or  lease,  between  the  Department  and 
the  local  sponsor,  is  a  conveyance  of  the  rights  to  the  Federal  resource 
(sand)  to  the  local  community  for  the  final  end  use  (placement  on  its 
beaches).    The  MOA  and  the  negotiated  noncompetitive  lease  involve 
different  legal  relationships  and  different  substantive  matters.  They  are 
not  duplicative  but,  rather,  complementary. 

In  this  regard,  MMS  will  ask  the  local  sponsors  of  the  Myrtle  Beach 
Storm  Damage  Reduction  Project  to  enter  into  negotiations  for  a 
noncompetitive  lease,  because  that  is  what  the  revised  law  requires  if  a 
competitive  lease  sale  is  not  to  be  conducted.  The  new  law  made  it  easier 
and  potentially  far  less  costly  for  local  coastal  towns  to  have  access  to  OCS 
sand.  Under  the  old  law,  a  competitive  lease  sale  would  have  to  be  held. 
This  was  impractical  and  costly  for  States  and  municipalities,  and  no  sale 
was  ever  held  for  Federal  sand.  Until  P.L.  103-426  was  passed  last  year, 
coastal  beach  renourishment  projects  used  sand  from  State  waters.   Should 
the  Myrtle  Beach  project  obtain  access  to  Federal  OCS  sand,  it  would  be  the 
first  instance  of  South  Carolina  using  this  Federal  resource. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized,  pursuant  to  Section 
8(k)(2)(i)  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act  (OCSLA),  to  negotiate 
an  agreement  with  any  person  (including  a  State  or  local  government)  for 
the  use  of  Federal  sand,  gravel,  and  shell  resources,  if  such  resources  are  to 
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be  used  in  a  public  shore  protection  program.  If  another  Federal  agency 
intends  to  use  OCS  sand  or  gravel  in  a  project,  that  agency  is  directed  to 
enter  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  Interior  for  the  use  of  such 
resources.   Both  of  these  steps  are  necessary  because  of  the  management 
and  stewardship  authorities  that  Congress  has  placed  on  the  Department. 

Question.      Does  MMS  intend  to  charge  the  local  sponsors  of  the 
Myrtle  Beach  Storm  Damage  Reduction  Project  a  fee  for  OCS  sand 
resources  on  a  project  that  is  authorized  by  Congress? 

Answer.        Section  8(k)(2)(B)  of  the  OCSLA  states,  "In  carrying  out 
a  negotiation  under  this  paragraph,  the  Secretary  may  assess  a  fee  based  on 
an  assessment  of  the  value  of  the  resources  and  the  public  interest  served 
by  promoting  development  of  the  resources.  No  fee  shall  be  assessed 
directly  or  indirectly  under  this  subparagraph  against  an  agency  of  the 
Federal  Government." 

The  Corps  does  not  include  the  value  of  the  sand  in  its  agreements 
with  local  communities.   However,  Federal  minerals  on  the  OCS  have 
value  and,  under  some  circumstances,  a  reasonable  fee  may  be  assessed  so 
that  the  American  taxpayer  receives  a  benefit  from  the  use  of  a  national 
resource.   At  the  same  time,  the  Department  recognizes  that  the 
restoration  of  beaches  or  the  protection  of  coastal  wetlands  is  an  important 
public  purpose,  and  a  careful  balancing  determination  will  be  made  before 
a  fee  is  assessed.  So  far,  there  has  been  only  one  case  implemented  under 
the  new  law,  and  it  involved  the  conveyance  of  about  1.2  million  cubic 
yards  of  Federal  sand  to  Jacksonville,  Florida.  The  Department 
determined  that  no  fee  was  warranted. 

With  respect  to  assessing  a  fee  to  the  local  sponsors  of  the  Myrtle 
Beach  Storm  Damage  Reduction  Project,  a  decision  has  not  yet  been  made. 

The  Myrtle  Beach  Storm  Drainage  Reduction  Project  was 
authorized  for  a  period  of  50  years.  The  Project  Cooperation  Agreement 
between  the  Corps  and  the  local  sponsors  is  also  for  50  years.  Once  again,  I 
have  been  told  that  the  MMS  will  only  enter  into  an  MOA  for  the  very 
next  phase  of  the  project  and  a  new  MOA  will  be  required  for  each  phase 
of  periodic  nourishment  which  translates  into  a  new  MOA  every  seven 
years.  Such  a  process  provides  nothing  but  imcertainty  and  potential 
chaos  as  new  fees  or  additional  costly  provisions  could  be  forced  on  the 
Corps  or  local  sponsor  in  the  future. 

Question.  Why  has  MMS  refused  to  enter  into  an  MOA  with  the 
Corps  for  the  Myrtle  Beach  Project  for  the  entire  50  year  life  of  the  Project? 
What  guarantees  can  MMS  provide  to  prevent  uncertainties  for  the  local 
sponsor  throughout  the  50  year  life  of  this  authorized  project? 

Answer.        The  answer  is  twofold.   First,  MMS  has  the 
stewardship  responsibility  for  the  management  and  conservation  of 
marine  minerals  in  Federal  waters.    Therefore,  the  ramifications  of 
extracting  sand  from  Federal  waters  must  be  evaluated  for  initial 
construction  phases  and  reevaluated  for  cumulative  impacts  of  future 
renourishments.  Secondly,  Federal  sand  is  a  national  resource,  and  its  use 
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must  be  periodically  reassessed  based  on  the  market  value  of  the  resource 
and  the  public  interest  served.  Conveyance  of  Federal  resources  under  a 
noncompetitive  lease  for  a  50-year  period  would  not  permit  responsible 
management.  A  potentially  vast  area  of  prime  aggregate  resource  could  be 
excluded  from  other  legitimate  uses  for  50  years,  although  only  a  fraction    • 
of  the  resource  might  be  used.   A  more  responsible  stewardship  approach 
would  allow  for  a  periodic  reevaluation  of  commercial  and  public  needs 
for  aggregate  resources  from  the  OCS  in  order  to  balance  demands  for 
those  resources  over  that  period  of  time. 

While  there  exists  a  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  between  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  project  is  only  funded  a  phase  at  a  time 
(Federal  and  State),  allows  for  any  number  of  contingencies,  and  only 
proceeds  with  the  local  sponsors'  concurrence.   The  MMS  views  a  phased 
request  for  Federal  sand  as  no  different  than  many  of  the  other 
contingencies  which  are  apparently  already  acceptable  and  reasonable 
given  the  length  of  the  project. 

CONCLUSION  OF  HEARINGS 

Senator  GORTON.  I  thank  you  very  much.  The  subcommittee  will 
stand  in  recess  awaiting  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

[Whereupon,  at  11:30  a.m.,  Tuesday,  June  6,  the  hearings  were 
concluded  and  the  subcommittee  was  recessed,  to  reconvene  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 
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U.S.  Senate, 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

Washington,  DC. 

NONDEPARTMENTAL  WITNESSES 

[Clerk's  note. — The  subcommittee  was  unable  to  hold  hearings 
on  nondepartmental  witnesses,  the  statements  and  letters  of  those 
submitting  written  testimony  are  as  follows.] 

[The  statements  follow:] 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  ALAMO  NAVAJO  SCHOOL  BOARD,  INC. 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

ANSB  Inc.  operates  a  wide  range  of  Federal,  State  and  privately  funded  service  programs  for  the  people  of 
the  Alamo  Navajo  Reservation  in  S.W.  New  Mexico,  as  an  agency  of  the  Alamo  Navajo  Chapter,  the  local 
Navajo  Tribal  Governmental  agency  for  this  63,000  acre  separate  and  geographically  isolated  reseivation 

Our  BIA  funded  Kindergarten  through  High  School  program  has  been  operated  under  P.L.  93-638 
Contract  and  P.L.  100-297  Grant  since  1979.  We  are  part  of  the  Eastern  Navajo  Agency  within  the  BIA 
Navajo  Area  within  the  Department  of  Interior.  As  such,  our  BIA  funded  programs  are  being  impacted  by 
a  pattern  of  what  we  can  only  call  "bureaucratic  cannibalism"  in  the  current  Department  of  the  Interior 
"National  Performance  Review  -  Streamlining"  efifort. 

One  major  difference  between  Indian  Services  under  BIA,  however,  is  that  many  of  them  (such  as 
schools,  courts,  police  and  social  services,  etc.)  are  actually  "local  government"  services,  but  cannot  be 
financed  by  local  taxation  as  they  are  for  the  rest  of  the  United  States  population  because  of  the  "Federal 
trust"  status  of  Indian  Reservation  land.  The  United  States  has  a  solemn  treaty  responsibility  to  Indian 
Tribes  and  their  members  to  provide  such  local  government  services  in  return  for  the  lands  taken  from 
them  for  the  rest  of  the  United  States  population. 

At  the  same  time,  these  services  are  embedded  in  a  giant  Interior  Department  bureaucracy  which  is  far 
more  concerned  with  managing  physical  resources  than  it  is  with  impact  on  dependent  conquered  peoples. 
I'his  bureaucracy  appears  to  be  making  eveiy  effort  to  protect  its  own  jobs  and  "empires"  from  the  impact 
of  "NPR"  by  centralizing  administrative  resources  at  the  upper  levels  of  the  system,  and  taking  them  away 
from  the  field  to  do  so. 

Tlie  following  Charts,  and  the  attached  spreadsheet  data  show  clear  examples  of  this  centralization  of 
resources  at  the  top  levels  of  the  system: 

The  first  shows  the  Five  Year  overall  growth  in  both  FTEs  and  Funding  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior 
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Five  Year  Change  in  Secretarial  Level  DOI  Budgets 


FY  91  FY  92  FY  93  FY  94  FY  95 

The  second,  on  ihe  next  page,  shows  the  growth  of  several  of  the  administrative  sub-activities  in  the  . 
Secretary's  ofiDce. 

Five  Year  Change  In  Selected  Secretarial  Level  DOI 
Administrative  Account  Funding 


FY  91        FY  92        FY  93       FY  94       FY  95 
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The  third  shows  the  change  in  administrative  budgets  within  BIA,  in  which  the  further  away  from  the 
field  the  administrative  operations  are  the  more  they  grow,  while  the  closer  to  the  field  they  are  the  more 
they  shrink. 

Four  Year  Change  in  BIA  Indian  Programs 
Administration  vs  Program  Budgets 


FY  93 


FY  94 


FY  95 


FY  96 
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And  the  last  shows  that  within  BIA  the  overall  administrative  funding  level  has  varied  directly  with  the 
overall  program  funding.  Despite  the  promises  of  "administrative  savings"  administrative  budgets  are  not 
going  down,  and  administrative  funds  are  not  being  put  at  the  lowest  level  in  the  system. 


Four  Year  Change  in  BIA  Indian  Programs  Total 
Administrative  vs.  Program  Budgets 


0  Indian  Program  Budgets 

■  Total  OIP  Administrative 
Budgets 


FY  93 


FY  94 


FY  95 


FY  96 


We  understand  that  the  Committee  is  under  a  tight  budget  ceiling  However,  we  cannot  accept  a  policy 
which  would  have  Indian  people  seeking  to  take  resources  from  each  other  to  make  up  for  deficits  in 
funding  for  critical  local  govenmient  services,  while  centralized  administrative  empires  continue  to  grow.. 
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We  believe  that  there  are  also  numerous  oilier  Agencies  and  Offices  within  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  in  which  services  are  either  needless,  or  are  subsidies  for  other  populations  much  better  able  to 
take  care  of  their  own  needs  than  Indian  reservation  populations  such  as  we  serve  at  Alamo. 

=>    One  example  is  the  "Park  Visitor"  line  item  in  the  National  Park  Service.  The  data  available  to  us 
indicates  that  over  a  four  year  period  only  about  50%  of  the  actual  costs  of  park  visitors  were  covered 
by  the  fees  collected  from  such  visitors.  The  vast  majority  of  such  visitors  are  well  oCf  enough  to 
travel  extensively  to  reach  such  parks.  They  also  typically  pay  handsomely  to  visit  commercially  run 
"theme  parks"  elsewhere.  Why  should  we  "pinch"  dependent  Indian  people's  services  in  one  DOl 
Agency  when  we  can  subsidize  private  tourists'  amusement  costs  in  another? 

=>    Another  example  is  the  hidden  growth  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  "Working  Capital"  fund, 
resources  for  which  are  budgeted  in  other  DOI  Agencies  and  then  transferred  to  BOR.  We  can  only 
interpret  this  as  a  last  ditch  effort  to  keep  from  having  to  cut  down  on  the  actual  size  and  staffing  of 
BOR  in  the  face  of  its  seriously  reduced  mission  of  merely  "managing"  water  resources  instead  of 
constructing  dams  to  impound  them    Further,  there  is  currently  no  accountability  for  the  expenditure 
of  such  funds  (we  attach  a  copy  of  the  only  report  on  them  found  in  recent  BOR  Budget  Justifications 
to  the  Congress). 

As  a  consequence,  we  respectfully  request  that  the  Sub-Committee  seriously  consider  the  possibility  of 
exempting  BIA  local  government  type  services,  such  as  Schools  and  Police  Services  from  any  further 
"NPR  Streamlining",  and  require  DOI  to  begin  to  trim  some  of  the  fat  out  of  other  DOI  Agencies  and 
Offices  instead. 


Indian  Health  Service 

ANSB  Inc.  operates  a  wide  range  of  Federal,  State  and  privately  funded  service  programs  for  the  people  of  the 
Alamo  Navajo  Reservation  in  S.W.  New  Mexico,  as  an  agency  of  the  Alamo  Navajo  Chapter,  the  local  Navajo 
Tribal  Governmental  agency  for  this  63,000  acre  separate  and  geographically  isolated  reservation. 

Our  Indian  Health  Service  funded  rural  Health  Center  is  part  of  the  Albuquerque  Service  Unit  in  the  Albuquerque 
Area  of  the  Indian  Health  Service.  As  such,  we  are  being  heavily  impacted  by  a  pattern  of  bureaucratic  'tuck 
passing"  in  the  allocation  of  the  current  Administration's  "National  Performance  Review-  Streamlining"  effort  to 
reduce  the  size  and  cost  of  the  Federal  Bureaucracy. 

Indian  Health  Services  are  unlike  all  the  other  programs  in  its  parent  agency,  the  Public  Health  Service,  in  that 
they  provide  direct  primary  health  care  to  citizens  with  a  special  historic  relationship  with  the  Federal 
Government,  based  on  solemn  treaties  made  in  the  days  that  native  Americans  wijre  forced  to  give  up  the  lands  that 
the  non-Indian  population  of  the  United  States  now  lives  and  does  business  on.  Yet,  Indian  Health  programs  are 
buried  in  a  massive  HHS  bureaucracy  in  which  they  are  "low  man  on  the  totem  pole"  and  must  take  whatever  the 
higher  levels  in  the  Department  doles  out. 

We  have  heard  the  promises  of  "NPR"  of  a  government  that  works  better  and  costs  less,  and  of  the  reduction  of 
administrative  overhead,  de-layering  of  administrative  structures,  etc.  But  what  we  see  instead  is  the  following: 

An  Assistant  Secretary  for  Health,  at  the  top  of  our  parent  agency,  whose  ofnce  and  administrative  budgets 
have  been  growing  like  crazy  while  our  programs  services  are  being  cut,  and  a  subordinate  bureaucracy 
which  is  follo>ving  suit  and  passing  the  buck  down  to  the  program  level 

The  following  charts  show  a  brief  history  of  this  growth.  The  first  shows  the  differences  in  administrative 
resources  available  at  various  levels  in  this  system,  and  in  one  other  (horrible  example)  "sister"  PHS  Agency. 
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The  second,  on  the  following  page,  shows  comparable  program  budgets,  overall,  including  the  shrinking  program 
of  the  "sister"  Agency,  which  hardly  justifies  its  skyrocketing  administrative  budgets. 


Five  Year  Change  in  Selected  Public  Health  Service 
Program  Budgets 
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The  third  gives  a  closer  look  at  the  comparison  between  the  "sister"  agency's  administrative  and  program  budgets. 

Five  Year  Change  in  Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health 
Administrative  vs  Program  Budgets 
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QSA&MH  Administrative 
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The  fourth,  by  contrast,  shows  how  IHS  administrative  budgets  are  being  cut  in  comparison  with  its  program 
funding  leveks 
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And  the  fifth,  on  the  following  page,  shows  even  deeper  cuts  in  Administrative  vs  program  budgets  vAiea  they 
reach  the  Area  OfBce  level: 

Rve  Year  Change  in  Albuquerque  Indian  Health 
Administrative  vs  Program  Budgets 
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The  net  efifect,  at  the  Area  OfBce  level,  is  that  in  FY  '95  approximately  11.4%  of  the  Area  Hospitals  and  Oinics 
program  budget  is  now  diverted  into  essential  "general  administrative"  services  such  as  financial  and  property 
management,  procurement,  personnel  management,  and  so  on,  and  the  reduced  program  funding  impact  is  passed 
on  to  the  tribes. 

Further,  within  MS,  the  Administration  has  taken  a  spineless  "pro-rata"  shares  approach  to  allocating  the  "NPR" 
administrative  cost  and  FTE  reductions,  instead  of  honestly  seeking  to  identify  where  administrative  resources  are 
less  needed.  For  example,  IHS  has  ignored  major  differences  between  Area  OfBces  in  the  percentage  of  their 
program  that  is  now  run  by  Tribes  under  P.L.  93-638.    Albuquerque  programs  are  largely  Federally  operated,  but 
it  only  has  1.6%  of  its  total  funding  for  administration,  while  six  other  Area  Offices  are  largely  contracted  out,  and 
yet  have  from  2%  to  5.6%  of  their  total  funding  for  administration.  See  attached  sheet  1 

We  believe  the  current  Administration  has  erred  in  leaving  the  implementation  of  NPR  to  the  bureaucracy  it  sought 
to  reduce,  and  that  only  the  Congress  can  now  take  the  lead  in  applying  NPR's  principles.  We  realize  that  this 
Sub-Committee  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the  rest  of  HHS  (in  which  IHS  is  embedded)  but  we  respectfully 
request  that  you  confer  with  your  fellow  Appropriations  Committee  members  to  assure  that  administrative  cuts  are 
made  without  taking  them  out  of  services  to  Indian  people  through  this  process  of  buck-passing 


STATEMENT  OF  MONICA  RIEDEL,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  ALASKA 
NATIVE  HARBOR  SEAL  COMMISSION 

The  Alaska  Native  Harbor  Seal  Commission  (ANHSC)  is  a  tribal  consortium  formed  by  Native 
communities  within  the  habitat  range  of  the  harbor  seal  (Phoca  vilulina).  The  overall  purpose  of 
the  ANHSC  is  to  strengthen  and  increase  the  role  of  Alaska  Natives  resource  policy  affecting 
harbor  seals  and  their  uses.  At  this  time,  the  goals  of  the  ANHSC  include:  educating  and 
informing  the  public  and  western  scientists  on  the  traditional  and  contemporary  relationship 
between  harbor  seals  and  Alaska  Natives;  informing  western  scientists  about  the  type  and  extent 
of  knowledge  held  by  the  local  people  about  the  harbor  seal;  involving  Alaska  Natives  directly  in 
the  research  process:  and  involving  Alaska  Natives  in  the  regulatory  and  management  process. 
Harbor  seals  are  a  vital  economic,  cultural,  and  social  resource  to  many  Alaska  Natives;  the 
participation  of  Alaska  Natives  in  all  aspects  of  harbor  seal  research  and  management  is, 
therefore,  critical.  Funding  an  Alaska  Native  Harbor  Seal  Commission  is  a  large  step  towards 
addressing  this  need. 

Section  119  of  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  (MMPA)  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the 
Commerce  to  enter  into  co-management  agreements  with  Native  organizations.  To  date,  no 
money  has  been  appropriated  although  appropriation  language  exists  in  the  Act.  Nonetheless, 
the  recognition  by  the  federal  government  of  the  importance  of  co-management  has  stimulated 
the  Native  community  to  initiate  development  of  protocols  for  co-management.  The  ANHSC 
has  been  involved  in  these  meetings,  and  is  developing  and  working  towards  a  co-management 
model.  Co-management  enhances  both  the  biological  health  of  natural  resources,  as  well  as 
reflects  the  concepts  of  self-determination  and  local  participation,  ownership  and  responsibility; 
concepts  integral  to  the  viability  and  longevity  of  Alaska  Native  culture  and  community.  Recent 
actions  by  federal  agencies  call  attention  to  the  need  for  a  more  integrated  effort  between  Alaska 
Natives  and  federal  agencies.  Funding  the  ANHSC  would  provide  an  excellent  model  as  called 
for  under  Section  119. 

Over  the  course  of  the  past  year,  and  due  to  amendments  to  the  MMPA,  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  has  draft  stock  assessments  for  harbor  seals  and  other  marine  mammal 
species.  In  general,  the  assessments  raise  important  questions  about  the  definition  of  stocks,  the 
current  population  level,  current  levels  of  subsistence  harvests,  and  the  number  of  animals  that 
may  be  taken  each  year  from  each  stock  without  injuring  the  stock  or  its  growth  to  desirable 
levels  (the  PER,  or,  potential  biological  removal  level).  The  stock  assessments  consistently 
pointed  to  the  lack  of  data  held  by  western  scientists  on  many  marine  mammal  species,  especially 
harbor  seals. 

Many  other  questions  have  been  raised  with  regard  to  harbor  seals.  Most  critical  to  the  ANHSC 
is  the  fact  that  harbor  stals  in  Prince  William  Sound  appear  to  be  declining,  whereas  harbor  seals 
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in  Bristol  Bay.  the  Aleutian  Chain  region,  and  Southeast  appear  to  be  healthy,  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  they  may  withstand  greater  harvest  levels.  Of  particular  concern  also  is  that  the  NMFS 
divided  harbor  seals  into  three  stocks,  with  Prince  William  Sound  being  separated  out  as  a 
separate  stock.  Given  the  importance  of  harbor  seals  to  the  entire  state,  these  findings  are  of 
grave  concern  to  all  Alaska  Natives.  The  findings  and  actions  taken  by  NMFS  have  long  lasting 
implications  for  all  users  of  harbor  seals,  again  pointing  to  the  dire  need  of  the  ANHSC.  By 
having  the  ANHSC  in  place  and  fully  funded,  the  need  to  address  steps  toward  restoration  of  the 
harbor  seal  population  by  facilitating  communication  and  cooperation  between  users  and 
scientists  will  be  met. 

Hunters  have  a  great  deal  of  Traditional  Knowledge  about  marine  mammal  populations  that  is 
essential  to  a  full  understanding  of  these  populations.  Examples  of  this  knowledge  include 
distributions  of  animals  at  different  times  of  the  year,  historical  information,  and  observations  of 
the  condition  of  harvested  animals.  Experience  in  working  with  hunters  (such  as  those  involved 
in  the  Alaska  and  Inuvialuit  Beluga  Whale  Committee,  Alaska  Sea  Otter  Commission,  and  the 
Alaska  Eskimo  Walrus  Commission)  shows  that  knowledge  held  by  hunters  is  critical  to 
biological  studies  and  management  decisions.  Procedures  need  to  be  developed  so  that  the  large 
amount  of  traditional  knowledge  already  collected  can  be  accessed  by  scientists,  perhaps  through 
databases.  This  would  also  add  western  scientific  credibility  to  this  kind  of  information.  Alaska 
Native  groups  and/or  communities  need  to  be  participants  in  the  collection  and  use  of  this 
information  so  that  they  are  a  part  of  the  process  and  have  some  control  of  and  responsibility  for 
the  use  of  the  data. 

There  is  a  consensus  among  western  scientists,  state  and  federal  agencies  and  Native  hunters  and 
users  that  the  formation  of  a  Harbor  Sea  Commission  is  a  major  step  towards  harbor  seal 
restoration.  The  ANHSC  is  requesting  $100,000  to  assist  in  this  effort  and  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  present  this  information  to  the  House/Senate  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 
Interior  and  Related  Agencies. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  ALASKA  SEA  OTTER  COMMISSION 

The  Alaska  Sea  Otter  Commission  (ASOC)  is  a  tribal  consortium  formed  by  six  Alaska 
Native  organizations.  Founded  in  1988,  ASOC's  purpose  is  to  strengthen  and  increase  Native 
participation  in  resource  policy  affecting  sea  otters  and  their  uses.  ASOC's  representation  spans  the 
southern  Pacific  coast  of  Alaska,  including  six  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA) 
regions  and  the  80  Alaska  Native  communities  within  them.  Encompassing  an  area  roughly 
equivalent  to  the  length  of  the  continental  U.S.,  the  residents  of  this  maritime  area  rely  on  the 
continued  health  and  well  being  of  the  coastal  environment  for  their  ideological,  cultural,  and 
economic  well  being. 

Since  its  inception,  ASOC  has  collaborated  with  other  Alaska  Native  resource  organizations 
to  strengthen  the  Native  role  in  marine  mammal  management.  Towards  this  end,  ASOC  has  worked 
to  develop  a  Native  management  planning  process  for  sea  otters.  In  FY  93,  with  the  help  of 
additional  funding  from  the  Administration  for  Native  Americans,  ASOC  initiated  a  management 
planning  process  to  develop  locally  derived  and  scientifically  defensible  management  plans  for  sea 
otters  for  each  of  the  regions  encompassed  by  the  ASOC.  In  addition  to  codifying  the  system  of 
self-regulation  that  characterizes  Alaska  Native  resource  use,  this  planning  process  involves  local 
people  in  other  aspects  of  sea  otter  management  such  as  research  and  enforcement.  The  development 
of  these  locally-based  plans  assures  that  sea  otter  populations  remain  healthy  and  viable.  Moreover, 
because  these  plans  are  locally  generated,  unlike  those  developed  by  state  and  federal  resource 
managers,  the  continued  health  and  viability  of  Alaska  Native  traditions  have  a  greater  opportunity  to 
endure.  ASOC  is  currently  pursuing  additional  funding  to  initiate  a  biological  sampling  program  and 
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a  harvest  monitoring  program  to  provide  local  people  the  training  and  support  essential  to  enable 
them  to  become  equal  players  in  marine  mammal  management.  These  programs  will  necessarily  build 
upon  the  management  planning  process,  at  the  same  time  expanding  the  Native  role  in  the  overall 
management  structure. 

Since  1988,  the  ASOC  has  established  itself  as  an  organization  instrumental  to  sea  otter 
management  in  Alaska.  Our  emphasis  on  adopting  a  management  structure  based  on  cooperative 
efforts  between  the  federal  agencies  and  local  communities  is  foremost  in  the  promotion  of  new  and 
innovative  management  techniques  -  namelyco-mahagement  -  and  is  consistent  with  Section  1 19  of 
the  amended  MMPA.  Co-management  enhances  both  the  biological  health  of  natural  resources,  as 
well  as  reflects  the  concepts  of  self-determination  and  local  participation,  ownership  and 
responsibility-  concepts  integral  to  the  viability  and  longevity  of  the  Alaska  Native  culture  and 
community. 

Previous  Congressional  appropriations  have  enabled  us  to  expand  our  programs  to  more 
sufficiently  reflect  the  requirements  of  sea  otter  management.  Our  receipt  of  additional  funds  for  the 
development  of  sea  otter  management  plans  and  our  application  for  funds  to  develop  biological 
sampling  and  harvest  monitoring  programs  demonstrates  our  commitment  to  ensuring  biologically 
sound  management  principles  will  be  instituted  on  a  community-wide  basis  throughout  our  range. 
With  our  base  in  resource  management  well  established,  now  is  the  time  to  turn  towards  developing 
new  and  innovative  programs  that  reinforce  the  institutional  goals  of  the  ASOC  as  identified  in  our 
by-laws. 

Request:  We  respectfully  request  that  Congressional  funding  be  continued  for 
flscal  year  1996  in  the  amount  of  $122,500  through  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Wildlife  and  Parks  program.  This  funding  would  allow  our  program  to  be 
continued  at  the  same  level  established  in  FY  95  and,  in  addition,  develop  a  much 
needed  Information  and  Education  program. 
Program  Components: 
I.    Project    Development  and  Program  Management  -    $70,000 

ASOC  has  operated  with  a  minimum  of  costs  necessary  for  developing  a  long  range  resource 
management  strategy  since  our  inception.  Our  sole  source  of  support  for  these  costs  has  been  direct 
Congressional  appropriations  through  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  Continued  Congressional 
funding  is  necessary  to  maintain  our  operations  at  their  current  level. 

Previous  Congressional  funding,  while  not  supporting  specific  programs,  has  allowed  us  to 
pursue  additional  funding  for  management  projects.  As  mentioned,  ASOC  is  currently  applying  for 
funding  to  develop  biological  and  harvest  monitoring  programs.  In  October  1992,  we  secured  a 
three  year  Administration  for  Native  Americans  (ANA)  grant  enabling  us  to  develop  six  regional 
management  plans;  the  first  stage  of  the  management  planning  process.  The  ANA  grant  is 
programmatic,  with  minimal  funds  allocated  for  administrative  costs.  Further,  the  ANA  grant 
moneys  are  designed  to  match  funds  provided  through  the  U.S.  Congress  to  support  the  operation  of 
our  day-to-day  business.  Congressional  funding  thus  allows  the  Executive  Director  to  undertake 
organizational  and  financial  planning  for  new  projects  covered  under  this  and  other  programs,  and  to 
help  identify  funding  sources  for  these  projects. 

Expenditure  Plan:  As  with  previous  years,  funds  appropriated  in  1996  will  support  half  of  the 
Executive  Director  salary  and  fringe  (matched  by  the  ANA  grant),  basic  office  functions  such  as  rent 
and  utilities,  reproduction  services,  and  professional  consulting  services  (i.e.,  accounting  and  legal 
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advice).  Congressional  funds  will  also  provide  for  costs  associated  with  three  ASOC  Board 
meetings  (travel  and  per  diem)  and  some  miscellaneous  travel.  Without  a  permanent  Executive 
Director  position  and  operational  funds,  it  will  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible  to  maintain  our 
operations.  Funding  requested  herein  will  keep  our  doors  open  and  lights  on,  without  this  funding 
we  risk  jeopardizing  our  current  and  future  projects. 
II.    Information  and  Education    -    $52,500 

In  FY  93,  the  ASOC  implemented  an  information  and  education  program;  since  then  funding 
levels  have  only  provided  for  a  part-time  graduate  student  intern.  To  further  develop  and  expand  the 
information  and  education  program,  additional  funding  is  needed.  Additional  funding  will  enable  us 
to  hire  a  full  time  staff  person  to  increase  and  expand  production  and  distribution  of  information  and 
educational  materials.  In  this  new  era  of  co-management,  much  is  needed  in  the  way  of  informational 
and  educational  materials  to  deal  with  the  expanded  role  of  Alaska  Natives  in  the  management  arena. 
Thus,  in  addition  to  regular  publication  of  newsletters;  intermittent  publication  of  documents  of 
informational  relevance  (i.e.  a  poster  detailing  Native  rights  with  regard  to  sea  otters  or  an 
informational  brochure  about  ASOC)  of  sea  otters;  maintaining  the  communications  network  with 
coastal  village  communities,  as  well  as  with  federal  and  state  agencies  and  the  general  public;  the  I&E 
staff  person  will  develop  training  manuals  and  curriculums  to  reflect  our  expanding  role  in  marine 
mammal  management. 

At  its  most  basic  level,  an  Information  and  Education  program  compliments  and  enhances  the 
development  of  marine  mammal  management  plans  by  assuring  that  there  is  constant  two-way 
communication  between  the  ASOC  and  local  people.  In  addition,  an  improved  I&E  program  would 
allow  for  improved  communication  between  user  groups  and  Federal  and  State  agencies,  and  non- 
profit organizations  and  regional  corporations.  An  improved  information  and  education  program  will 
also  allow  ASOC  to  participate  in  the  increasing  viability  of  Indigenous  management  systems  both 
nationally  and  internationally.  Such  communication  will  have  the  added  benefit  of  facilitating 
Indigenous  marine  mammal  management  by  providing  an  avenue  for  information  exchange.  Finally, 
this  work  will  involve  the  development  of  a  public  education  campaign  to  foster  understanding  of 
relationship  between  Alaska  Natives  and  the  marine  environment.  Work  under  this  objective  will 
include  seeking  ways  in  which  to  enhance  this  understanding  as  well  as  funding  to  support  any 
project  proposals  that  will  arise  as  a  result  of  this  effort. 

Expenditure  Plan:  Funds  provided  under  this  program  component  will  support  a  full  time 
Communications  and  Outreach  Coordinator  position:  $30,000  will  be  allocated  for  salary  and 
$15,000  for  fringe  for  this  position.  The  remaining  $7,500  will  allow  for  limited  travel,  newsletter 
and  other  media  production  costs,  graphic  services,  mass  mail-outs,  telephone  communications  and 
other  similar  costs. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  AMERICAN  ARTS  ALLIANCE 

INTRODUCTION:  On  behalf  of  the  American  Arts  Alliance's  membership  of  over  2,600  of 
America's  professional  nonprofit  performing,  exhibiting  and  presenting  institutions,  the 
Alliance  is  pleased  to  submit  testimony  to  this  subcommittee  on  FY  96  funding  for  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  (NEA).    The  American  Arts  Alliance  presents  this 
testimony  in  cooperation  with  the  American  Symphony  Orchestra  League,  the  Association  of 
Art  Museum  Directors,  the  Association  of  Performing  Arts  Presenters,  Dance/USA,  OPERA 
America  and  the  Theatre  Communications  Group.    The  Alliance  supports  the  President's  FY 
96  budget  request  of  $172.4  million  for  the  NEA,  as  well  as  $182.0  million  for  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities  and  $29.8  million  for  the  Institute  of  Museum  Services,  and 
urges  the  subcommittee  to  approve  these  amounts. 
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Congress  created  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  and  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Humanities  in  1965  because  "democracy  demands  wisdom  and  vision  in  its  citizens  and  it 
must  therefore  foster  and  support  a  form  of  education  and  access  to  the  arts  and  humanities, 
designed  to  make  people  of  all  backgrounds  and  wherever  located  masters  of  their  technology 
and  not  its  servant. "  American  audiences  and  artists  across  the  country  have  been  brought 
together  in  unprecedented  numbers  to  experience  and  learn  about  the  many  disciplines  of  the 
arts,  from  theater,  to  music,  from  dance  to  painting. 

As  the  NEA  enters  its  30th  year,  it  continues  the  unique  national  function  of  increasing 
access  for  all  citizens  to  the  best  the  arts  have  to  offer.    Some  people  today  ask  why  it  is 
important  to  maintain  federal  support  for  the  arts.    The  answer  is  simple.    No  other 
government  agency  or  private  organization  in  America  can  offer  access  to  excellence  in  the 
arts  on  as  large  a  scale  as  does  the  NEA.    And  why  is  this  important?   Because  the  arts 
benefit  Americans  and  serve  national  goals  in  education,  economic  development,  community 
outreach  and  improving  the  quality  of  life.    Let  us  look  past  the  current  rhetoric.    Contrary 
to  this  rhetoric,  the  arts  merit  national  government  support.    The  federal  government  can  ill 
afford  not  to  fund  arts  programs  at  a  time  of  fiscal  restraint  because  the  arts  generate  so 
much  economic  activity  that  they  help  decrease  the  deficit  while  helping  local  economies. 
And  the  loss  of  public  funding  cannot  be  replaced  by  the  private  sector. 

Only  with  the  ongoing  national  leadership  provided  by  the  Endowment  will  such 
efforts  continue  and  expand,  thereby  serving  especially  rural  and  inner-city  areas  and 
economically  disadvantaged  Americans.    Along  with  increasing  public  participation  and 
acclaim,  NEA  support  directly  benefits  citizens  across  the  country  through  support  for  art 
education,  community  outreach  programs,  and  bolstering  local  economies. 

THE  NEA  INCREASES  PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION  AND  ACCESS  TO  THE  ARTS: 

NEA  grants  help  many  nonprofit  arts  institutions  offer  community  outreach  and  education 
programs,  and  bring  touring  performances  and  exhibits  to  underserved  areas.    At  a  cost  of 
only  64  cents  per  year  to  each  American,  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  is  a  valuable 
investment  in  developing  access  to  the  arts  in  communities  across  the  nation. 

Access:    In  a  country  as  rich  and  diverse  in  natural  resources  as  the  United  States,  our 
resources  are  unequally  distributed  across  a  diverse  geographic  area.    This  is  also  true  of  our 
arts  resources.    The  NEA  helps  to  address  this  inequality  by  several  means  including  the 
establishment  of  rural-based  arts  groups  and  supporting  many  valuable  programs  nation-wide 
which  overcome  geographical  barriers  to  access  by  bringing  arts  and  performing  groups  to 
sparsely  populated  areas.    Museums  bring  artwork  to  rural  communities  and  schools;  ballet, 
opera  and  theatre  companies  perform  in  community  centers  and  gymnasiums;  symphonies 
travel  to  the  smallest  of  towns;  local  festivals  draw  audiences  from  distant  communities.    For 
instance,  the  Eugene  Ballet  Company  relies  on  NEA  support  to  stimulate  matching  fiinds 
which  allow  the  ballet  to  implement  programs  performed  in  50  different  rural  and  urban 
communities  throughout  ten  western  states.     Tlie  New  Mexico  Symphony  uses  a  grant  from 
the  NEA  to  help  fund  its  state-wide  tour  which  provides  concerts  and  educational  activities 
throughout  the  large  and  primarily  rural  state.    And  CITYFOLK  of  Dayton,  Ohio  presents  a 
folkJife  festival  celebrating  the  diverse  culmrai  make-up  of  the  Southwest  Ohio  community 
including  local  performances  ranging  from  jazz  and  blue-grass  to  salsa.    The  national  scope 
of  the  NEA  is  critical  to  providing  the  support  which  makes  these  programs  possible. 

Arts  Education  and  Community  Outreach:   Thousands  of  students  in  rural  and  inner-city 
areas  benefit  from  NEA-sponsored  educational  outreach  programs.    For  many  students,  these 
programs  provide  the  initial  exposure  to  the  arts,  helping  to  establish  the  foundation  for  a 
life-long  interest  and  appreciation.    Education  in  the  arts  has  been  proven  to  help  students 
increase  cognitive  development,  improve  motivation  and  discipline,  and  develop  confidence 
and  creativity.     Africa  Tells  is  a  storytelling  workshop  designed  by  the  Toledo  Museum  of 
Art  to  make  the  Museum's  African  art  collection  more  accessible  to  inner-city  communities 
in  Ohio.    One  father  thanked  the  Museum  for  selecting  his  daughter  for  the  project,  saying 
he  had  observed  her  self-esteem  "soar"  during  the  time  she  was  involved.   Countless 
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museums,  theatres,  symphony's  and  dance  companies  across  the  nation  look  to  the  NEA  for 
the  leadership  and  support  vital  to  these  outreach  programs. 

Educational  outreach  programs  provide  a  forum  for  discovery  and  discussion  of  the  diversity 
of  culnires  recorded  and  represented  in  the  arts.    Seattle  Opera's  Education  Department 
shares  opera  with  36,000  young  people  and  adults  through  school  previews  and  free  dress 
rehearsals,  public  seminars  and  symposia,  touring  productions,  and  a  diverse  outreach 
program  that  addresses  a  wide  range  of  cultures.    The  Rainbow  Bridge  to  Opera  Program 
demonstrates  the  company's  commitment  to  the  culturally  diverse  population  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest  as  well  as  to  groups  not  traditionally  served  by  opera.    Program  activities  include 
an  opera  smdy  program  for  young  people  in  prison  and  the  Experience  Opera  program  at  the 
Orion  Center  for  Homeless  Youth.    All  of  these  programs  are  possible  due  to  NEA  support. 

Grants  from  the  NEA  also  help  sponsor  outreach  programs  that  bring  art  to  individuals  and 
groups  of  every  age,  income,  and  cultural  background.    Huntington  Theatre  in  Boston, 
Massachusetts  makes  special  arrangements  for  senior  citizens  to  attend  performances.  The 
Anchorage  Concert  Association  distributes  donated  tickets  to  local  social  service  agencies  so 
that  people  who  might  not  normally  have  a  chance  to  attend  a  concert  are  able  to  see  a  live 
performance. 


NEA  FUNDING  BOLSTERS  LOCAL  ECONOMIES:  NEA  funding  also  serves  as  an 
economic  catalyst  in  communities,  fueling  the  economy  in  several  ways.  For  instance,  a 
thriving  arts  community  provides  many  employment  opportunities.    The  Alliance  Theatre  in 
Atlanta,  Georgia  relies  on  its  seasonal  support  from  the  NEA  Theatre  Program  to  operate  a 
season  of  resident  and  touring  performances,  employing  433  theatre  workers  annually. 
Furthermore,  funds  received  by  local  arts  institutions  are  in  turn  channeled  into  the  local 
economy  through  purchasing  from  local  businesses  equipment,  materials  and  other  services. 
The  rippling  effect  of  a  thriving  arts  community  includes  increased  patronage  of  nearby 
restaurants  and  hotels,  contributing  to  the  community's  tourism  industry,  and  enhancing 
market  appeal  of  the  community  based  on  quality  of  life  issues,  thereby  attracting  new 
industries  and  corporate  relocation.    NEA  hinds  have  been  estimated  to  attract  $11  or  more 
from  public  and  private  sources  for  every  $1  invested.    The  nonprofit  arts  sector  also  is  a 
significant  force  in  the  national  economy,  contributing  approximately  $37  billion  to  the 
economy  and  1.3  million  jobs,  and  returning  $3.4  billion  to  the  federal  Treasury  in  income 
tax.    These  numbers  clearly  demonstrate  the  significant  economic  impact  of  the  arts  on  local 
communities. 

The  success  of  NEA  grants  in  attracting  matching  public  and  private  funds  is  well 
documented.    For  example,  in  FY  92,  Endowment  grants  of  $123  million  generated  matching 
funds  estimated  at  $1.4  billion,  a  ten-fold  match.   These  matching  funds  are  directly  invested 
back  into  the  community  in  the  form  of  continued  programming  and  through  the  purchase  of 
goods  and  services  from  local  vendors  and  suppliers.    For  instance,  according  to  a  survey 
conducted  by  the  University  of  Utah,  the  Utah  Arts  Festival  has  a  significant  economic 
impact  in  the  Salt  Lake  area.    The  Festival  generates  consumer  purchasing  beyond  the 
festival  grounds  by  generating  over  $600,000  in  lodging,  parking,  permits,  tax  revenue,  and 
wages  for  artists  and  vendors.    Along  with  stimulating  local  economic  growth,  the  Festival 
increases  access  to  the  arts.    Due  to  key  "seed"  dollars  from  the  NEA,  the  Festival  has 
maintained  a  ticket  price  of  less  than  $10  and  has  been  able  for  the  past  five  years  to  offer 
5,500  free  tickets  annually  to  disabled  and  low-income  community  members. 

The  NEA  is  instrumental  in  creating  an  essential  partnership  between  national  approval  and 
local  support.    The  imprimamr  provided  by  an  NEA  grant  award  is  a  vital  key  to  attracting 
additional  program  support  from  other  government  levels  and  private  support,  including 
foundations,  corporations,  local  businesses  and  community  members.    For  example,  over  the 
past  three  years.  Project  Separate  Journeys,  an  outreach  program  enacted  by  Salt  Lake  City's 
Repertory  Dance  Theatre,  has  reached  over  60,000  students  and  teachers  in  Utah.    The 
program  matched  NEA  dollars  almost  twelve  times  over,  allowing  the  Repertory  Dance 
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Theatre  to  bring  a  series  of  free  outreach  activities  to  schools  across  the  state.    Without  the 
national  recognition  provided  by  NEA  grant  approval,  many  of  these  valuable  programs 
would  not  secure  the  matching  tiinds  required. 

CONCLUSION:    By  investing  in  our  nation's  nonprofit  arts  instimtions,  the  NEA  fosters 
cultural  awareness  by  our  citizenry  in  unique  and  important  ways  by:  expanding  access  to  the 
arts;  providing  a  catalyst  for  private  sector  funding;  boosting  local  economies;  and  promoting 
the  understanding  of  diverse  cultures.    With  the  assistance  of  the  NEA,  nonprofit  arts 
institutions,  our  country's  national  treasures,  help  to  build  a  vibrant  and  growing  culture  that 
is  distinctly  American. 

We  urge  the  subconunittee  to  approve  $172.4  million  for  the  NEA  so  that  the  agency  can 
advance  its  mission  to  "foster  and  support  a  form  of  education,  and  access  to  the  arts  and  the 
humanities,  designed  to  make  people  of  all  backgrounds  and  wherever  located  masters  of 
their  technology  and  not  its  unthinking  servants. " 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

The  Americaii  Farm  Bureau  Federation  and  the  4.4  nnillion  mennber  families 
who  belong  to  Farm  Bureau  believe  voluntary  efforts  by  farmers  and  ranchers,  in 
cooperation  with  incentives,  technical  assistance  and  advice  are  the  keys  to 
encouraging  continued  improvement  of  land  and  water  resources.  We  strongly 
believe  that  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Services's  private  lands  habitat  restoration 
program,  knowrn  as  Partners  for  Wildlife  is  a  good,  cost-effective  federal  program  that 
is  working  to  meet  the  nation's  conservation  goals. 

The  Partners  program  is  one  of  the  most  positive  and  popular  federal 
programs  delivered  to  private  landowners  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  It 
has  fostered  goodv^U  between  the  Service  and  private  landov\mers.   It  is  also  building 
strong  local  conunitments  among  landowners  for  private  coi\servation  efforts. 

One  of  the  real  benefits  of  the  Partners  program  is  its  abUity  to  work  with 
landovmers  to  provide  private  lands  for  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  It  also  provides  a 
way  to  leverage  federal  fimds  in  a  dollar-fbr-doUar  match  program  to  expand  and 
target  high  priority  wildlife  habitat. 

Farmers  and  ranchers  have  achieved  many  conservation  successes  over  the 
past  60  years.  Much  of  it  could  not  have  been  accomplished  without  the  help  of 
Incentives,  federeil  reseju-ch,  technical  cisslstance  and  advice  provided  by  federally 
funded,  but  locally  available  conservation  programs. 

FARMERS  HAVE  MADE  GREAT  STRIDES 

Cor\servation  has  been  a  priority  for  farmers  and  ranchers  for  many  years  and 
there  Is  a  tremendous  amount  of  activity  on  farms  and  ranches  aaoss  the  country. 
Farmers  are  actively  applying  conservation  practices  and  getting  read  results  on 
private  Icmds.  The  followrlng  are  two  examples  of  what  has  been  accomplished 
through  the  Partners  in  Wildlife  Program. 

•  The  Partners  program  has  restored  over  264,000  acres  of  wetlands, 
25,000  acres  of  prairie  grassland,  300  miles  of  riparian  habitat,  and  33 
miles  of  in-stream  aquatic  habitat. 

•  The  Partners  for  Wildlife  program  worked  with  over  12,300  private 
landowners  on  specific  conservation  practices  and  more  than  2,000 
landovroers  are  waiting  to  participate. 
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Because  of  the  past  successes  of  this  very  successful  voluntary  program  and 
because  there's  still  plenty  of  work  to  be  done,  we  believe  that  the  Department  of 
Interior  should  put  a  high  priority  on  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  program.  This 
effective  incentive  program  should  be  maintained  for  the  benefit  of  all  involved. 

The  Partners  for  Wildlife  program  has  been  beneficial  for  cooperating  private 
landovmers,  the  general  public  and  the  environment.  We  believe  the  program's 
success  is  due  to  its  voluntary,  incentive-based  approach  to  conservation  and 
environmental  goals. 

The  Parmers  program  has  been  particularly  cost-effective  in  protecting  private 
lands  that  are  environmentally  sensitive  with  only  limited  federal  funding.  The 
foundation  of  the  program's  success  can  be  attributed  to  the  flexibility  provided  to 
meet  the  needs  of  private  landowners. 

We  support  the  continuation  of  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  program.  As  the  core 
conservation  and  environmental  incentive  program  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  it  should  continue  to  emphasize  a  voluntary,  incentive-based,  non-regulatory, 
and  non-bureaucratic  approach  to  conservation. 

We  support  the  environmental  benefits  achieved  by  the  Partners  program. 
This  Committee  must  not  let  the  opportunity  pass  to  continue  this  successful 
conservation  program,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  resources  it  protects  and  the 
benefits  it  provides. 

We  believe  the  accomplishments  of  the  Partners  for  Wildlife  program  has  more 
than  justified  its  continuation.  Thank  you  for  considering  our  views. 


STATEMENT  OF  PAUL  BROUHA,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  AMERICAN 
FISHERIES  SOCIETY 

The  American  Fisheries  Society  (Society)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  present  written 
comments  concerning  the  proposed  Fiscjd  Year  1996  budget  of  the  National  Park  Service 
(Service). 

The  Society  is  an  international  organization  of  more  than  9,200  fisheries  and  aquatic  science 
professionals.  Chartered  in  1870,  the  Society  is  the  world's  oldest  and  largest  scientific  body 
dedicated  to  the  advancement  of  fisheries  science  and  the  conservation  of  renewable  aquatic 
resources. 

The  National  Park  Service  administers  163  park  units  with  fisheries  resources.  These  units 
contain  internationally  renowned  fisheries  and  angling  opportunities.  Most  of  the  60  million 
anglers  in  our  nation  regard  the  fisheries  of  Yellowstone,  the  Great  Smokey  Mountains,  the 
Delaware  River,  Glacier,  the  Shenandoah,  the  St.  Crobc,  and  the  Alaska  National  Parks  as 
national  treasures,  treasures  which  they  have  entnisted  the  Nationa'  Park  Service  to  manage  and 
protect  for  them,  their  children,  and  their  grandchildren. 

The  Service  needs  scientific  expertise  and  funding  to  protect  these  unique  resources  in 
peipetuity.  It  currently  has  only  eighteen  fisheries  biologists  to  manage  its  80  million  acres  of 
lands  and  waters  including  2,187  miles  of  nationally  designated  wild  and  scenic  rivers.  The 
National  Park  Service  estimated  7.5  million  recreational  user  days  on  service-managed  waters 
in  1990. 

The  Service  has  identified  a  $14,000,000  budget  for  development  of  its  fisheries  program  over 
the  next  three  years.  The  Society  supports  the  Service's  desire  to  improve  fisheries 
management  capabilities,  funding,  and  personnel  resources.  The  Service  has  been  spending 
approximately  $2,500,0()0  annually  on  custodial  fisheries  programs.  We  understand  that  four 
new  fisheries  positions  are  identified  in  the  FY  1996  National  Park  Service's  Professionalism 
Initiative.  Although  the  four  new  positions  will  help  the  Service  manage  its  fisheries,  this 
proposed  level  of  staffing  (3  %  of  its  professional  stafO  is  not  adequate.  Perhaps  some  of  the 
proposed  Resource  Management  Specialists  positions  in  the  Professionalism  Initiative  could  be 
changed  to  fisheries  biologist  positions.   Dramatically  increased  funding  and  staffmg  is  needed 
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to  enable  the  Service  to  develop  the  tools  it  needs  to  accomplish  fisheries  management  and 
resource  protection  in  our  national  paries.  We  strongly  urge  you  to  support  fisheries  funding 
of  $7,000,000  for  FY  1996  and  to  provide  at  least  14  new  positions  in  the  fisheries/fisheries 
supervisor  career  series.  This  increase  in  base  funding  of  $4,500,000  for  the  program  is 
needed  to  assure  supervisory  fisheries  biologist  staffing  in  each  of  the  10  (or  maybe  7)  regional 
offices  and  to  provide  four  more  field  biologists.  Special  consideration  should  be  given  to 
placing  two  field  fisheries  biologists:  one  to  assist  brook  trout  restoration  in  the  Great  Smokey 
Mountains  National  Park  and  one  fisheries  biologist  for  initiating  a  coordinated  state  and  federal 
fisheries  program  at  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recreation  Area. 

We  also  strongly  urge  the  development  of  a  fisheries  funding  line  item  in  the  Service's  FY  1996 
budget.  With  only  a  skeleton  crew  of  fisheries  biologists  and  no  fiscal  accountability  for 
fisheries  management,  the  deemphasis  of  fisheries  and  aquatic  resources  management  programs 
in  the  parks  is  spreading  at  an  increasingly  rapid  rate.  A  clear  funding  line  and  rigorous  fiscal 
accountability  is  needed  to  refocus  the  Service  on  its  management  of  aquatic  resources. 

The  Society  supports  the  Service's  Employee  Training  and  Development  Strategy.  We  strongly 
urge  you  to  add  $500,000  to  provide  continuing  fisheries  education  and  certification  for  your 
fisheries  professionals  and  for  your  generalists  who  would  do  their  jobs  better  with  fisheries 
training  to  the  Service's  current  FY  1996  budget  of  $3,500,000. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  National  Park  Service's  fisheries  program.  Please  feel  free 
to  contact  me  if  you  have  any  questions  related  to  this  program. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Forest  Service  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget 

The  American  Fisheries  Society  (the  Society)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  present  written  comments 
concerning  the  proposed  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1996  budgets  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Kfcmageinent  (Bureau)  and 
the  Forest  Service.  We  ask  that  this  letter  be  includ^  in  the  official  record  of  the  agencies'  appropriations 
hearings. 

The  Society  is  an  international  organization  of  more  than  9,200  fisheries  and  aquatic  science  professionals. 
Chartered  in  1870,  AFS  is  the  worid's  oldest  and  largest  scientific  body  dedicated  to  the  advancement  of 
fisheries  science  and  the  conservation  of  renewable  aquatic  resources. 

Over  the  years  we  have  supported  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Forest  Service  fisheries  programs. 
Together  these  agencies  manage  a  huge  portion  of  the  United  States'  publicly  owned,  freshwater  aquatic 
resources.  There  have  been  planning,  staffing,  and  on-the-ground  improvements  in  the  fisheries  programs 
of  both  of  these  land-management  agencies.  Unfortunately,  the  dark  side  of  the  equation  is  that  some  of 
the  funding  allocation  for  aquatic  resource  programs  has  not  been  used  as  directed  by  Congress  and  there 
are  many  aquatic  habitats  in  need  of  evaluation,  research,  protection,  and  improvement. 

The  Society  is  especially  concerned  about  excellence  and  accountability  in  federal  fisheries  programs  and 
wants  to  continue  supporting  efforts  of  these  agencies.  The  Society  also  wants  to  provide  its  analysis  of 
these  programs  and  its  recommendations  to  your  Committee,  but  with  reinvention,  downsizing,  and 
defiinctionalizing,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  the  agencies  can  assure  that  there  will  be  robust 
fisheries  programs  on  their  management  units.  Without  line  item  budget  authority  and  responsibility  we 
do  not  see  how  these  agencies  can  assure  that  their  fisheries  will  be  managed,  let  alone  how  the  agencies 
can  be  held  accountable  for  that  management.  We  are  also  concerned  in  the  downsizing  of  the  two 
agencies,  that  critically-rieeded  fisheries  positions  are  not  being  filled  or  are  being  filled  with  unqualified 
personnel,  and  that  some  jobs  are  t>eing  eliminated.  Thus,  as  presented  we  can  neither  support  nor 
effectively  comment  on  the  President's  FY  1996  budget  proposals  for  these  agencies  as  they  are  not  specific 
in  their  expectations  for  fisheries  accomplishments. 

We  offer  to  ally  with  you  and  your  Committee  to  build  clear  expectations  and  responsibilities  back  into  the 
fisheries  budgets  for  these  two  agencies.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Forest  Service  need  strong 
aquatic  resource  programs  if  they  are  to  have  the  requisite  expertise  and  capability  to  build  important 
fisheries  and  to  accomplish  watershed  and  ecosystem  management.  Please  let  me  know  if  there  is  any  way 
we  can  be  of  assistance. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  AMERICAN  GAS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

The  Gas  Industry  RD&D  Initiative  Is  a  group  of  37  gas  companies  and  12  research  and  trade  organizations 
formed  In  1989  specifically  to  address  Issues  affecting  accelerated  natural  gas  technology  development.  The 
Initiative  works  closely  with  the  American  Gas  Association  (A.G.A.).  a  national  trade  association  composed  of  more 
than  275  natural  gas  utilities,  pipelines  and  marketing  and  gathering  companies  In  North  America,  which  together 
account  for  more  than  90  percent  of  the  natural  gas  delivered  In  the  United  States.  We  appreciate  this  opportunity 
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to  present  our  views  on  r^tural  gas-related  research,  development  and  den'ionstratlon  (RD&D)  sponsored  by  the 
Department  of  Energy. 

The  gas  industry  supports  the  objecttve  of  balancing  the  budget  by  2002  and  we  recognize  the  need  to 
eliminate  or  reduce  funding  for  lower  priority  federal  programs  to  achieve  this  goal.  We  understand  that  Congress 
must  scrutinize  federal  programs  and  ask  whether  a  federal  role  Is  required.  Given  the  tough  choices  which  must 
be  made,  we  recommend  tfiat  Congress  fund  energy  RO&D  programs  that  will  increase  our  natlons's  economic 
competitiveness,  enhance  our  energy  security,  and  improve  energy  efficiency.  We  further  recommend  that  Congress 
support  programs  which  Include  vigorous  government/private  sector  partnerships.  The  Department  of  Energy's 
RD&D  programs  on  natural  gas  utilization  and  supply  meet  these  criteria. 

The  Initiative,  created  five  years  ago,  proposed  a  10  year  $2.5  billion  riatural  gas  RD&D  program  to 
accelerate  federal  funding,  augmented  with  private  sector  Investment,  to  develop  arxi  commercialize  r^tural  gas 
technologies  by  the  year  2000.  These  federal  expenditures  complement  the  Gas  Research  institute  and  gas 
companies  investment  of  $250  million  annually.  Additionally,  manufacturers  and  producers  account  for  an  additional 
$400  million  per  year.  Clearly,  the  gas  industry  seeks  a  continued  partnership  with  the  government  to  ensure  natural 
gas  technologies  come  to  fruition  by  entering  the  marketp>lace. 

We  hope  Congress  will  support  the  Administration's  1^  1996  Budget  Request  of  $268  million  for  natural  gas 
programs,  of  which  $253  million  falls  urvier  this  Subcommittee's  jurisdiction.  If  budget  constraints  prevent  full 
funding  of  the  Administration's  budget  request,  we  want  to  work  closely  with  this  subcommittee  to  klenlrV  our 
priorities  for  PT'Qe  funding. 

As  this  subcommittee  develops  the  FY96  appropriation  for  DOE's  energy  RD&D  programs  we  urge  the 
members  to  recognize  that  the  DOE  budget  historically  has  been  weighted  towards  energy  sources  other  than 
natural  gas.  Despite  Increased  funding  over  the  last  two  years  the  federal  government  currently  spends  less  than 
fourteen  percent  of  Its  energy  RD&D  dollars  on  r^tural  gas  programs.  Yet,  natural  gas  supplies  about  one  quarter 
of  America's  energy  needs  and  Is  projected  to  be  over  25%  by  the  year  201 0.  For  example,  we  anticipate  a  potential 
Increase  of  gas  use  In  the  commercial  nr^rket  by  as  much  as  SOOBcf  a  year  due  to  increased  gas  cooling  In  this 
sector.  Over  two-thirds  of  the  additions  to  U.S.  electric  capacity  In  the  next  decade  are  projected  to  be  natural  gas- 
t}ased.  If  Congress  chooses  to  scale  back  the  overall  energy  RD&D  program  we  ask  that  you  conskler  the 
appropriate  balance  among  fuels  and  the  Important  role  natural  gas  can  play  In  our  nation's  energy  future. 

The  following  are  speclfk:  program  areas  where  federal  funding  will  provkje  beriefltsloQia  national  economy, 
energy  supply  and  environmental  quality. 

I.  NATURAL  GAS  VEHICLE  PROGRAMS 

Natural  gas  vehicles  (NGVs)  can  help  meet  our  nation's  objective  to  reduce  oB  consumption  and  displaced 
imported  oil.  Over  50%  of  the  petroleum  we  use  Is  Imported.  The  transportation  sector  Is  over  97  percent 
dependent  on  petroleum.  More  than  two-thirds  of  U.S.  petroleum  consumption  occurs  in  the  transportation  sector. 
By  DOE  estimates,  alternative  fuel  vehicles  will  offset  nearly  one-half  million  barrels  of  oD  per  day  by  the  year  2010. 
These  petroleum  savings,  equivalent  to  some  $3.3  billion  In  annual  oil  Imports,  are  projected  to  be  Instigated  by,  and 
are  dependent  upon  DOE's  incremental  funding  for  federal  fleet  purcfiases  of  AFVs  -  the  government's  investment 
represents  an  extremely  favorat}le  cost/benefit  ratio. 

For  FY96,  DOE  has  proposed  $20  million  for  the  purchase  of  federal  fleet  alternative  fuel  vehicles  as  required 
by  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992.  The  primary  obstacle  In  moving  more  vehicles  to  the  market  is  the  differential  in 
Incremental  costs  for  an  NGV.  We  believe  this  can  t»e  solved  by  increasing  the  volume  of  NGVs;  thus,  lowering  the 
production  costs.  The  federal  government,  as  one  of  the  largest  purcfiasers  In  the  world,  must  lead  the  way  In 
provkJing  the  opportunity  for  NGVs  to  become  economically  viable  and  sustainat)le  such  that  assistance  to  cover 
the  differential  will  not  be  needed.  DOE  Is  working  with  the  various  agencies  interested  In  provWing  vehicles  to 
phase  out  DOE's  responsibility  to  fund  the  entire  incremental  cost.  We  support  the  eventual  transition  to  indivWual 
agencies. 

Additionally,  the  DOE  and  the  Industry  are  working  together  on  necessary  research  and  development  to 
improve  on-txjard  storage  for  NGVs.  This  research  will  help  lower  the  cost  of  the  natural  gas  storage  cylinders  which 
comprise  over  half  of  the  incremental  cost.  Another  priority,  as  Identified  by  the  natural  gas  vehicle  industry  strategy 
is  to  focus  on  heavy  fuel  use  in  vehicles.  DOE  Is  a  partner  In  funding  several  emissions  programs  to  certify  medium 
and  heavy  duty  engines.  Including  those  used  In  locomotives.  The  oil  displacement  and  emissions  reduction  in  these 
successful  applications  would  Improve  both  our  energy  security  and  our  air  quality.  The  total  gas  related  funding 
request  within  the  engine  optimization  category  Is  $5  million  of  the  $7.34  million  request. 

II.  NATURAL  GAS  COOLING 

For  FY96,  DOE  has  requested  $6.75  million,  down  from  FY95  appropriations  of  $8.8  million.  In  FY95, 
Congress  Initiated  a  $2  millton  DOE  program  on  deslccant  dehumkJiflcatlon-t>ased  systems  for  heating  and  cooling. 
This  private  sector/DOE  cost-shared  program  evaluates  and  characterizes  desiccant  materials  and  systems  Is 
designed  to  be  a  two  year  program  and  should  be  continued  In  FYg6. 
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Since  concerted  efforts  are  being  made  to  kKrease  the  economy's  energy  efficiency,  advanced  natural  gas 
cooling  equipment  makes  an  excellent  prospect  to  Ore  more  effective  tillzatlon  of  this  country's  multlbiilion  dollar 
electric  and  natural  gas  infrastructure  capacity.  Gas  cooling  accomplishes  this  through  peak-shaving  and  valley- 
filling  of  the  customers'  energy  demand  curve. 

Natural  gas  is  and  will  continue  to  be  tfw  leading  source  of  end-use  energy  for  space  heating.  Natural  gas 
cooling  technologies  today  are  beginning  to  enjoy  unprecedented  success  in  ttie  global  marketplace.  A  May  1994 
study  by  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratories  estimates  that  domestk;  and  Intematkxtal  use  of  natural  gas  cooling 
equipment  would  create  a  net  270,000  jobs  per  year  in  the  period  1996-2010.  This  wil  create  an  additional  $8.3 
billion  in  new  wages  and  salary  income  tfirough  2010. 

III.  TURBINES/HEAT  ENGINES 

DOE  has  requested  $67  mlHon  for  the  Advanced  Turbine  Systems  program.  This  program  Is  a  model 
industry /federal  government  parti>ership  to  develop  more  efficiert  turt)ines  for  power  generation  In  utility  and 

Industrial  appltoatlons.  DOE  program  objectives  of  kncrsaslng  elflciartcy  over  60%  wfl  provide  major  reductlorts  In 
fuel  consumption  and  lower  electrtdly  rates. 

Over  the  next  decade,  the  demand  for  new  power  generation  Is  expected  to  create  a  global  market  worth 
$1  trillion.  Most  estimates  predkrt  gas-fired  comblned-cyde  and  comtNJStkxi  turt>lne  tecfmologles  wDI  provkie  a 
significant  share  of  the  expected  new  capacity. 

O-yer  seven  gigawatts  per  year  of  gas  tuitiine  capadty  is  today  manufactured  in  the  U.S.  Keeping  U.S. 
turbine  manufacturers  on  the  forefront  of  turtiine  system  technology  wD  preserve  and  expand  U.S.  jobs,  by  enabling 
U.S.  companies  to  increase  exports  to  a  rapidly  growing  world  market,  in  additkm  to  supplying  the  domestic 
market. 

iV.  NATURAL  GAS  FUEL  CELL  PROGRAMS 

For  FY96.  DOE  requested  $56  mBlon  for  fuel  eels  technologies  for  power  gerteratkxi  and  also  $23  million 
for  research  on  fuel  cells  for  txifldings  and  NGVs.  iXDE  and  the  gas  Industry  fiave  a  long  history  of  federal/private 
sector  p)artnerships  for  the  development  of  fuel  ceO  techrtologles.  Fuel  cell  tecfvKilogles  wOl  result  In  higher  energy 
efficiency  than  existing  combustion-based  generating  systems;  rtegllgible  emissions  of  smog  and  ackJ  rain 
precursors;  lower  greenhouse  gas  emisskxis  tf>an  other  fossi  fuel  based  ger>eratlr>g  systems;  a  modular  ruiture  that 
facilitates  progressive,  cost  effective,  scale-up  to  keep  pace  with  future  growth;  local  sitting  dose  to  the  demand; 
and.  the  ability  to  provkJe  heat  for  cogeneration  (comt>ined  iieat  arxj  power)  In  a  wide  range  of  app>lications. 

A  recent  study  by  the  A.D.  Little  Company  projects  the  worfdwide  market  for  fuel  cells  at  atx)ut  $3  billion 
annually  by  the  year  2000  with  significant  growth  tf>ereafler.  A  sut>stantial  part  of  this  market  Is  International  where 
countries  have  ample  natural  gas  but  lack  the  electric  power  Irrfrastructure.  Developrr>ent  of  the  International  market 
could  mean  $1  -  $2  billion  annually  in  exports  for  the  U.S.  arxi  the  creatkxi  of  tfxiusarKls  of  high-technology  jobs 
domestically. 

Our  industry  believes  government  procurement  of  fuel  cells  wil  provkJe  tfiem  ttie  r>ecessary  assistance  for 
this  technology  to  enter  tfie  commercial  market  Also,  as  a  dear  sign  of  its  commitment,  the  gas  irxJustry  f^s 
provkled  nearly  $20  million  for  the  direct  procuremert  of  phosphoric  add  units. 

V.  INDUSTRIAL  SYSTEMS  PROGRAMS 

Industrial  energy  consumptkxi  is  expected  to  kioease  a  total  of  9%  between  1994  and  2010.  Overall  natural 
gas  use  by  Industrial  enterprises  (indudirtg  cogenerators)  is  projected  to  increase  a  total  of  12%  by  2010.  To  meet 
the  energy  consumption  Increase,  DOE  must  focus  on  R&O  programs  ttiat  can  meet  this  demand  in  a  cost-effective 
way. 

DOE'S  Industries  of  the  Future  Program  wB  work  with  seven  energy  intensive  IrxJustrles  to  kJentIfy  research 
and  development  needs  to  Improve  industrial  producUvfty  and  lower  energy  use.  Our  Industry  believes  that 
increased  development  of  natural  gas  technologies  wS  aflow  [X}E  to  meet  its  natioruti  environmental  and  economic 
goals. 

VI.  COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL  APPLJANCE  PROGRAMS 

The  gas  Industry  erx:ourages  federal  support  for  advances  in  gas-fueled  resklentlal  and  commercial 
equipment.  Natural  gas  appliances  ftave  strong  customer  acceptance.  Currently  46  percent  of  the  reskjentlal  and 
80  percent  of  the  commercial  appliance  market  is  t>eing  served  by  gas  appliances.  If  the  U.S.  develops  and 
maintains  a  clear  technological  edge  over  foreign  competitors,  a  significant  opportunity  to  export  natural  gas 
technologies  and  equipment  shoukl  develop.  Enhancement  of  our  natk>n's  competitive  position  In  these  existing 
nnarkets  will  expand  by  more  rapid  technology  development  arxj  aggressive  deployment 
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VII.         NATURAL  GAS  SUPPLY 


DOE  has  requested  $46.4  mUllon  for  natural  gas  supply  programs.  All  estimates  predict  gas  consumption 
will  Increase  significantly  over  tfie  next  fifteen  years.  To  meet  this  growing  demand,  clearly,  there  must  be  ample 
supplies  of  natural  gas.  Historically,  technological  progress  has  expanded  the  economically  recoverable  gas 
resource  base  and  reduced  effective  exploration  and  development  costs.  The  National  Petroleum  Council  estimates 
that  technology  advances  will  add  more  tfian  230  TcF  to  the  resource  tase  by  2010. 

Natural  gas  supply  program  Initiatives  should  focus  on  developing  technologies  for  enhanced  production 
from  existing  wells  as  well  as  exp>loratlon  and  production  technologies  for  developing  new  sources  of  natural 

gas.  DOE  also  has  conducted  Important  research  to  provide  more  effective  ways  of  disposing  of  wastes  produced 
during  natural  gas  drilling  and  processing  operations. 


The  gas  Industry  Is  fully  committed  to  the  development  of  our  technologies.  We  have  t>een  arx)  wRI  continue 
to  take  full  responsibility  for  our  role  In  the  govemment/prtvate  sector  partnership. 

Although  Industry  funding  Is  significant,  the  gas  Irxlustry  and  Its  regulated  transmission  and  distribution 
companies  cannot  support  n^jor  R&D  efforts  alone.  A  federal  govemment  role  Is  appropriate  where  the  RD&D 
provides  'net  tienefits'  to  the  United  States.  Private  sector  cost  share  Increases  steadOy  through  the  continuum  of 
biasic  research  through  development,  demonstration  and  commercialization.  The  federeil  govemment  must  step  In 
to  help  spread  the  Initial  risks  -In  terms  of  both  research  and  development  costs  and  product-deployment  costs-untB 
consumer  demand  makes  a  new  product  commercially  self-sustaining. 

Our  Industries  compete  in  a  global  economy  where  our  major  competitors  such  as  Japan  arxJ  Germany 
provide  substantial  assistance  to  Industry  In  RD&D  and  commercialization.  Tfie  federal  Investment  would  be  wasted 
if  the  federal  government  performed  basic  research  for  natural  gas  technologies  tuA  d\d  not  follow  through  on 
applied  research;  allowing  foreign  governments  to  step  In  and  make  billions  of  dollars  off  U.S.  developed 
technologies. 

New  natural  gas  technologies  can  provide  substantial  benefits  to  the  Nation.  Cleaner  air,  enhanced  energy 
security,  energy  efficiency,  job  creation,  and  Improvements  In  U.S.  International  competitiveness  all  are  byproducts 
of  prudent  spending  of  federal  research  dollars. 


STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  SWEETSER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  THE 
AMERICAN  GAS  COOLING  CENTER 

The  American  Gas  Cooling  Center  is  made  up  of  manufacturers  and  natural  gas  companies  that 
are  interested  in  promoting  natural  gas  cooling  as  an  alternative  to  other  air  conditioning  and 
cooling  choices.   We  have  over  70  gas  or  gas  and  electric  combination  utilities,  almost  50 
manufacturing  members  and  more  than  5  other  interested  organizations.    As  a  trade  associate 
that  works  to  commercialize  new  nalural-gas  fired  cooling  equipment,  the  American  Gas 
Cooling  Center  and  its  members  are  very  interested  in  research,  development  and 
implementation  of  the  new  U.S. -developed  natural  gas  cooling  technologies.   We  support 
continued  and  sufficient  funding  for  natural  gas  cooling  by  the  Department  of  Energy. 

We  are  encouraged  by  the  President's  budget  request  which  calls  for  $6.75  million  in  research 
and  development  activities  for  natural  gas  cooling  technologies.  The  natural  gas  cooling 
industry,  including  both  manufacturers  and  gas  companies  supports  the  programs  that  are 
requested  by  the  Building  Equipment  Division  at  DOE  for  natural  gas  cooling.   Government 
and  industry  are  working  hand  in  hand  to  develop  and  deploy  groundbreaking  technologies. 
DOE  is  working  with  all  the  major  heating,  ventilation  and  air  conditioning  (HVAC) 
manufacturers  to  develop  the  triple  effect  absorption  chiller  for  use  in  large  commercial 
buildings.    Additionally,  the  industry  is  supporting  DOE  efforts  to  develop  and  deploy  a  new 
absorption  heat  pump,  developed  by  DOE  and  recently  licensed  by  Carrier  Corporation,  the 
largest  HVAC  manufacturer  in  the  world.   We  are  also  working  together  on  advanced  natural 
gas  cooling  concepts. 

We  fully  understand  the  difficult  budget  situation  you  face  this  year;  however,  we  feel  that, 
even  in  this  climate  of  reduced  government  spending,  natural  gas  cooling  research  should 
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continue  to  be  funded  at  last  year's  level:  $8.8  miilion.    In  FY'95,  Congress  provided  funding 
for  DOE  to  initiate  an  advanced  desiccant  program  to  evaluate  desiccant  agents  and  systems  for 
standards  development  and  to  work  with  manufacturers  on  product  improvement.   This 
cooperative  program,  called  USAQ  for  United  States  Air  Quality,  is  providing  a  rationalization 
of  dehumidification  agents  as  used  in  air  conditioning.  The  ramifications  are  significant: 
better  indoor  air  quality  and  the  ability  to  meet  ASHRAE  standard  62-89  for  outside  air 
requirements  while  lowering  energy  costs  and  usage,  as  well  as  the  ability  to  eliminate  the  use 
of  ozone  depleting  CFCs.   There  is  currently  no  way  to  "count"  energy  and  cost  savings  for 
desiccant  agents  that  does  not  penalize  them  for  acting  differently  than  traditional  air 
conditioning. 

A  very  valid  question  you  all  will  ask  this  year  in  evaluating  program  funding  at  DOE  is: 
Why  should  the  Department  by  involved  in  this  endeavor?   It  is  no  longer  enough  to  justify  a 
program  based  on  cost  share  or  national  good.   Government  participation  in  gas  cooling 
research  and  development  can  be  justified  for  a  whole  host  of  compelling  reasons. 

First,  the  United  States  has  agreed  to  comply  with  international  agreements  to  phase  out  the 
usage  of  ozone  depleting  chloroflourocarbons  (CFCs).  a  chemical  used  in  traditional  air 
conditioning  and  cooling  equipment.    In  fact.  U.S.  companies  have  significantly  reduced 
production  of  CFCs  already  and  the  chemicals  are  now  being  imported  with  extremely  high 
tariffs.   In  fact,  because  import  tariffs  are  astronomical.  CFCs  are  a  hot  black  market  item. 
Next  to  cocaine,  CFCs  are  the  second  most  often  illegally  imported  substance  coming  into  the 
United  States.    Natural  gas  cooling  eliminates  the  need  for  CFCs  and  some  technologies 
eliminate  the  next  cooling  agent  targeted  for  phase-out  -  hydrochloroflourocarbons  (HCFCs). 
This  is  significant.    As  American  homeowners  and  businesses  need  to  replace  broken 
equipment  in  the  near  future  (and  even  today),  alternatives  must  be  made  available. 

There  is  a  lack  of  a  rational  private  sector  research  and  development  program  for  a  couple  of 
significant  reasons.    First,  most  of  the  major  manufacturers,  Trane.  York,  Carrier,  etc., 
produce  both  gas  and  electric  equipment;  therefore,  they  have  little  incentive  to  push  one 
technology  over  the  other,  especially  when  it  is  the  cheaper  and  easier  to  continue  to  sell 
traditional  cooling  equipment  (until  CFCs  and  HCFCTs  are  no  longer  available  at  all).   Second, 
the  innovators  in  the  HVAC  industry  are  the  small  businesses  that  cannot  necessarily  pursue 
robust  research  and  development  agendas.   When  many  different  manufacturers  are  working 
trying  to  develop  similar  technologies,  it  is  rational  to  have  government  participation  to  assist 
in  the  research  common  to  all  involved. 

Third,  government  participation  in  a  desiccant  program  is  probably  the  best,  and  perhaps  the 
only,  way  to  provide  for  rational  ratings/standards.   An  independent  entity,  such  as  the 
government,  is  needed  to  evaluate  technologies  based  on  performance  alone.   Usage  of 
desiccant  technologies,  additionally,  appears  to  be  the  only  HVAC  system  to  significantly 
improve  indoor  air  quality.   The  dehumidification  function  of  desiccant  systems  draws 
particulate  matter,  mold,  mildew  and  other  bacteria  out  of  the  air.  After  recent  sick  building 
syndrome  incidences  in  many  commercial  buildings,  ASHRAE  introduced  standard  62-89, 
which  requires  five  times  more  indoor  air  be  introduced  to  a  building.    For  conventional  air 
conditioning,  this  corresponds  to  a  decrease  in  energy  efficiency;  desiccant  based  systems. 
Iiowever,  seem  to  be  most  energy  efficient  when  large  amounts  of  outdoor  air  base  are 
utilized.   Some  of  the  indoor  air  quality  benefits  are  as  yet  unclear  and  further  research  is 
required. 

Development  of  numerous  natural  gas  cooling  options  also  provides  for  public  "goods"  such  as 
jobs  development,  a  large  export  market,  and  economic  stimulus. 

Jobs  Development:  A  May  1994  study  by  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratories  and  the 
American  Council  for  an  Energy  Efficient  Economy  estimates  that  an  increased 
domestic  and  international  use  of  natural  gas  cooling  equipment  would  create  a  net 


568 

270.000  jobs  in  the  period  from  1996-2010.   This  will  create  $8.3  billion  in  new  wage 
and  .salary  income  through  2010. 

Export  Market:   There  is  a  significant  demand  for  natural  gas  cooling  equipment 
overseas.     According  to  the  above  mentioned  study,  many  developing  nations  are 
installing  natural  gas  infrastructure  instead  of  electrifying.    Additionally,  many 
developing  regions.  Latin  America  and  the  countries  of  China  and  India,  have 
significant  shortfalls  of  electricity,  necessitating  the  shutdown  of  the  countries' 
industrial  capability  and  costing  tens  of  billions  of  dollars.   Natural  gas  cooling  can 
reduce  the  need  for  the  expensive  electrification  of  these  countries  while  generating 
nearly  $5.0  billion  in  net  U.S.  exports  from  1996-2010  is  expected. 

U.S.  DOE  participation  in  bringing  natural  gas  cooling  technologies  to  the  market 
allows  for  more  U.S.  citizens  to  take  advantage  of  the  lower  life  cycle  cost  of  the 
technologies.   This  means  direct  consumer  savings  and  more  discretionary  income  for 
other  expenditures  and  a  boon  to  the  economy. 

Other  public  goods  are  served  by  the  increased  usage  of  natural  gas  cooling,  which  is 
predicated  on  a  continuing  research  and  development  program.    Electric  utilities  .save 
money  in  cases  where  they  have  high  summer  electric  demand  rates.   Consumers  save 
costs  because  natural  gas  in  the  summer  is  quite  inexpensive  compared  to  electricity. 
Energy  efficiency  is  served  -  measured  at  the  energy  source,  natural  gas  cooling  is 
generally  twice  as  efficient  as  electric  alternatives.   And  finally,  the  technologies  are 
environmentally  benign,  creating  few  if  any  greenhouse  gases. 

In  conclusion,  the  American  Gas  Cooling  Center  would  like  to  encourage  the  Subcommittee  to 
seriously  consider  funding  the  natural  gas  cooling  program  at  $8.75  million,  a  level  equal  to 
last  year's  funding  and  an  increase  of  $2.0  million  over  the  President's  request.    It  makes  little 
sense  for  Congress  to  initiate  a  dcsiccant  program  in  FY95  only  to  see  it  terminated  in  PY96. 
The  industry  and  the  programmatic  individuals  at  the  Department  envision  this  desiccant 
program  as  a  three  year  program.   The  potential  economic  and  energy  benefits  arc 
astronomical:  halting  funding  after  the  first  year  would  be  extremely  detrimental. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  to  the  Subcommittee.  Please  let  me 
know  if  1  can  provide  further  information. 


STATEMENTS  OF  CRAIG  M.  SCHIFFRIES  AND  MARCUS  E.  MILLING   ON 
BEHALF  OF  THE  AMERICAN  GEOLOGICAL  INSTITUTE 

The  American  Geological  Institute  (AGl)  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  present  testimony  in 
support  of  fiscal  year  1996  appropriations  for  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  the  Department 
of  Energy's  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development  Program.  AGI  is  a  nonprofit  federation 
of  27  geoscientific  and  professional  associations  that  represent  more  than  80,000  geologists,  geo- 
physicists,  and  other  earth  scientists.  In  addition,  115  colleges  and  universities  are  AGI 
Academic  Associates,  and  30  private  companies  are  AGI  Corporate  Members.  Founded  in 
1948,  AGI  provides  information  services  to  geoscientists,  serves  as  a  voice  for  shared  interests 
in  our  profession,  plays  a  major  role  in  strengthening  geoscience  education,  and  strives  to 
increase  public  awareness  of  the  vital  role  the  geosciences  play  in  mankind's  use  of  resources 
and  interaction  with  the  environment. 


Social  Imperative  for  Earth  Sciences  and  Resources 

Geoscience  agencies  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and 
Related  Agencies  are  facing  the  most  serious  challenges  in  their  history.  Some  geoscience 
agencies  have  been  targeted  for  complete  elimination  and  the  others  have  been  targeted  for 
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massive  cuts.  It  would  be  irresponsible  for  the  federal  government  to  abdicate  its  legitimate  role 
in  supporting  geoscience  research  and  information,  especially  at  a  time  when  the  United  States 
is  beginning  to  recognize  its  increasing  vulnerability  to  earthquakes,  floods,  droughts,  water 
pollution,  volcanic  eruptions,  global  environmental  change,  contamination  from  waste  disposal, 
and  reliance  on  unstable  sources  of  foreign  oil  and  minerals.  The  social  imperative  for  the 
federal  government's  role  in  the  geosciences  is  based  on  the  following  principles: 

•  The  survival  of  our  society  is  absolutely  dependent  on  the  Earth.  The  demand  and  competi- 
tion for  Earth's  land,  water,  energy,  and  materials  continually  increases.  Furthermore,  the 
impact  of  natural  hazards  such  as  floods  and  earthquakes  will  increase  as  population  grows. 

•  This  historic  and  continuing  dependency  of  society  establishes  Earth  resources  as  a  funda- 
mental public  good,  reflected  in  the  establishment  of  a  national  geologic  survey  to  guide 
their  use.    Such  surveys  have  been  formed  in  virtually  all  nations. 

•  An  integrated  national  effort  is  required  to  provide  a  coherent  and  continuing  framework  for 
obtaining  information  about  natural  resources  and  geologic  hazards.  This  information  is 
required  by  the  private  sector  and  by  government  agencies  at  all  levels  as  the  basis  for 
exploration,  planning,  environmental  policy,  and  land-use  decisions. 

•  The  United  States  has  historically  met  its  needs  for  information  about  natural  resources  and 
geologic  hazards  through  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines,  and 
more  recently  the  Department  of  Energy  and  the  Mineral  Management  Service. 

•  We  believe  an  integrated  national  effort  must  be  maintained  to  provide  information  about 
natural  resources  and  geologic  hazards.  It  is  imperative  that  this  effort  be  as  cost  effective 
and  efficient  as  possible. 

Federal  investments  in  the  geosciences  continue  to  pay  enormous  dividends,  and  the  rationale 
for  continuing  federal  support  remains  strong.  When  it  comes  to  appropriations  for  geoscience 
research  and  development,  nothing  less  than  the  survival  of  our  way  of  life  and  our  planet  are 
at  stake. 


U.S.  Geological  Survey 

Earth  science  in  the  public  service  is  the  central  mission  of  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS). 
Virtually  every  American  citizen  and  virtually  every  federal,  state,  and  local  agency  benefits 
either  directly  or  indirectly  from  USGS  products  and  services.  The  USGS  is  internationally 
recognized  for  its  scientific  and  technical  achievements.  AGI  supports  and  encourages  the 
increasing  emphasis  the  USGS  places  on  responding  to  the  changing  needs  for  reliable,  objective 
earth  science  information,  and  on  the  rapid  and  effective  transfer  of  information  and  technologies 
to  its  user  communities. 

Recent  earthquakes  and  floods  provide  powerful  reminders  of  the  vital  role  the  geosciences  play 
in  an  ever  growing  range  of  national  goals.  The  magnitude  6.7  Northridge  earthquake  on 
January  17,  1994,  caused  57  deaths  and  $30  billion  in  damage  in  Southern  California.  The 
earthquake  that  struck  Kobe,  Japan,  on  January  17,  1995,  caused  more  than  5,100  deaths  and 
about  $100  billion  in  damage.  According  to  USGS  Director  Gordon  Eaton,  the  two  earthquakes 
were  about  equal  in  magnitude,  but  "the  lower  losses  in  the  United  States  were,  in  part,  because 
of  improved  earthquake  design  incorporating  knowledge  gained  from  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey 
earthquake  studies." 

The  reduction  of  geologic  hazards  provides  a  clear  example  of  linking  science  and  technology 
to  societal  goals.  The  societal  benefits  of  geoscience  R&D  on  earthquakes  and  other  geologic 
hazards  extend  to  such  areas  as  housing,  transportation,  commerce,  agriculture,  and  human 
health  and  safety.    If  recent  history  is  a  reliable  guide,  then  funds  spent  on  geologic  hazards 
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reduction  programs  will  be  repaid  many  times  over  by  reduced  losses,  reduced  loss  of  tax 
revenues,  and  reduced  expenditure  for  federal  emergency  and  disaster  relief  funds. 

The  health  of  the  nation's  water  resources  is  another  prominent  national  concern.  Depletion  of 
surface  water  and  ground  water  supplies  has  reached  significant  proportions  in  some  regions, 
and  ground  water  contamination  is  a  problem  in  many  communities.  The  USGS  is  the  primary 
source  of  data  on  the  nation's  water  resources.  It  contributes  to  the  remarkable  levels  of  public 
health  enjoyed  by  Americans  in  all  fifty  states  by  monitoring  ground  water  contamination  and 
other  threats  to  our  water  supplies. 

The  USGS  needs  the  resources  and  flexibility  to  address  an  evolving  mission  and  adapt  to 
changing  national  priorities.  AGI  supports  the  USGS  FY  1996  budget  request  of  $586.4  million, 
an  increase  of  $14.9  million  over  the  FY  1995  enacted  level,  but  a  decrease  of  $10.6  million 
below  the  FY  1994  level.  This  is  a  modest  investment  in  the  future  of  our  nation  and  our 
planet.  A  failure  to  maintain  our  federal  investment  in  the  USGS  will  result  in  costly  tragedies 
that  will  increase  the  federal  deficit. 


DOE  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development 

In  1994,  domestic  oil  production  declined  to  its  lowest  level  since  1946.  The  United  States 
currently  imports  more  than  50  percent  of  its  total  oil  demand.  Imported  oil  accounted  for  about 
31  percent  of  the  merchandise  trade  deficit  in  1994.  Further  decreases  in  domestic  production 
will  exacerbate  the  trade  deficit  problem  and  increase  foreign  dependence  on  a  resource  that  is 
vital  to  the  economic  strength  and  national  security  of  the  nation.  While  research  on  renewable 
resources  and  energy  efficiency  is  critical  to  America's  future,  continued  research  on  fossil 
energy  is  no  less  important.  The  societal  benefits  of  fossil  energy  R&D  extend  to  such  areas 
as  economic  and  national  security,  job  creation,  capital  investment,  and  reduction  of  the  trade 
deficit. 

DOE's  fossil  energy  R&D  program  is  making  a  significant  contribution  to  development  of  new 
technologies  required  for  cost  effective  development  of  U.S.  oil  and  gas  resources.  Reductions 
in  the  program  would  adversely  affect  the  domestic  oil  and  gas  industry,  particularly  small 
independent  producers,  and  would  not  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  nation.  Several  key 
components  of  DOE's  Fossil  Energy  programs  are  discussed  below: 

•  Reservoir  Class  Demonstration  Program.  Premature  abandonment  of  productive  domestic 
oil  fields  is  one  of  America's  most  serious  energy  problems.  The  DOE  Reservoir  Class 
Demonstration  Program  focuses  on  identifying  and  maintaining  economic  access  to  geologic 
classes  of  U.S.  reservoirs  that  are  in  danger  of  being  prematurely  abandoned  despite  the  fact 
they  contain  large  amounts  of  potentially  recoverable  crude  oil.  The  program  is  sponsoring 
upwards  of  $300  million  of  industry  cost-shared  joint  ventures,  with  the  industry  share  well 
in  excess  of  50  percent.  It  is  providing  the  new  technologies  required  for  recovery  of 
billions  of  barrels  of  oil  in  existing  fields,  rather  than  from  new  fields  opened  in  environ- 
mentally sensitive  regions.  Two-thirds  of  the  oil  found  in  the  United  States  will  remain 
unrecovered  if  only  conventional  production  methods  are  used.  According  to  a  February 
28,  1995,  report  by  the  National  Research  Council,  "the  DOE  Field  Demonstration  Program 
is  proving  effective  in  demonstrating  the  application  of  new  and  existing  technologies  to 
prolong  the  lives  of  marginal  fields. " 

•  Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative.  This  program  successfully  elicited  122 
private  sector  proposals  valued  at  more  than  $85  million,  and  is  providing  a  strong  link  for 
joint  development  of  advanced  technology  among  the  private  sector,  national  laboratories, 
and  universities  to  address  the  nation's  oil  and  gas  supply  needs. 

•  Gas  Supply  Program.  The  Gas  Supply  Program  supports  the  expanding,  efficient,  and 
cost-effective  use  of  the  "fuel  of  choice"  to  achieve  the  simultaneous  benefits  of  low  cost, 
environmental  enhancement,  and  improved  energy  security. 
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•  Geoscience  Data  Repository  System.  Domestic  geological  and  geophysical  data  are  critical 
to  the  energy  security  and  economic  prosperity  of  the  United  States.  A  consequence  of  the 
ongoing  downsizing  of  the  U.S.  oil  and  gas  industry  is  that  billions  of  dollars  worth  of 
domestic  geological  and  geophysical  data  are  in  jeopardy  of  being  irrevocably  lost  or 
destroyed.  According  to  many  independent  oil  producers,  a  national  geoscience  data 
repository  system  would  enable  them  to  expand  their  search  for  and  development  of 
domestic  oil  and  gas  resources.  The  private  sector  is  working  with  DOE  and  AGI  to  assess 
the  feasibility  of  establishing  a  national  geoscience  data  repository  system  for  the  use  of 
industry,  government,  and  the  scientific  research  community. 

•  Technology  Transfer.  The  historic  symbiotic  relationship  between  major  oil  companies  and 
independent  producers  has  largely  disappeared,  and  independent  producers  do  not  have 
access  to  existing  and  emerging  advanced  exploration,  reservoir  management,  and  produc- 
tion technologies.  AGI  supports  DOE's  efforts  to  accelerate  the  dissemination  of  these  tech- 
nologies through  the  Petroleum  Technology  Transfer  Council  and  other  mechanisms  so  that 
more  domestic  petroleum  may  be  produced,  and  fewer  producing  fields  are  abandoned. 

AGI  supports  the  Department  of  Energy's  FY  1996  budget  request  of  $436.5  million  for  Fossil 
Energy  R&D.  The  budget  request  calls  a  decrease  of  $5.3  million  or  1  percent  relative  to  FY 
1995  appropriations.  Substantial  increases  in  funding  for  natural  gas  (25  percent)  and  petroleum 
R&D  (6  percent)  would  be  offset  by  a  large  decrease  in  coal  R&D  (26  percent).  The  oil  and 
gas  programs  are  a  small  fraction  of  DOE's  total  budget.  The  programs  are  designed  and 
implemented  in  concert  with  industry,  and  they  are  providing  U.S. -based  energy  companies  with 
the  edge  to  remain  technologically  competitive  and  cost  effective  in  order  to  develop  the  nation's 
oil  and  gas  resources. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  AMERICAN  INDIAN  fflGHER  EDUCATION 
CONSORTIUM 

On  behalf  of  the  29  tribaUy-controlled  and  American  Indian  serving  cbDeges  in  the  United 
States  which  comprise  the  American  Indian  Higher  Education  Consortium,  I  thank  the 
subcommittee  for  allowing  us  this  opportunity  to  express  our  appropriations  request  and 
justincations  for  the  24  tribaliy  controlled  collies  funded  under  P.L.  95-471  (25  USC  et  seq), 
"The  Tribally-Controlled  Community  Colleges  Assistance  Act,"  administered  by  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  DfTice  of  Indian  Education.    The  statute  is 
authorized  at  $30  million  for  operations  and  $10  millioa  for  endowments,  which  this  testimony 
requests  at  the  full  authorized  level.    Additionally,  the  tribal  colleges  request  $1.8  million  under 
the  facilities  renovation  authority  of  the  law.    Repair  and  renovation  needs  at  colleges  range 
from  fixing  leaking  roofs  and  upgrading  heating/cooling  systems  to  removal  of  asbestos  and 
improvements  to  water  and  sewage  facilities.    Most  repairs  and  refurbishments  can  be  done  at 
lowest  cost  by  students  or  community  skilled  labor  and  would  be  most  cost  effective.    This 
package  should  also  include  a  $2  million  appropriation  for  economic  development  as  authorized 
in  Title  IV  of  the  Act.   Each  college  has  developed  a  detailed  economic  development  plan. 

AIHEC's  membership  also  includes  institutions  of  higher  education  funded  under  separate 
authorities,  and  AIHEC  supports  their  independently  submitted  appropriations  requests.    These 
AIHEC  members  Include  the  following  institutions:    Haskell  Indian  Nations  University  and 
Southwest  Indian  Polytechnic  Institute;  The  Institute  of  American  Indian  Arts;  United  Tribes 
Technical  College;  the  Crownpoint  Institute  of  Technology  and  Navajo  Community  College 
(NCC).   These  institutions'  appropriations  requests  are  submitted  in  addition  to  this  statement. 
This  testimony  shall  address  the  funding  needs  of  the  23  colleges  funded  under  Title  I  of  the 
Tribaliy  Controlled  Community  Colleges  Assistance  Act.    Nav^o  Community  College,  while 
funded  under  the  same  Act,  is  separate  under  Title  n  and  has  differing  funding  authorities,  and 
NCC  will  therefore  submit  an  independent  statement  reqoesting  an  $800,000  increase  for  FY 
1996. 

The  AIHEC  member  institutions  enroll  over  20,000  students  from  more  than  200  tribes. 
Tribal  colleges  operate  in  13  states  and  draw  from  a  population  of  over  450,733.    The  question 
most  frequently  asked  about  tribal  colleges  is  how  they  differ  from  mainstream  Institutions  of 
higher  education.   Tribal  colleges  are  unique  in  that  they  make  higher  education  geographically 
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and  culturally  accessible  to  their  students.    Tribal  colleges  serve  Indians  on  geographically 
isolated  reservations  and  therefore  make  higher  education  economically  accessible  as  well. 

In  many  crucial  ways,  however,  tribal  colleges  are  not  at  all  dissimilar  from  mainstream 
community  colleges.   Tribal  colleges  must  and  do  adhere  to  the  same  strict  accreditation 
requirements  as  do  mainstream  colleges  in  such  areas  as  quality  instruction,  student  services, 
library  holdings  and  faculty  qualifications.    They  have  been  required  to  achieve  this  with 
signincantly  less  funding  than  mainstream  accredited  colleges.    Tribal  colleges  have  met  these 
requirements  through  hard  work,  ingenuity  and  sacrifice,  but  the  disparity  in  funding  between 
tribal  colleges  and  other  American  colleges  is  widening.      ■■ 

Tribal  college  faculty  salaries  average  53.2%  of  the  national  average  for  all  public  colleges. 

In  addition,  retirement  benefits  for  tribal  college  personnel  averages  3.125%  of  their  yearly 
income  (some  have  none)  compared  to  the  national  average  of  7%. 

In  Fiscal  Year  1995,  Tribal  colleges  received  $2,992  per  Indian  Student  Count  (ISC),  or  FuU- 
Time  Equivalent  Student  (FTE).    The  national  average  for  mainstream  community  colleges 
(without  dormitories)  is  approximately  $7,000  per  FTE,  according  to  the  National  Association  of 
College  and  University  Business  Officers.    Additionally,  the  National  Center  for  Education 
Statistics  reports  that  the  average  revenue  per  student  for  private  Historically  Black  Colleges 
and  Universities  is  $17,674.   The  last  definitive  calculation  in  1990-91  determined  that  students 
at  tribal  colleges  are  funded  at  42.5%  of  the  national  average  of  costs. 

The  $5,820  per  ISC  authorization  initiated  in  the  1983  reauthorization  of  the  Tribally 
Controlled  Community  Colleges  Assistance  Act  was  established  in  the  statute  because  it  was 
commensurate  with  other  similar  educational  institutions'  funding  levels.    Over  the  last  decade, 
the  Coiisiiiiicr  Price  Index  has  increased  by  nearly  50%.    Today,  this  authorization  should  be 
$8,450  to  have  kept  pace  with  infiation. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  this  subcommittee  is  the  only  appropriations  subcommittee 
through  which  these  colleges  receive  operational  funding. 

Tribal  colleges  do  not  receive  state  funding.   State  and  local  tax  revenues  are  levied  in  part 
to  provide  for  operating  educational  expenses  at  public  colleges,  but  states  have  no  legal 
responsibility  to  tribal  colleges.    Tribal  colleges  remain  100%  reliant  on  the  federal  government 
because  this  government  has  placed  them  in  this  situation. 

The  average  range  for  states'  reliance  on  federal  funds  for  higher  education  is  7%  to  10%  of 
educational  costs.    By  contrast,  Indian  colleges  located  on  reservations  have  no  other  funding 
option  but  the  federal  government.    In  fact,  the  responsibility  of  dealing  with  American  Indians 
is  one  of  the  few  clearly  designated  duties  of  the  federal  government  in  the  United  States 
Constitution. 

The  federal  government  continues  to  appropriate  general  assistance  for  Indian  people  at  a 
rate  equal  to  the  growing  American  population.    The  Indian  jobless  population  is  increasing 
because  the  adult  Indian  population  in  general  is  rapidly  increasing.    The  largest  Indian 
demographic  sector  is  in  the  college  and  pre-college  age,  as  the  American  Indian  population 
surge  is  in  the  under-age-25  range.    In  general,  36.8%  of  the  United  States  population  is  age  24 
and  younger.    By  contrast,  56.7%  of  the  American  Indian  population  is  age  24  or  younger.    In 
F\'  1989,  tribal  colleges  produced  569  graduates.    By  FY  1994,  this  figure  had  nearly  doubled  to 
1.012.   The  cost  of  not  educating  this  growing  work  force  for  employment  opportunities  would 
ultimately  be  borne  by  the  federal  government. 

In  1995,  the  cost  to  the  federal  government  of  maintaining  a  typical  single  head  of  household 
family  of  four  is  $20,167  per  year,  according  to  statistics  from  the  federal  agencies  which 
provide  these  services. 

By  contrast,  the  average  entry  level  salary  of  a  typical  tribal  college  graduate  with  a  two 
year  Associate  degree  is  over  $18,000.    A  graduate  earning  $18,000  per  year  pays  thousands  of 
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dollars  in  federal  taxes  and  $1,377  in  Social  security  taxes  per  year.   In  a  1994  sample  of  16 
tribal  colleges,  fully  74%  of  graduates  are  successfully  employed  and  at  least  42%  of  graduates 
continue  their  education  at  other  postsecondary  institutions.    This  is  all  the  more  remarkable 
when  one  considers  the  fact  that  unemployment  on  reservations  averages  nearly  50%. 

A  detailed  survey  of  six  tribal  colleges  indicated  that  1,340  out  of  1,575  graduates  were 
employed  and  paid  two  million  dollars  annually  in  taxes.    Maintaining  1,340  individuals  in  which 
50%  are  heads  of  households  with  three  dependents  (this  matches  the  tribal  college  student 
demographic  proHle)  would  cost  the  federal  government  $15.8  million  dollars  annually. 

Given  the  opportunities,  American  Indian  college  graduates,  like  college  graduates 
anywhere,  can  be  taxpayers.    Based  on  reservations  where  the  need  for  employment  training  is 
at  its  greatest,  tribal  colleges  survive  by  applying  limited  resources  to  support  cost  effective 
programs  of  study  which  meet  clearly  identified  tribal  needs.   Three  primary  factors  drive 
curricular,  research  and  service  activities.   These  are  1)  tribal  needs,  2)  instructional  costs  and 
3)  Indian  student  enrollment.   When  one  or  more  of  these  factors  is  lacking,  it  is  usually 
unfeasible  to  provide  the  course.    In  this  manner,  tribal  colleges  offers  coursework  which  is  most 
relevant  to  the  needs  of  individuals  living  on  or  near  their  reservations. 

Each  institution  is  unique  in  how  it  organizes  and  delivers  postsecondary  educational  services 
to  Indian  people.    All  AIHEC  institutions,  however,  are  fully  accredited  or  hold   accreditation 
candidacy.   Two  AIHEC  institutions  confer  Master's  degrees.   Six  colleges  offer  a  total  of  28 
Bachelor's  degrees.   The  Associate  degree  is  the  most  common  academic  award  with  an 
aggregate  of  315  degree  offerings  among  29  colleges. 

In  the  realm  of  more  fast-track  employment  training,  all  of  these  colleges  also  offer  one-year 
Vocational  certificates.    In  all,  a  total  of  179  Vocational  certificates  are  offered  among  the  29 
colleges.  The  popularity  of  courses  in  the  highest  demand  is  clearly  tied  to  tribal  needs.   Among 
the  most  frequently  offered  courses  are  business  (28)  and  computer  science  (18)  and  protective 
services  (24).   The  importance  of  transferring  to  other  colleges  is  evidenced  through  the  high 
number  of  liberal  studies  courses  which  are  offered  (28).   Mechanics,  communications  and 
agriculture  are  fields  which  have  the  least  number  of  courses  offered  due  to  resource  shortages. 

According  to  a  recent  U.S.  Department  of  Education  study,  "State  Profiles,  Financing  Public 
Higher  Education,"  the  level  of  tuition  which  students  pay  represents  only  30.8%  of  the  sum  of 
tuition  plus  public  appropriation.    For  the  typical  tribal  college  this  same  figure  is  40%  or 
higher.  At  a  typical  tribal  college  where  tuition  is  a  modest  $1,720.00,  this  54%  of  educational 
costs.   Tribal  college  students  from  the  most  economically  depressed  areas  in  the  nation  pay  a 
higher  percentage  in  tuition  than  the  rest  of  Americans  at  far-better  funded  community  colleges. 

The  tribal  colleges  have  a  proven  track  record  of  excellence  and  have  demonstrated  that  they 
make  sound  moral  and  financial  sense.    Funding  tribal  colleges  at  a  level  commensurate  with  our 
nation's  other  educational  institutions  will  have  a  profound  positive  impact  on  both  tribal 
colleges'  immediate  communities  and  the  nation  at  large. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  this  chance  to  ensure  more  equal  educational  opportunity  for  all 
Americans. 

STATEMENT  OF  BRIAN  W.H.  MARSDEN,  CHAIRMAN  AND  CEO,  ACME 
STEEL  CO.,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  AMERICAN  IRON  AND  STEEL  IN- 
STITUTE 

My  name  is  Brian  Marsden  and  I  am  the  Chairman  and  CEO  of  Acme  Steel 
Company  in  Chicago.  I  am  representing  the  45  member  companies  of  the  American 
Iron  and  Steel  Institute  who  account  for  over  two-thirds  of  the  raw  steel  that  is  being 
produced  within  the  United  States.  My  purpose  is  to  seek  your  continued  support,  in 
the  1 996  Department  of  Energy  budget,  for  two  programs  of  great  value  to  our  future 
competitiveness,  energy  efficiency,  and  improved  environmental  performance  created 
under  the  Steel  and  Aluminum  Energy  and  Conservation  Competitiveness  Act  of  1988. 
Those  programs  are  called  the  Advanced  Process  Control  Program  and  the  Waste 
Recycling  Demonstration  Program. 
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Advanced  Process  Control  Program 

Previous  results  from  collaborative  technology  research  investments  can  be 
utilized  to  accomplish  our  vision  of  the  energy  efficient,  environmentally  friendly  steel 
plant  of  the  future  through  the  Advanced  Process  Control  Program.  Initiated  in  May, 
1993,  this  $23  million,  five-year  program  is  being  cost-shared  by  the  DOE  Office  of 
Industrial  Technology  (OIT)  and  15  AISI  member  companies.  It  includes  six  sensor  and 
control  system  research  projects  that  are  designed  to  develop  technology  that  will 
"see,  hear,  and  feel"  the  steelmaking  processes.  Determining  product  properties  on- 
line will  allow  steelmakers  to  achieve  product  quality  in  the  most  energy  efficient 
manner  and  to  bridge  the  gap  between  today's  technology  and  the  steel  industry  of  the 
future. 

Each  project  is  sponsored  by  a  specific  participating  company  that  has  accepted 
the  responsibility  to  host  production  trials  of  the  developed  technology  and  to  promote 
general  implementation.   In  addition  to  universities  and  industrial  research 
organizations,  Sandia  National  Laboratory,  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory,  and  the 
National  Institutes  for  Standards  &  Technology  are  each  involved  in  one  project.  This 
year,  several  production-scale  sensors  will  be  tested  in  operating  plants.  In  addition, 
inquiries  are  being  received  about  these  sensors  from  outside  the  steel  industry,  and 
we  believe  that  their  diverse  applicability  will  create  substantial  opportunities  for  the 
steel  industry  and  other  industries  as  well.  Throughout  all  manufacturing,  more 
powerful  process  control  will  improve  product  quality,  energy  efficiency,  the 
environment,  and  overall  competitiveness. 

Waste  Recycling  Demonstration  Program 

The  other  program,  which  is  fundamental  to  our  future  vision,  is  aimed  at 
producing  hot  metal  in  an  energy  efficient  manner  for  steelmaking  directly  from  coal 
and  iron  ore  pellets,  without  incurring  the  high  capital  costs  and  the  environmental 
problems  associated  with  traditional  coke  oven  and  blast  furnace  technology. 

In  previous  years'  testimony,  AISI  representatives  described  the  Direct 
Steelmaking  Program.  That  five-year,  $60  million  program,  completed  in  March,  1994, 
researched  energy  efficient  and  environmentally  friendly  technology  to  replace  the 
blast  furnace/coke  oven  process.  As  it  becomes  necessary  to  replace  present 
capacity,  we  believe  that  this  new  technology,  fortified  with  additional  knowledge 
gained  from  processing  steel  plant  waste  oxides,  will  be  favored  because  of 
substantially  reduced  capital  costs.  Also,  it  should  be  as  much  as  25%  more  energy 
efficient  and  1 0%  lower  in  operating  cost  than  the  blast  furnace/coke  oven  process  it 
would  replace.  AISI  has  established  the  Steel  Technology  Corporation  to  license  the 
technology,  promote  commercialization,  and  provide  the  pay-back  to  the  government 
as  required  by  legislation. 

In  the  hope  that  this  new  technology  might  be  implemented  without  waiting  until 
present  iron-making  capacity  needs  to  be  replaced,  a  nine-month,  $8.5  million  program 
with  30%  industry  cost  share  was  commenced  in  April,  1994,  to  research  the  production 
of  hot  metal  from  recycled  steel  plant  waste  oxides.  This  extension  of  the  earlier 
program  was  sufficiently  attractive  in  terms  of  economics,  energy  conservation  and 
environmental  improvements  that  it  received  strong  support  from  DOE.  These  trials, 
completed  in  December,  1994,  were  highly  successful,  and  it  was  decided  to  proceed 
immediately  with  a  feasibility  study  for  a  demonstration  plant  producing  250,000  tons 
per  year  of  hot  metal  from  500,000  tons  per  year  of  waste  oxides.  The  study  has  been 
completed  and  we  are  today  submitting  a  proposal  to  DOE  based  on  50%  industry  cost 
share  (a  copy  of  the  proposal  is  being  separately  submitted  for  the  Subcommittee's 
information  and  files).  The  rising  cost  of  landfill  disposal,  the  value  of  the  hot  metal  that 
will  be  produced  by  smelting  these  waste  oxides,  and  the  overall  environmental 
improvement  argue  strongly  for  this  next  step. 
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In  addition  to  AISI  member  companies,  four  major  oxygen  producers  and  other 
suppliers  supported  the  feasibility  study.  If  today's  proposal  is  favorably  received  by 
DOE,  this  AISI  technology  will  be  demonstrated  on  a  variety  of  materials,  including  iron 
ore  fines,  pellets,  waste  oxides,  and  electric  furnace  dusts  with  a  variety  of  reductants, 
including  highly  volatile  coal  and  coke  breeze.  Currently,  on  a  dry  basis,  the  industry 
produces  three  to  four  million  tons  of  potentially  recoverable  waste  oxides    Most  of  this 
potentially  valuable  material  is  being  stockpiled  or  land-filled  because  existing 
processes  can  not  deal  with  it  in  an  environmentally  acceptable  manner. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  address  a  question  that  has  been  repeatedly 
asked,  and  that  is,  "Isn't  the  Waste  Recycling  Demonstration  Program  a  'new  start,' 
that  is,  a  previously  unfunded  project  trying  to  boost  itself  onto  the  federal  R&D 
inventory  for  the  first  time?" 

The  answer  to  that  question  is  easily  found  in  the  work  product  of  this 
Subcommittee  over  the  past  five  fiscal  years.  Beginning  in  FY89,  there  has  been  an 
unbroken  series  of  DOE  appropriations  representing  the  faith  of  the  Congress  and  the 
Department  in  the  promise  of  Direct  Steelmaking  and  its  R&D  successor.  Waste 
Recycling.   Entering  upon  the  Waste  Recycling  Demonstration  phase  of  this  long- 
standing undertaking  will  be  the  culmination  of  years  of  collaborative  public/private 
effort.  To  discontinue  this  project  at  this  point  critical  to  its  full  success  would  be  to 
forfeit  the  earlier  commitment  and  resources.  Also,  the  program  has  been  funded  at  a 
70%  DOE  and  30%  AISI  level,  but  the  demonstration  project  will  be  funded  on  a  50/50 
cost  share,  in  recognition  of  budgetary  restraints. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  DOE  did  not  ask  for  any  additional  funds  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Waste  Oxide  Recycling  Program  in  FY96  because  DOE  anticipated 
use  of  prior  year  unobligated  funds  to  initiate  this  demonstration  project. 
Unfortunately,  both  the  House  and  Senate  rescission  bills  deleted  all  of  the  unspent 
funding  that  was  to  be  used  to  begin  the  demonstration  project.   In  light  of  this 
unanticipated  occurrence,  it  is  important  to  reiterate  that  DOE  supports  the  Waste 
Oxide  Demonstration  Project.  Although  it  is  not  for  us  to  say,  AISI  believes  that,  had 
DOE  known  it  would  lose  prior  year  unobligated  funds,  it  would  have  requested  FY96 
start-up  funds  for  the  demonstration  project.  Thus,  the  rescission  bill  can  be  said  to 
have  deleted  agency-endorsed  funding  for  the  coming  year!  The  Subcommittee  is 
urged  to  inquire  of  DOE  for  confirmation  and  to  rectify  this  situation  by  providing  the 
necessary  start-up  funding. 


Summary 


To  continue  the  two  programs  that  I  have  described  and  which  we  have 
classified  as  our  "Foundation  Projects,"  the  funding  requirements  for  FY  1996  are 
estimated  to  be: 

For  the  Advanced  Process  Control  Program  with  70%  DOE  cost  share: 
$4,369  million. 

For  the  Waste  Recycling  Demonstration  Program  with  50%  DOE  cost  share: 
$16.5  million. 


Again,  thank  you  for  providing  me  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  this  most 
important  matter. 


576 

STATEMENT  OF  DR.  R.  DALE  WALKER,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 
AMERICAN  PSYCHIATRIC  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  or  the  subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  submit  this 
statement  on  behalf  of  the  American  Psychiatric  Association  (APA),  a  medical  specialty 
society  representing  more  than  39,000  psychiatrists  nationwide.    I  am  R.  Dale  Walker, 
M.D,,  Associate  Chief  of  Staff  for  Addictions,  Seattle  Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Center 
and  Professor,  Department  of  Psychiatry  and  Behavioral  Sciences,  University  of 
Washington,  School  of  Medicine.    I  am  also  a  member  of  the  Cherokee  tribe  who  has 
worked  extensively  with  American  Indian  mental  health  and  substance  abuse  issues.    We 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  our  recommendations  regarding  the  FY  1996 
Appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  specifically  for  the 
Indian  Health  Service  (IHS). 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  know  the  weeks  and  months  ahead 
will  present  you  with  difficult  appropriations  choices.    It  is  never  easy  to  decide  among 
meritorious  programs  which,  in  most  difficult  budget  times,  should  benefit  from  an 
increase  in  funding  or.  which  among  them  should  be  level  funded,  reduced  or 
eliminated.    I  know  that  many  of  your  colleagues  on  the  Appropriations  Committee 
recognize  that  while  reducing  the  national  deficit  is  a  laudable  goal,  the  future  of  our 
Nation,  rests  on  strategic  investment  of  its  limited  resources.    I  am  here  to  provide  you 
with  information  that  hopefully  will  help  you  to  make  a  more  informed  decision.    As 
you  know,  year  after  year  the  APA  has  testified  in  support  of  increased  appropriations 
for  the  IHS.    While  we  believe  that  meeting  the  health  needs  of  both  reservation  and 
urban  tribal  communities  through  the  provision  of  quality  health  care  delivery  continues 
to  be  a  enormous  challenge  we  reconmiend  that  at  the  very  least  the  subcommittee 
retain  the  proposed  increase  of  $98  million  in  EHS  funding  included  in  the  President's 
Budget  for  FY  1996.    We  appreciate  your  commitment  and  that  of  the  subcommittee  to 
provide  direct  health  care  services  to  this  country's  American  Indians  and  Alaska 
Natives  and  we  urge  you  to  direct  your  attention  and  focus  public  policy  on  the  need  for 
increased  access  to  mental  health  care,  child  abuse  and  substance  abuse  services  and 
vital  research  in  these  areas  for  Indian  conmiunities. 

Of  particular  concern  to  the  APA  are  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  mental 
health,  and  alcohol  and  drug  abuse-related  problems.    For  instance,  suicide,  depression, 
alcoholism,  child  abuse,  and  domestic  violence  are  some  of  the  most  serious  problems 
among  Native  Americans.    They  are  truly  nations  at  highest  risk.    We  must  do  all  we 
can  to  provide  a  continuum  of  care,  free  of  fragmentation  and  discrimination.    Your 
support  of  increased  resources  is  critical  in  the  ongoing  effort  to  provide  quality  mental 
health  care.   These  populations  deserve  the  same  quality  and  level  of  care  as  is  available 
to  the  rest  of  the  nation. 

Studies  indicate  that  depression  is  the  most  prevalent  mental  health  problem  existing 
among  the  Native  American  population.   Suicide  is  the  second  leading  cause  of  death  for 
American  Indian/Alaska  Native  adolescents.    The  suicide  rates  for  all  Native  Americans 
is  twice  that  of  other  races.    The  need  for  community-based  suicide  intervention  and 
prevention  programs  is  very  great  in  Indian  country.    More  than  one-half  of  all  persons 
who  complete  suicide  in  Indian  communities  have  never  been  seen  by  mental  health 
providers,  a  common  problem  among  the  United  States  general  population  as  well.   This 
fact  underscores  the  need  for  adequate  resources  for  the  development  of  a  community 
"surveillance"  and  an  outreach  network  of  service  providers  and  community  members 
who  understand  suicide  warning  signs  to  identify  persons  at  risk  and  refer  for 
appropriate  intervention. 

Among  adults,  mortality  associated  with  alcoholism  is  nearly  four  times  that  of 
other  races.    Substance  abuse  is  also  held  to  be  responsible  for  much  of  the  domestic 
violence,  including  child  abuse,  elder  abuse,  assault,  and  rape,  which  exist  in  this 
population.    An  on-going  challenge  in  both  alcoholism  treatment  and  aftercare  among 
American  Indians  and  Alaska  Natives  as  well  as  psychiatric  treatment  is  the  need  for  the 
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providers  in  these  fields  to  have  more  cross  training  for  appropriate  assessment  and 
referral.    Most  patients  and  their  families  have  dual  diagnosis.    The  alcoholism  field 
estimates  that  80-90%  of  the  patients  seen  have  concomitant  depression,  anxiety 
disorder,  post-tranmatic  stress  disorder  or  other  significant  mental  illness.    If  both 
disorders  are  not  addressed  appropriately  the  outcome  can  be  disastrous. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  as  you  are  well  aware  the  importance  of  providing  fully-staffed, 
well-trained  service  units  at  FHS  facilities  across  the  country  cannot  be  overemphasized. 
The  APA  recommends  that  the  subcommittee  continue  to  allocate  sufficient  FY  1996 
Appropriations  to  retain  and  recruit  medical  personnel  through  loan  repayment  and 
scholarship  programs.    The  need  for  training,  rccniitment  and  retention  of  high  level 
professionals,  including  psychiatrists,  is  critical  to  addressing  the  health  problems  of  the 
Native  American  population. 

In  most  Native  American  communities  there  is  a  general  health  care  program,  a 
mental  health  program,  a  substance  abuse  program,  and  a  social  services  program. 
These  programs  often  have  separate  budgets,  administrations,  staffs,  services,  and 
ideologies.    The  fragmentation  of  care  provided  to  Native  Americans  must  be  corrected. 

While  we  support  the  President's  FY  1996  recommendations  to  increase  the 
substance  abuse  program  budget  by  $4.6  million  to  $96.0  million  in  FY  1996  and  the 
mental  health  and  social  services  by  $2.3  million  to  $38.7  in  FY  1996  over  the  FY  1995 
appropriation  levels,  we  urge  the  subcommittee  to  recognize  that  the  mental  health  and 
social  services  programs  need  to  become  more  equal  partners  with  the  substance  abuse 
program  as  well  as  other  medical  programs  in  addressing  the  multiple  diagnoses  issues 
in  Indian  country  today.    It  is  significant  to  note  that  not  one  full-time  psychiatrist  is 
assigned  to  work  in  any  of  the  IHS  Addictions  programs  through  out  the  country. 

Scientific  advances  have  served  to  clarify  and  highlight  the  relationship  between 
physical  and  mental  health,  but  also  stress  the  danger  inherent  in  the  misdiagnosis  of 
mental  and  physical  illness.    Comorbidity  of  physical  and  mental  disorders  in  Native 
Americans  and  Alaska  Natives  is  very  high,  indeed  the  distinction  between  physical  and 
mental  illnesses;  with  advancing  scientific  evidence,  becomes  increasingly  blurred.    It  is 
often  difficult  to  separate  one  from  another.    For  no  other  population  is  the  need  to 
coordinate  services  more  obvious  or  essential.    Coordinating  mental  health,  substance 
abuse,  health  programs,  and  social  services  will  make  the  system  more  efficient  and  cost 
effective;  furthermore,  integration  of  these  services  into  the  IHS  medical  programs  must 
be  facilitated  to  assure  delivery  of  quality  services  and  holistic  care. 

Relevant  to  this  issue,  the  APA  continues  to  be  concerned  about  recurring 
allegations  that  the  IHS  is  allowing  non-physician  mental  health  providers  to  prescribe 
potentially  dangerous  medications.    Although  we  have  been  assured  by  the  IHS  that  this 
is  not  occurring,  we  recognize  that  efforts  may  be  made  to  persuade  you  to  initiate  a 
demonstration  program  designed  to  train  clinical  psychologists  to  prescribe  specified 
psychotropic  medications.    We  believe  that  this  Mould  be  a  medically  inappropriate 
substitution  of  care  by  psychologists,  and  puts  patients  at  unnecessary  risk.    Today's 
new  armamentarium  of  psychoactive  medications  are  highly  complex  and  potentially 
toxic.    Knowing  whether  and  when  to  prescribe  such  medications,  which  medications  to 
use.  appropriate  dosage  levels,  and  understanding  the  interactions  between  these  and 
other  medications  and  indeed  a  physician's  understanding  of  the  patient's  entire  medical 
condition,  are  critical  to  providing  safe  and  appropriate  care. 

Our  concern  about  the  creation  of  an  IHS  demonstration  program  stems  from  the 
establishment  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  "pilot  demonstration  program", 
referred  to  by  DOD  as  the  Psychopharmacology  Demonstration  Program  (PDP),  to  train 
military  psychologists  to  prescribe  psychoactive  medication.   This  program  was  neither 
officially  authorized  by  either  House  or  Senate  Armed  Services  or  Defense 
Appropriations  Committees,  but  appeared  in  Conference  Report  language  as 
included  under  the  offices  of  one  Democratic  Senator.    VNTiile  Conference  Report 
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language  initiated  tlie  program  in  1989,  DOD  didn't  initially  begin  training  individuals 
until  1990. 

The  DOD  has  spent  approximately  $1  million  in  direct  expenditures  on  this 
program  to  date  (and  substantially  more  in  indirect  costs  in  terms  of  salaries  and  time 
military  stafr  have  committed  to  the  PDP)  and  has  graduated  only  two  individuals  and 
neither  of  them  after  two  years  of  didactic  training  and  one  year  of  supervised  clinical 
experience  are  yet  able  to  prescribe  independently.   Many  psychoactive  medications  have 
long  lasting  side  effects  which  may  be  irreversible  and  some  medications  are  potentially 
fatal.   While  this  program  initially  included  active  duty  personnel  and  non-active  duty 
personnel,  even  civilians  have  been  involved  in  this  potentially  dangerous  and 
experimental  program.    The  reality  that  military  personnel  were  at  risk  was 
questionable,  but  experimentation  on  civilian  populations  is  unconscionable.   The  APA 
opposes  the  continuation  of  the  DOD  PDP  program  and  any  efforts  to  develop  a  similar 
initiative  in  the  IHS. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  AMERICAN  PUBLIC  POWER  ASSOCIATION 

The  American  Public  Power  Association  (APPA),  the  national  service  organization  representing  more  than 
1,750  local,  publicly  owned  electric  utilities  throughout  the  country,  submits  this  statement  concerning  FY96 
appropriations  to  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations,  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies. 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  PROGRAMS 

A.        Energ}'  EfTiciency  Research  and  Development 

APPA  fully  supports  the  Administration's  FY96  budget  request  of  $890.6  million  for  DOE's  energy 
efficiency  programs,  and  urges  this  Subcommittee  to  view  the  budget  request  as  the  minimum  needed  to 
ensure  that  energy  efficiency  becomes  part  of  the  full  range  of  resource  options  available  to  this  nation's 
electric  utilities  as  they  meet  increasingly  stringent  economic  and  environmental  requirements  placed  on 
them  by  the  marketplace  and  society. 

APPA  is  concerned  with  proposed  wide-ranging  rescissions  of  $58.4  million  of  the  FY94  and  FY95 
DOE  budget  for  energy  efficiency.  DOE's  office  of  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  must 
comply  with  regulatory  requirements  resulting  from  implementing  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1 992  and 
contractual  commitments  of  the  Climate  Challenge  Program.  While  the  rescission  of  the  unspent  FY  94 
budget  of  $13.7  million  for  a  steel  making  demonstration  may  be  justified,  the  cut  back  of  $44.7  million 
in  FY95  funds  is  unreasonable.  Programs  proposed  for  rescission,  such  as  weatherization  assistance  and 
Rebuild  America,  will  be  severely  restricted  in  their  efforts. 

While  DOE  has  made  major  progress  in  implementing  energy  efficiency  for  the  nation,  major 
opportunities  still  exist  to  improve  cfTiciency  and  increase  productivity.  Recently  DOE  has  introduced 
exciting,  major  initiatives  to  partner  with  industry  to  realize  energy  efficiency  nationwide.  These 
initiatives  respond  to  the  full  range  of  end  users  of  energy,  and  include  Rebuild  America,  improved 
building  codes,  high-efficiency  appliances,  affordable  homes  partnerships,  cool  communities,  motor 
challenge,  NICE3  grants,  climate  challenge,  integrated  resource  planning,  and  methane  recovery.  DOE 
has  done  an  excellent  job  communicating  these  programs  to  the  public,  and  should  be  commended  for 
both  its  innovativ  i  in  developing  industry-government  partnerships  as  well  as  the  excellent  job  it  has 
done  to  clearly  communicate  these  programs  to  industry  and  the  public. 

DOE's  new  operating  principles  are  on-target  with  industry  needs.  Such  principles  include  engaging 
voluntar>'  partnerships  with  clients,  leveraging  non-federal  sources  of  fiinds  and  existing  infrastructure, 
designing  market-driven,  flexible  programs,  minimizing  federal  involvement,  demanding  program 
results  for  visible  accountability,  and  achieving  a  high  rate  of  return. 

APPA  recommends  the  following  levels  for  DOE's  energy  efficiency  budget:  $134.1  million  for  Building 
Technologies;  $185.8  million  for  Industrial  Technologies;  $300.5  million  for  Transportation  Technologies;  and 
$322.2  million  for  Utility  Technologies.  Furthermore,  APPA  recommends  funding  of  $376.8  million  for  the 
Office  of  Technical  and  Financial  Assistance  Programs,  particularly  $229  million  for  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program  and  $24.7  million  for  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program. 

The  follovnng  are  specific  initiatives  that  APPA  recommends: 
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Advancement  of  Integrated  Resource  Planning  in  Public  Power  Utility  initiative  -  With  the  mandatory 
integrated  resource  planning  (IRP)  requirements  in  EPACT  on  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  and  the  utilities 
served  by  the  Western  Area  Power  Administration,  all  consumer-owned  utilities  are  directing  their  attention  to 
IRP.    As  a  result,  a  consumer-owned  utility/power  marketing  administrations  IRP  initiative  has  formed, 
consisting  of  four  Federal  power  marketing  agencies  (Bonneville  Power  Administration,  Western  Area  Power 
Administration,  Southwestern  Power  Administration,  and  the  Southeastern  Power  Administration),  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  APPA,  and  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association  (NRECA),  and  the 
Rural  Utilities  Service.  Together,  the  consumer-owned  utilities  represented  by  these  groups  reach  one  in  four 
Americans.  The  goal  of  this  coalition  is  to  maximize  the  use  of  IRP  at  the  nation's  publicly  owned  and 
cooperatively  owned  utilities  within  five  years. 

The  project  is  unique  since  it:  1)  takes  advantage  of  economies  of  scale,  2)  avoids  duplicative  efforts,  and  3) 
involves  a  voluntary  approach  that  partners  the  power  marketing  administrations  and  the  two  trade  associations 
representing  all  consumer-owned  utilities  with  DOE.  It  will  also  offer  the  opportunity  for  DOE  to  work  closely 
with  consumer-owned  utilities  to  ensure  widespread  adoption  of  integrated  resource  planning. 

A  five-year  effort  is  envisioned  to  reach  the  majority  of  consumer-owned  utilities.  The  project  consists  of  five 
components:   1 )  education  and  training,  2)  planning  support,  3)  implementation,  4)  financing,  and  5)  regulatory. 
APPA  requests  this  Subcommittee  direct  that  $1  million  of  the  $10  million  IRP  budget  request  from  the  Office 
of  Utility  Technologies  be  for  this  voluntarj'  initiative.  APPA  and  NRECA  are  providing  in-kind  resources  to 
this  joint  initiative. 

Integrated  Resource  Planning  Training  -  The  smallest  consumer  owned  utilities  are  generally  the  ones  in 
greatest  need  of  education  and  training,  yet  they  also  are  the  most  limited  in  staff  and  budget.  In  FY95  DOE 
initiated  the  IRP  Training  Voucher  Program,  making  such  training  available  to  state  energy  offices,  public 
utility  commissions,  and  the  smallest  publicly  and  cooperatively  owned  utilities.  For  the  utility  sector,  much  of 
the  funding  must  be  cost-shared.  This  multi-year  effort  will  enhance  greatly  the  capabilities  of  these  smaller 
utilities,  preparing  them  for  an  increasingly  competitive  utility  industry.  APPA  looks  forward  to  continuing  this 
multi-year  effort  so  that  the  nation's  consumer  owned  utilities  will  consider  the  full  range  of  supply-  and 
demand-side  resources  in  their  long-range  resource  planning  and  selection.  APPA  recommends  that  funding  for 
the  program  be  increased  to  $0.8  million  in  FY  96  so  that  many  more  persons  from  state  regulator)'  agencies, 
state  energy  offices  and  smaller  publicly  and  cooperatively  owned  utilities  can  be  served.  The  gains  far 
outweigh  the  Federal  contribution,  and  is  an  appropriate  Federal  role.  Furthermore,  the  contributions  to  IRP 
efforts  assist  the  resulting  efficiency  programs  by  consumer-owned  utilities  and  significantly  leverage  the 
Federal  funds. 

Climate  Change  Action  Plan  Activities  in  the  Office  of  Building  Technologies  -  APPA  strongly  supports  the 
shift  in  focus  of  DOE's  Office  of  Building  Technologies  toward  working  much  more  closely  with  market 
participants  to  improve  energy  efficiency.  A  budget  request  that  emphasizes  partnering  with  the  market 
represents  a  new  way  of  doing  business  for  both  DOE  and  energy  users  ~  something  that  this  Subcommittee  and 
Congress  should  commend  and  fully  support. 

APPA  is  particularly  pleased  with  the  direction  taken  by  DOE  to  improve  energy  efficiency  across  the 
United  States.  DOE  has  adopted  a  market-based  approach  and  has  laid  the  groundwork  with  industry 
partnerships  that  will  result  in  significant  energy  savings  and  financial  benefit  to  the  nation.  The  chief 
drivers  for  DOE's  FY96  budget  request  are  threefold:  1)  A  desire  to  preserve  and  foster  U.S.  jobs;  2)  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  (EPACT)  and  3)  implementation  of  the  Climate  Challenge  program,  a  joint 
industry-government  initiative  that  resulted  from  the  President's  1991  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 
Working  in  close  partnership  with  DOE,  electric  utilities  nationwide  have  voluntarily  committed  to 
reducing  emissions  of  greenhouse  gasses  by  more  than  40  million  metric  tons.  TTiese  agreements, 
signed  between  dozens  of  utilities  and  DOE,  took  two  years  to  develop.  They  require  both  industry  and 
DOE  to  make  major  commitments  to  reduce  greenhouse  gasses  in  accordance  with  the  United  States' 
international  agreement  known  as  the  Rio  Treaty.  Any  reduction  in  funding  for  DOE  energy  efficiency 
programs  seriously  jeopardizes  these  contractual  relationships. 

The  Administration's  budget  request  includes  a  $78.5  million  increase  to  fund  new  EPACT  and  Climate  Change 
Action  Plan  programs  that  are  structured  to  produce  results  in  the  marketplace.  Included  is  $41.5  million  in 
expanded  Outreach  Programs  that  directly  work  with  industry  and  utilities;  and  $37  million  of  market-pull 
activities,  such  as  Cool  Communities,  Home  Energy  Rating  Systems/Home  Energy  Efficient  Mortgages, 
Rebuild  America,  and  several  programs  modeled  after  EPA's  highly  successful  Super  Efficient  Refrigerator 
Efficiency  program. 
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Also  included  is  a  requested  increase  of  $14  million  in  support  of  improved  state  energy  efficient  building 
codes.  The  experience  of  APPA's  member  electric  utilities  shows  that  tighter  building  codes  are  very  effective 
in  improving  new  construction  energy  efficiency  --  thus  avoiding  the  expense  of  costly  utility-sponsored 
programs  targeted  at  the  builder  community.  APPA  strongly  urges  this  Subcommittee  to  fully  fund  these  new 
success-oriented  Office  of  Building  Technology  initiatives  at  the  Administration's  requested  level. 

Community  Energy  Systems  -  Community  energy  systems  (CES)  supply  thermal  energy  to  buildings  in  the 
form  of  chilled  water,  hot  water  or  steam,  and  provide  opportunities  to  productively  use  energy  which  would 
other^vise  be  wasted,  such  as  untapped  heat  from  power  plants.  CES  can  significantly  improve  urban  and 
regional  air  quality  as  well  as  address  the  environmental  concerns  such  as  climate  change.  CES  stimulate  local 
economics  through  urban  infrastructure  development  and  help  attract  and  retain  businesses  in  the  urban  core. 
However,  development  of  these  systems  faces  significant  informational  and  institutional  barriers,  with  much  of 
the  policy,  planning  and  regulatory  framework  affecting  CES  development  occurring  on  the  state  and  local 
level.  Funding  of  $2.0  million  for  technical  assistance  would  help  state  and  local  governments,  electric  and  gas 
utilities  and  others  understand  the  benefits  of  CES  and  how  to  facilitate  the  implementation  of  this  energy- 
efficient  infrastructure. 

Municipal  and  Community  Energy  Management  -  This  program  within  the  Office  of  Technical  and 
Financial  Assistance  provides  funding  to  municipalities  for  conducting  a  variety  of  projects  that  address  energy- 
related  areas  of  greatest  concern  on  a  local  level.  APPA  recommends  this  program  be  funded  at  a  level  of  $1.8 
million  for  this  Urban  Consortium  project.  This  program  is  highly  leveraged  with  municipal  funds. 

Weatherization  Assistance  Program  -  Weatherization  programs  provide  long-term  solutions  to  the  problems 
of  high  energy  bills  and  decreasing  excess  generation  capacity  by  enabling  households  to  heat  and  cool  more 
effectively  with  less  energy  consumption  and  allowing  the  unused  energy  to  be  used  elsewhere.  Weatherization 
programs  have  the  additional  benefits  of  stimulating  economic  growth  by  increasing  disposable  income  and 
creating  jobs  in  the  service  sector.  These  programs,  extremely  successful  in  the  past  with  limited  funds,  serve  a 
vital  function  --  assisting  low-income  Americans  that  have  difficulty  paying  their  fuel  bills.  The  DOE 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program  has  been  shown  to  be  especially  effective  at  allowing  low  income  citizens 
to  afford  their  energy  bills,  while  at  the  same  time  reduce  their  energy  usage.  Funding  of  $229  million  should 
be  provided  to  this  valuable  program  to  alleviate  the  multi-year  backlog  of  weatherization  work  that  has  been 
requested  locally.  The  Weatherization  Assistance  Program  is  especially  important  to  the  working  poor,  elderiy 
and  disabled,  and  helps  more  thsm  100,000  residences  annually. 

State  Energy  Conservation  Program  -  State  energy  offices  work  on  nearly  every  issue  relating  to  direct 
implementation  of  energy  efficiency.  These  offices  have  been  extremely  successful  in  their  work  identifying 
the  needs  of  local  communities,  businesses  and  consumers,  and  funding  appropriate  efforts  to  effectively 
transfer  technology  to  constituents.  Moreover,  with  increased  emphasis  on  giving  greater  responsibilities  to  the 
states,  this  program  offers  the  ideal  combination  of  state-level  implementation  on  a  flexible  basis  with  federal 
support.  The  work  of  state  energy  offices  includes  technology  development,  energy  efficiency,  renewable 
energy,  alternative  fuels,  energy  emergency  preparedness,  energy  facility  siting,  recycling,  transportation 
efficiency  programs,  energy/environmental  issues,  and  energy/economic  development  issues.  Planning  and 
education  have  been  central  activities.  Funding  for  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program  should  be  increased 
to  $24.7  million,  especially  in  light  of  the  fact  that  for  every  Federal  dollar  invested,  $19  of  state,  local  and 
private  sector  funds  are  leveraged. 


B.         Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development 

Fuel  cells  promise  a  clean,  modular,  and  efTicient  form  of  power  generation.  APPA  recommends 
Congress  provide  full  support  for  the  two  U.S.  molten  carbonate  fuel  cell  developers  recently  selected  by 
DOE  for  a  five-year,  cost-shared  commercialization  program.  A  utility  consortium,  including  many 
members  of  the  American  Public  Power  Association  and  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperatives 
Association  (NRECA),  along  with  the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute  and  DOE,  are  co-sponsoring 
carbonate  fuel  cell  research,  testing,  and  the  first  utility-scale  demonstrations  of  carbonate  fuel  cell 
power  plants.  Construction  began  on  a  2-megawatt  demonstration,  located  in  Santa  Clara,  California,  on 
April  7,  1994.  A  second  molten  carbonate  250-kW  demonstration  is  also  underway  at  a  UNOCAL 
facility  in  Santa  Monica.  California.  That  project  had  its  ribbon-cutting  in  December  1994.  Both 
projects  are  progressing  well  and  both  are  expected  to  start  up  in  1995. 

Our  organizations  have  been  major  supporters  of  molten  carbonate  fuel  cell  R&D,  participating  in  the  majority 
of  the  cost-shared  contracts  between  the  two  developers  and  the  DOE.  We  are  extremely  concerned  that  the 
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important  next  steps  to  commercialize  these  plants  are  in  danger  because  the  funds  provided  in  the  President's 
Budget  Request  nre  insuflicient  to  sustain  the  commercialization  plans  we  have  identified.  Our  utility  members 
have  an  importaiu  stake  in  these  successful  demonstrations.  The  two  DOE  contracts  call  for  $42.4  million  in 
FY  1996.  yet  the  budget  requests  only  $28.5  million.  APPA  asks  that  the  subcommittee  restore  the  shortfall. 
$14.2  million,  for  a  total  of  $42.4  million  for  molten  carbonate  fuel  cells. 

The  current  request  provides  only  $14.2  million  for  each  contract  ($28.5  million  total)  while  the  two  separate 
contracts  with  DOE  calls  for  approx.  $42.4  million  in  FY  1996.  a  $14.2  million  shortfall. 


STATEMENT  OF  JENNIFER  MELVILLE,  DIRECTOR  OF  CONSERVATION, 
THE  APPALACHIAN  MOUNTAIN  CLUB 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  to  the  Interior  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  to  urge  your  support  for  FY  1996  appropriations  for  sevend  important,  cost- 
effective  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Department  of  Interior  programs. 

The  Appalachian  Mountain  Club  (AMC)  -  the  nation's  oldest  recreation  and  conservation 
organization  -  is  honored  to  work  with  you  to  conserve  places  that  this  nation's  citizens  most 
cherish.  However,  the  AMC,  with  65,000  members  across  the  Northeast,  is  distressed  by 
several  current  efforts  to  undermine  our  nation's  natural  legacy.  Of  great  concern  are  the 
efforts  to  rescind  Forest  Legacy  Program  and  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  (LWCF) 
monies  slated  to  conserve  threatened  recreational  and  natural  resources.  We  greatly  appreciate 
the  Senate's  effort  to  restore  some  of  the  funds  that  the  House  voted  to  rescind.  We  are  also 
alarmed  by  recommendations  included  in  the  House  Budget  Committee's  proposed  budget  (HR 
1219)  that  would  halt  funding  for  trail  construction  in  our  National  Forests  and  impose  a  five- 
year  moratorium  on  acquisition  of  conservation  and  recreation  lands. 

The  AMC  is  very  sympathetic  to  the  need  to  reduce  the  budget  deficit  but  the  funds  saved 
from  these  proposals  are  minuscule  in  the  context  of  the  federal  debt.   Further,  the  economic, 
social  and  ecological  benefits  that  accrue  from  these  programs  far  outweigh  their  short-term 
costs.   As  an  organization  of  dedicated  outdoor  volunteers,  AMC's  1 19-year  histoid  is 
testament  to  the  power  of  partnerships  between  the  private  and  public  sectors.  Such  proposals 
threaten  to  unravel  such  partnerships,  sacrificing  the  human  and  financial  power  that  they 
leverage. 

In  the  coming  year,  the  AMC  urges  this  Committee  to  continue  to  invest  in  the  nation's  people 
and  environment  by  supporting  the  following  programs. 

Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 

As  the  federal  government's  premier  land  acquisition  program,  LWCF  is  critical  to  the  future 
of  many  places  that  American's  treasure.  Although  LWCF  has  a  dedicated  revenue  source, 
LWCF  funding  has  fallen  well  below  authorized  levels.  Further,  in  recent  years,  especially  as 
the  state  grant  program  has  dwindled,  the  Northeastern  United  States  has  not  received  an 
adequate  share  of  these  funds.  The  President's  FY  1996  proposed  budget  for  LWCF,  which 
would  allocate  less  than  $15  million  to  the  Northeast,  exemplifies  this  trend.  Given  that  the 
greatest  proportion  of  our  citizens  reside  in  the  Northeast,  this  patteiTi  is  especially  disturbing. 

Of  particular  interest  to  AMC  is  the  role  that  LWCF  can  play  in  protecting  the  Northern  Forest 
of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont  and  New  York.  The  Northern  Forest  Lands  Council 
(NFLC),  which  was  established  through  bipartisan  Congressional  effort,  recommended 
protection  of  key  lands  vnthin  this  26  million-acre  region.  The  NFLC  called  on  Congress  to 
fully  fund  LWCF  and  reconfigure  the  state  grant  program  to  ensure  that  sufTicient  federal 
funds  can  reach  the  Northern  Forest. 

As  the  forests  that  provide  jobs,  outdoor  recreation,  wildlife  habitat  and  timber  products  are 
steadily  being  lost,  the  need  for  LWCF  funds  in  the  Northern  Forest  -  and  throughout  the 
Northeast  -  has  never  been  greater.  For  FY  1996,  we  request  the  following  specific  LWCF 
appropriations: 

White  Mountain  National  Forest  -  Bretton  Woods  -  $3  miUion  

A  central  inholding  in  the  White  Mountain  National  Forest  (WMNF),  the  600-acre  Bretton 
Woods  tract  lies  at  the  base  of  Mount  Washington.  The  WMNF  receives  over  six  million 
visitors  a  year  and  Bretton  Woods,  with  its  network  of  trails  and  unparalleled  scenic  location, 
is  a  key  parcel.  The  landowner  needs  to  sell  this  tract  within  a  short-time  frame  and  has 
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entered  into  an  option  for  the  property.  We  urge  the  committee  to  support  an  appropriation  of 
$3  million  to  conserve  Bretton  Woods. 

Lake  Umbagog  National  Wildlife  Refuge  -  $3.2  million 

This  relatively  new  National  Wildlife  Refuge  straddles  the  Maine/New  Hampshire  border  and 
encompasses  New  Hampshire's  largest  undeveloped  lake,  productive  forest  land  and  important 
wildlife  habitat.   All  previously  appropriated  acquisition  funds  are  obligated  yet  many  essential 
parcels  remain  unprotected  and  available.  We  urge  the  committee  to  appropriate  $3.2  million 
to  protect  approximately  3400  acres  in  Maine  and  New  Hampshire.  These  funds  will  acquire 
lands  from  three  willing  sellers,  including  one  large  industrial  landowner.  These  lands  include 
miles  of  lake  and  river  shoreline  that  provide  key  wildlife  habitat.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  will  seek  to  acquire  a  combination  of  land  in  fee  and  conservation  easements,  to  ensure 
that  forest  production  can  continue  on  appropriate  parts  of  the  Refuge. 

Appalachian  National  Scenic  Trail  -  $8.4  million 

Protection  of  the  Appalachian  Trail  has  made  tremendous  headway  under  the  leadership  of  this 
committee.  Thanks  to  your  diligent  effort,  only  44  miles  of  the  total  2, 158-mile  trail  remain 
unprotected.  The  support  of  Congress,  federal  and  state  agencies,  and  many  Presidents, 
combined  with  the  efforts  of  volunteers  and  non-profit  organizations  have  made  the 
Appalachian  Trail  a  national  treasure.  Last  year,  more  than  4,500  volunteers  contributed  at 
least  147,000  hours  of  hard  work  on  the  trail.  The  total  FY  1996  need  for  the  Appalachian 
Trail  is  $8.2  million,  with  $6.4  million  for  National  Park  Service  acquisitions  and  $2  million 
for  US  Forest  Service  acquisitions. 

Acadia  National  Park  -  $2  million 

Visited  by  more  than  2.5  million  people  each  year,  Maine's  Acadia  National  Park  is  a 
recreational,  historic  and  ecological  gem.  The  Park  Service  is  requesting  funds  to  acquire  a 
relatively  small  (74-  acre)  but  highly  strategic  inholding  from  a  willing  seller.  This  shore  front 
property  transects  Acadia's  popular  Ocean  Drive.  Protection  of  this  property  is  necessary  to 
preclude  inappropriate  use  or  development.  The  current  landowners  have  always  had  the  best 
interests  of  the  park  in  mind  and  wish  to  ensure  that  this  impwrtant  property  is  permanently 
conserved.  The  park's  existing  unobligated  land  acquisition  funds  -  which  are  threatened  with 
rescission  -  are  insufficient  to  acquire  Uiis  key  tract.  We  request  $  2  million  to  acquire  this 
property. 

Forest  Legacy  -  $10  million 

The  local  economies  and  social  fabric  of  the  Northern  Forest  depend  on  the  health  and  stability 
of  their  forests.  The  Forest  Legacy  Program,  designed  originally  for  the  Northern  Forest 
states,  protects  forests  from  inappropriate  development  while  allowing  forest  management  to 
continue.   A  voluntary  partnership  among  eligible  states,  the  US  Forest  Service  and  forest  land 
owners,  the  Forest  Legacy  Program  is  now  working  with  eighteen  states  and  one  territory. 

The  Northern  Forest  Lands  Council  recommended  that  the  Northern  Forest  states  receive  an 
annual  Forest  Legacy  Appropriation  of  $25  million.   AMC  believes  that  this  figure  reflects  the 
true  need  within  the  Northern  Forest.  However,  aware  of  the  need  for  fiscal  restraint  this 
year,  we  support  the  President's  $10  million  request  for  Forest  Legacy. 

Working  with  willing  landowners,  the  states  have  identified  many  more  viable  projects  than 
can  be  met  with  existing  funds  and  the  $10  million  FY  '96  request  combined.   Negotiations 
with  eligible  and  willing  landowners  are  underway  on  more  than  forty  Forest  Legacy  projects, 
encompassing  more  than  72,000  acres  of  significant  and  threatened  forest  land. 

Northern  Forest  Economic  Enhancement  Programs 

The  Northern  Forest  Land  Council  recommended  several  initiatives  to  enhance  Northern 
Forest  communities  and  economies  in  ways  that  conserve  the  forest  environment.   Members 
from  the  Northern  Forest  states  have  a  strong  interest  in  furthering  the  recommendations  at  the 
federal,  state  and  local  levels.   We  urge  funding  for  the  following  three  initiatives  to  initiate 
this  effort  at  the  federal  level: 

Rural  Development  Through  Forestry  $  500.000 

The  recommended  appropriation  to  the  USDA  Rural  Development  Through  Forestry  (RDTF) 
program  will  enable  a  demonstration  project  in  forest-dependent  communities  in  the  Northern 
Forest.  This  cost-share  program  works  collaboratively  with  rural  communities  and  state 
governments  to  diversify  and  strengthen  local,  natural-resource  based  economies.  For  a  small 
investment,  RDTF  programs  have  produced  significant  results:  a  small  Vermont  RDTF  project 
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resulted  in  80  new  jobs  and  three  new  businesses.  The  AMC  is  eager  to  see  such  opportunities 
made  available  to  eligible  communities  across  the  Northern  Forest. 

Northern  Forest  Regional  Roundteble  $  200.000 

The  Northern  Forest  Regional  Roundtable  will  facilitate  continued  regional  cooperation  among 
the  four  Northern  Forest  states.   Such  cooperation  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  long-term 
viability  of  the  Northern  Forest. 

Northern  Forest  Ecosystem  Institute  $  500.000 

The  Northern  Forest  Ecosystem  Institute  will  conduct  research  relating  to  the  health  and 
stability  of  the  region's  forest  ecosystems  and  sound  forest  management  practices.   This 
research  will  help  ensure  that  the  Northern  Forest's  private  and  public  landowners  have  the 
best  available  ecological  and  silvicultural  information  to  guide  the  management  of  their  lands. 

Rivers,  Trails  and  Conservation  Assistance  Program  -  $7.5  miliion 

The  Rivers,  Trails  and  Conservation  Assistance  Program  (RTCA)  provides  technical  assistance 
to  communities  and  local  organizations  on  river,  trail  and  conservation  projects.   For  FY 
1996,  RTCA  has  received  requests  for  464  new  and  continuing  projects.   Although  we  would 
prefer  to  see  all  of  these  deserving  projects  funded,  given  budget  constraints  we  urge  the 
committee  to  support  a  FY  1996  appropriation  of  $  7.5  million.  This  appropriation  will  fund 
approximately  180  outstanding  projects.  The  enormous  interest  in  RTCA  from  local  officials 
and  citizens  illustrates  that  RTCA  is  a  government  at  its  best  -  efficient,  cost-effective, 
responsive  and  practical. 

Silvio  O.  Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  -  $750,000 

The  Silvio  O.  Conte  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  which  spans  the  length  of  the  Connecticut 
River,  is  a  model  for  a  new  federal  approach  to  watershed  conservation.  This  refuge  -  the 
legacy  of  your  visionary  colleague  the  late  Silvio  Conte  -  works  actively  with  local 
communities,  businesses  and  organizations  to  develop  an  array  of  conservation  tools  - 
including  educational  programs  and  private  habitat  protection  initiatives.   Unlike  traditional 
refuges,  large-scale  federal  land  acquisition  will  not  likely  play  a  major  role  in  the 
development  of  the  refuge.  The  AMC  urges  you  to  support  $  750,000  for  operation  of  the 
Refuge  in  FY  1996. 


STATEMENT  OF  DR.  DAMAN  WALIA,  PRESIDENT  AND  CEO, 
ARCHTECH,  INC. 


The  federal  government  has  played  a  critical  role  in  advancing  clean-coal  technology  needed  to 
use  the  nation's  vast  coal  resources  in  an  environmentally  acceptable  manner  Except  for  the 
government  program,  coal  research  is  virtually  non-existent  due  to  continuing  low  energy  prices 
and  the  short  term  focus  of  the  coal  industry  Coal  has  not  had  industrial  funded  institutions  such 
as  the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute  and  the  Gas  Research  Institute.  Therefore,  the  federal 
program  was  created  to  develop  advanced  coal  technologies.  The  nation  requires  a  continuing 
effort  to  fully  develop  clean  energy  from  coal  using  federal  and  industry  collaborative  efforts  It 
also  needs  a  new  focus  to  produce  higher-valued  products  from  coal  to  meet  future  environmental 
and  other  market  needs  as  depicted  on  the  following  page. 

Coal  is  our  most  abundant  fossil  fuel  resource.  This  resource  is  distributed  in  several  regions,  and 
the  economies  of  these  regions  depend  upon  continued  exploitation  of  this  vital  resource.  Since 
the  oil  embargo  of  the  1970's,  there  has  been  considerable  interest  in  expanding  the  use  of  coal, 
especially  to  decrease  our  dependence  on  imported  oil.  U.S.  coal  production  is  currently  about 
one  billion  tons  per  year  and  is  primarily  utilized  for  power  generation.  However,  this  production 
rate  is  well  below  the  in-place  production  capacity  which  is  estimated  to  be  over  one  and  a  half 
billion  tons  per  year.  Thus,  the  coal  regions  and  coal  based  industry  remain  stagnant  and  continue 
to  face  chronic  high  unemployment  and  depressed  economics. 

To  more  fully  use  the  coal  potential  and  enhance  its  economic  competitiveness,  will  require  a  new 
strategy  that  specifically  extends  coal  applications  to  the  production  of  high  value  non-fuel 
products  along  with  clean  fuels.  This  will  require  a  separate  program  thrust  away  from  the 
applications  of  German  technological  approaches  that  use  hydrogenation  and  partial  oxidative 
gasification  to  convert  various  U.S.  coals  into  clean  liquid  and  gas  fuels.  The  federal  research 
program  has  made  significant  contribution  in  the  deployment  of  clean  coal  technologies,  but  now 
is  the  time  to  take  a  new  approach  based  on  the  biological  processing  of  coal. 
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BioprocBssing  Research  Will  Place  Coal  on  a  Higher  Value  Curve 


The  new  coal  research  strategy  is  focused  on  producing  higher  value  products  for  agriculture, 
environmental  cleanup,  therapeutics,  and  specialty  chemicals  along  with  clean  fuels.  This 
strategy  is  similar  to  the  oil  refinery  technology  which  enables  production  of  a  myriad  of  high- 
value  products  and  fuels.  In  a  similar  manner,  the  new  bioprocessing  research  will  provide  higher 
value  products  from  coal,  especially  based  on  the  unique  properties  of  coals. 

ARCTECH  is  already  producing  humic  acid  fi-om  coal  for  agricultural  applications.  Properly 
blended,  the  humic  acids  are  the  basis  for  our  commercial  soil  enhancement  product  known  as 
ACTOSOL®.  This  commercial  product  is  distributed  to  individual  users  near  its  point  of 
production  in  Northern  Virginia,  and  in  bulk  to  larger  users  located  throughout  the  United  States 
and  overseas  Extensive  tests  of  the  commercial  ACTOSOL®  product  were  completed  in  Saudi 
Arabia  in  1994.  Customers  report  increased  yields  of  alfalfa  of  SO  percent  and  corresponding 
increases  in  net  profit.  Similar  favorable  results  with  a  wide  variety  of  plants  were  achieved, 
leading  to  plans  to  supply  increasing  quantities  of  product  to  Saudi  Arabia  for  use  in  that  country 
and  throughout  the  Gulf  States. 

The  United  Nations  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization  (UNFAO)  in  a  recent  report,  has  raised 
serious  alarm  due  to  accelerating  soil  loss  worldwide.  Their  report  states  that  25  billion  tons  of 
topsoil  is  lost  worldwide  per  year,  due  to  natural  and  man-made  activities.  In  the  US.  alone,  the 
loss  is  reported  to  be  6  billion  tons  per  year.  UNFAO  is  stating  that  this  loss  of  topsoil  will 
seriously  hinder  our  critical  need  to  continue  to  increase  food  production,  especially  for  the 
rapidly  growing  world  population  Coal-derived  humic  acid  products  can  reverse  this  trend  by 
providing  the  organic  matter  needed  to  maintain  the  fertility  of  our  soils.  Thus,  this  need  presents 
a  significant  opportunity  to  utilize  our  vast  resources  of  coal,  and  create  economic  growth  for  our 
industry. 

ACTOSOL®  is  only  one  successful  effort  to  produce  higher- valued  products  fi-om  coal.  Coals 
have  high  ion  exchange  and  adsorption  properties  and  thus  have  the  potential  to  provide  cost 
effective  materials  for  environmental  cleanup  ARCTECH  is  already  under  contract  to  the  DOE 
to  explore  the  use  of  humic  acid  to  clean  up  water  contaminated  with  organics,  metal,  and 
radionuclides  -  all  in  a  single  pass  through  the  material  we  call  HUMASORB™.  But  much  more 
work  needs  to  be  done    Directed  basic  and  applications  research  is  needed 
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The  federal  govenunent  is  critical  in  fostering  integrated  research,  and  leading  the  visionary  goal, 
as  no  one  industrial  organization  has  the  resources  to  devote  long  term  sustained  research  effort 
to  accomplish  this  objective.  The  federal  government  support  will  not  only  enable  the 
enhancement  of  our  domestic  coal  industry,  but  also  enable  the  maintenance  of  a  leadership  role  in 
capturing  growing  international  coal  technology  markets. 

We  request  that  funds  be  appropriated  in  the  FY96  for  the  DOE/Fossil  Energy  to  initiate  a  modest 
but  focused  program  for  advanced  bioprocess  research.  The  funding  should  be  at  a  level  of  about 
$5  million  in  the  first  year.  Incremental  increases  will  be  required  as  the  efiFort  is  sustained  over  at 
least  five  years,  at  which  point  the  entire  program  should  be  assessed  The  research  should  be 
targeted  on  the  development  and  demonstration  of  bioprocessing  approaches  aimed  at  the 
production  of  higher-valued  products  fi^om  the  nation's  vast  coal  resource  base. 


STATEMENT  OF  TERESA  A.  IMM,  RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT 
MANAGER,  ARCTIC  SLOPE  REGIONAL  CORP. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee.  My  name  is  Teresa  Imm,  and  I  am  Resource 
Development  Manager  at  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  ( ASRC),  and  Program  Manager  for  the 
Western  Arctic  Coal  Research  project.  ASRC  is  one  of  thirteen  Alaska  Native  Corporations  formed 
by  Congress  in  1971  under  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.  ASRC  manages  the  land  and 
business  interests  of  its  more  than  6,500  Inupiat  shareholders.  Its  land  holdings  include 
approximately  five  million  acres  across  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  today  to  discuss  our  Western  Arctic  Coal  Research  project.  I  also  am  pleased  to 
report  that  we  have  just  completed  our  first  years  program  with  the  Bureau  of  Mines  and  am  happy 
to  report  this  cooperative  agreement  has  been  very  productive.  Our  first  increment  of  fiinding  of 
$600K  from  F  Y93  monies  is  almost  depleted.  I  am  here  today  to  request  the  final  $  I M  for  a  total 
of  $1.6M  for  this  program,  consistent  with  our  testimony  of  the  past  four  years.  We  also  are 
prepared  to  provide  an  equal  or  greater  amount  in  cost  share  for  this  project  as  we  have  been  doing. 
Since  signing  of  the  cooperative  agreement  we  have  applied  over  $1 .5M  of  non-federal  funds  to  the 
tasks  identified  in  our  agreement. 

Since  1980,  we  have  spent  over  $1 7M  on  studies  and  mine  development  at  our  Deadfall  Syncline 
site  in  the  Western  Arctic  Coal  Field,  these  fiinds  coming  from  the  State  of  Alaska  (Alaska  Energy 
Authority,  Alaska  Department  of  Community  and  Regional  Affairs),  the  North  Slope  Borough,  and 
ASRC.  We  are  pleased  to  have  the  Bureau  of  Mines  involved  in  this  effort,  for  this  will  allow  the 
best  mining  technology  available  to  be  applied  to  our  project  on  a  cooperative  basis.  As  you  are 
aware,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Inupiat  people  have  populated  this  region  for  thousands  of  years,  and  they 
have  a  firm  desire  to  see  any  project  carried  out  on  their  lands  to  be  accomplished  in  the  safest  and 
most  environmentally  sound  manner  possible. 

Permit  me.  if  you  will,  to  restate  the  exceptional  importance  of  this  project  to  the  people  of  the  Arctic 
region.  It  is  a  unique  opportunity  for  employment,  economic  growth,  and  self  sufficiency  in  this 
region.  Environmentally,  the  coal  we  are  mining  is  so  free  of  sulfur  and  other  impurities  that 
combustion  sUidies  in  Korea,  Japan,  and  the  United  States  have  shown  lower  emissions  from  burning 
this  coal  than  the  present  emissions  from  equipment  fueled  with  refined  oil.  Lest  there  be  any  doubt, 
let  me  restate:  The  emissions  from  burning  this  coal  are  kss  than  those  from  burning  a  comparable 
amount  of  fuel  oil  on  a  BTU  basis.  Clearly,  this  is  a  remarkable  reserve,  and  we  are  exceptionally 
fortunate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  nothing  is  more  important  to  those  who  live  on  the  North  Slope  than  the  preservation 
of  the  environment.  The  thousands  of  years  of  heritage  of  the  people  who  live  there  are  directly 
fused  to  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  animals,  the  fish,  and  the  sea  mammals  which  populate  the 
region.  Because  of  this,  over  $2,000,000  of  our  own  funds  have  been  spent  since  1984  on 
environmental  studies  surrounding  the  mining  operation.  The  titles  of  these  studies  are: 
Environmental  Assessment  (1985),  Summary  of  Offshore  Soil  Conditions  (1985),  Onshore 
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Embankment  Sections  (1985),  Fisheries  Baseline  Studies  (1987),  Cultural  Resource  Site 
Reconnaissance  Study  (1987),  Climate  Summary  for  Deadfall  Syncline  and  Cape  Beaufort  Area 
(1988),  Environmental  Assessment  Appendix  D  (1988),  Deadfall  Syncline  Archeological  Survey 
(1989).  Sediment  Transportation  Study  (1988),  Hydrology  Survey  Report  ( 1 988),  Vegetation  and 
Silts  of  the  Deadfall  Syncline  Mining  Area  (1990),  Water  Analysis  (1985  and  1990),  and  the  studies 
required  for  the  Deadfall  Syncline  Surface  Coal  Mining  Permit  Application.  Results  of  the  extensive 
studies  and  investigations  found  there  are  no  particular  environmental  constraints  that  would  restrict 
the  project  from  going  forweird.  Since  1990  our  funds  have  gone  toward  diverse  aspects  of  the 
overall  project  development  such  as:  Aerial  photography  acquisitions  (1993),  Continued  coal  quality 
analysis  (1990-94),  Red  Dog  Port  Analysis  (1993-94),  Market  Research  (1994)  and  Tundra 
Reclamation  Studies  (1992-95). 

The  first  year  of  the  cooperative  research  project  with  Bureau  of  Mines  is  now  complete.  The  project 
is  consistent  with  the  Congressional  language  which  accompanied  the  FY93  appropriation.  The 
purpose  of  this  cooperative  project  is  to  assess  existing  technology  and  develop  new  technology 
leading  to  design  criteria  for  environmentally  sound  mining  of  Arctic  Coal  beds  in  Northern  Alaska. 
The  technology  will  comply  with  current  State  and  Federal  regulations  for  mine  development,  active 
operation,  and  closure.  This  research  will  contribute  technology  for  creating  a  post-mined  setting 
that  is  both  aesthetically  pleasing  and  acceptable  for  secondary  use. 

The  project  is  of  considerable  significance,  requiring  the  application  of  exceptional  capability  to  get 
the  needed  research  answers.  It  has  been  estimated  that  Alaska  Arctic  coal  resources  may  total  up 
to  5.5  trillion  tons.  More  than  half  of  Alaska's  coal  reserves  are  found  in  the  Northern  Alaska  Coal 
Province  with  reser\'e  estimates  of  greater  than  three  trillion  tons  of  coal.  The  Northern  Alaska  Coal 
Province,  located  entirely  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska,  represents  the  largest  coal  province  in  the 
United  States  and  ranks  with  the  top  two  or  three  in  the  world.  This  coal  province  lies  entirely 
within  the  continuous  permafrost  zone  of  Arctic  Alaska.  The  Western  Arctic  Coal  Fields  are  located 
at  the  western  end  of  this  vast  coal  province  and  contains  reserve  estimates  of  greater  than  two 
billion  tons  of  coal.  The  production  from  this  significant  resource  has  been  limited  to  only 
demonstrations  and  small  operations  producing  coal  for  local  communities. 

Developing  Arctic  coal  mines  represents  an  immense  challenge  because  of  adverse  weather 
conditions,  isolation,  accessibility  problems,  short  shipping  seasons,  and  a  fi-agile  environment. 
Before  any  significant  development  of  Alaska's  Western  Arctic  Coal  can  be  considered,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  develop  a  technological  database  of  mine  designs  and  mining  methodologies  which  will 
meet  strict,  environmentally  sound,  performance  standards  established  for  Arctic  terrains. 

The  technical  approach  taken  in  this  cooperative  research  project  is  to  establish  the  scientific 
parameters  for  the  treatment  of  site  materials,  hydrologic  protection,  and  restoration  of  the 
tundra/permafrost  environment  following  the  extraction  of  Western  Arctic  Coal.  The  research 
project  is  providing  information  and  guidelines  for  reclamation  planning  and  implementation  to 
return  Arctic  mined  lands  to  a  stable  ecosystem  in  an  environmentally  acceptable  manner. 

The  Research  Objectives  of  the  first  years  funding  are  specifically  to: 

a)  Determine  stability  of  pits,  spoil  piles,  and  undergroimd  openings  in  permafrost 
zones: 

b)  Determine  appropriate  reclamation  technology  for  pits,  spoils,  and  other  disturbed 
areas: 

c)  Provide  suitable  models  for  evaluating  hydrologic  flow  in  surface-thawed  permafrost 
regions  and  to  evaluate  surface  water  quality  from  spoils,  soils,  and  other  mining 
acti\  ities  and  recommend  suitable  control  and  treatment  strategies  if  necessary; 

d)  Evaluate  the  impact  of  social/economic  factors  on  mining  operations. 


587 

e)         Determine  safe  and  efficient  blasting  plans  for  permafrost. 

rt  Further  evaluate  coal  resources  in  the  region. 

All  local,  stale,  and  federal  permits  have  been  obtained  to  perform  the  work  and  research  at  the  test 
mine.  We  arc  working  closely  with  the  Alaska  Division  of  Mining,  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining, 
and  the  Mine  Safety  and  Health  Administration  to  insure  our  test  mine  meets  all  regulator>' 
standards,  both  from  a  safety  standpoint  and  environmentally.  All  workers  currently  at  the  mine 
have  received  training  in  surface  mining  and  a  select  number  received  special  training  for 
underground  operations. 

The  o\erall  Western  Arctic  Coal  demonstration  program  includes  coal  use  in  local  villages  as  well 
a.s  the  mining  research.  To  date,  some  2000  tons  of  coal  have  been  mined  for  distribution  to  these 
\illages.  We  are  fortunate  the  extremely  low  sulfur  content  of  this  coal  results  in  emissions  below 
those  experienced  with  present  oil  use.  Coal  fuel  has  been  provided  to  the  communities  of 
Wainwright.  Point  Lay.  and  Point  Hope.  Fifty-eight  coal  burning  stoves  have  been  installed  in  these 
communities  to  demonstrate  coal  use  in  modem  coal-burning  stoves.  Future  potential  customers 
include  the  communities  of  Nome.  Kotzebue.  Bethel,  and  the  mineral  mining  operations  at  Red  Dog. 
Studies  of  potential  coal-fired  electric  generation  equipment  for  Nome  and  Kotzebue  have  been 
completed.  Results  of  these  studies  indicate  high  capital  costs  associated  with  conversion  to  coal 
power  generation.  Further  studies  are  underway  to  determine  alternative  combustion  technologies 
and  modular  constructibility  techniques  which  may  reduce  costs  of  installation. 

The  Western  Arctic  Coal  research  mine  has  broken  new  ground  on  our  understanding  of  mining  in 
permafrost  regions  and  is  providing  us  with  valuable  information.  Of  particular  interest  are  the 
effects  pemiatrost  has  on  rock  and  coal  characteristics  for  imderground  mine  design  considerations. 
There  are  no  similar  mines  in  zones  of  continuous  permafrost  from  which  the  test  mine  can  draw 
information.  Therefore  all  permafrost  research  needs  to  be  initiated  from  ground  zero  and  our 
research  mine  can  be  utilized  as  a  prototype  for  other  mines  in  the  Arctic.  After  establishment  of  the 
underground  research  mine  we  have  identified  areas  requiring  additional  and/or  new  research. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  AROOSTOOK  BAND  OF  MICMACS 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  Subcommittee,  on  behalf  of 
the  Aroostook  Band  of  MicMac  Indians  of  Maine,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  present  our  views  regarding  the  President's  FY  1996 
budget  proposal  for  programs  in  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and 
Indian  Health  Service.  My  name  is  Roger  Pictou,  Chief  of  the 
Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs. 

For  FY1996,  in  order  to  attain  an  adequate  base  funding  level, 
we  are  requesting: 

— a  general  increase  in  the  Base  Funding  Level  from  the 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  in  the  amount  of  $150,000  for  the 
Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs. 

— an  increase  in  the  Indian  Health  Service  budget  in  the 
amount  of  $250,000  for  the  Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs. 

The  Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs  is  deeply  grateful  to  Congress 
for  the  support  you  have  given  in  the  past  as  it's  a  critical  time 
for  the  Tribe  in  trying  to  further  establish  programs  and  services. 
"The  responsibilities  currently  facing  the  Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs 
is  faceted  around  growth  and  expansion. 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs —  * 

For  FY1996,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  request  that  this  Subcommittee 
provide  a  general  increase  over  the  level  requested  in  the  budget 
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proposal  for  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  account,  which  would 
be  distributed  to  all  tribes  according  to  their  highest  tribal 
priorities. 

The  highest  funding  priority  for  the  Aroostook  Band  is  to 
increase  our  base  level.  The  Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs  received 
federal  recognition  in  November  1991,  as  part  of  legislation  to 
settle  our  claims  against  the  State  of  Maine,  since  we  had  been 
left  out  of  the  1980  Maine  Indian  Claims  Settlement  Act.  The  Tribe 
completed  our  third  and  final  year  under  the  "New  Tribes"  program 
in  FY1995  at  a  level  of  $448,000.  In  FY1995  the  "New  Tribes" 
program  was  transferred  from  its  previous  location  in  the  Other 
Recurring  Programs  -  Tribal  Government  part  of  the  Operation  of 
Indian  Programs  budget  to  Tribal  Priority  Allocations.  The 
Administration  requested,  and  Congress  concurred  with,  this 
transfer  so  that  recently-recognized  tribes  like  the  MicMacs  could 
share  in  any  general  funding  increases  provided  to  all  tribes  in 
Tribal  Priority  Allocations  and  have  the  same  reprogrsimming 
flexibility  provided  within  TPA  to  tribes  to  put  funding  toward 
programs  we  determine  are  our  highest  priorities. 

Under  the  FY1996  budget  request,  the  Band  will  receive  funding 
under  TPA  totalling  $497,200.  This  level  is  greater  than  the 
FY1995  level,  thanks  to  a  general  increase  of  $5.3  million,  plus  an 
additional  $2  million  inflation  adjustment  increase,  to  TPA  in 
FY1995.  However,  in  order  to  effectively  carry  out  the  kind  of 
programs  the  Tribe  operates  on  behalf  of  our  600  tribal  members,  a 
base  of  $600,000  is  necessary.  In  order  to  achieve  such  a  base 
level  for  MicMac,  we  request  a  general  increase  to  TPA  for  all 
tribes. 

We  recognize  that  in  the  past  several  years,  significant 
additional  funding  has  been  requested  by  the  Administration  and 
provided  by  Congress  for  TPA,  the  BIA  budget  activity  out  of  which 
the  majority  of  on-going  programs  for  tribal  members  is  funded.  In 
addition,  the  budget  request  for  FY1996  proposes  a  significant 
increase  for  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  account,  ($245.6 
million  over  the  FY1995  enacted  level).  However,  that  increase  is 
made  up  primarily  of  the  transfer  of  two  additional  programs  — 
Contract  Support  and  Welfare  Assistance  —  into  the  TPA  Category. 
While  there  are  program  increases  for  New  Tribes,  Small  and  Needy 
Tribes  and  Contract  Support,  eunong  other  programs,  the 
Administration's  FY1996  budget  request  does  not  contain  a  general 
TPA  increase  for  all  tribes.  Again,  we  request  a  general  increase 
of  $150,000  in  order  to  attain  an  adequate  base  funding  level. 

Indian  Health  Service — 

We  request  an  increase  in  the  Indian  Health  Service  budget  in 
the  amount  of  $250,000  for  the  Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs. 

As  the  Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs  is  approaching  its  third  year 
of  their  Indian  Health  Service  contract  to  provide  quality  medical 
care  for  its  Tribal  Members  in  the  forms  of  primarily  Contract 
Health  Services  and  Hospital  and  Clinics  (H&C),  there  is  evidence 
that  there  is  a  definite  need  to  expand  services  that  we,  either  do 
not  have  at  the  present  time,  or  are  providing  in  which  monies  are 
utilized  from  other  sources  to  provide  these  needed  services.  The 
Tribe  is  committed  to  the  provision  of  both  community  health  and 
health  education  services  to  the  MicMac  community  although  the 
Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs  has  never  received  any  support  for  a 
Community  Health  Program  and  a  Health  Education  Program.  And 
because  Aroostook  County  is  the  largest  county  east  of  the 
Mississippi,  a  need  for  these  components  is  justified  to  better 
serve  the  MicMac  population  which  is  dispersed  throughout  this 
large  service  area. 
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Another  important  component  that  the  Tribe  is  in  dire  need  of 
is  a  Mental  Health  Services  program.  The  tribe  is  contracting  for 
mental  health  services  and  is  seeing  these  costs  escalate.  The 
Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs  now  needs  this  funding  so  it  can  address 
mental  health  problems  in  the  MicMac  Community. 

Other  areas  in  need  in  which  funding  is  required  is  expansion- 
-both  in  the  Aroostook  Band  of  MicMac  Environmental  Health  and 
Alternate  Resource  and  Record  Maintenance.  It  is  our  hope  that 
this  committee  will  find  it  necessary  to  increase  the  funding  level 
to  Indian  Health  Service  for  these  much  needed  areas  of  health  care 
for  the  total  health  and  wellness  of  the  Native  American  community. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  time  to  make  a  statement  that  the 
Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs  opposes  the  proposed  cuts  of  the  Native 
American  Fish  and  Wildlife  Society  budget  and  fully  supports  the 
funding  level  of  $488,000. 

We  again  wish  to  state  our  sincere  thanks  to  Congress  for  your 
current  support  for  the  efforts  of  the  Aroostook  Band  of  MicMacs 
and  our  struggle  to  obtain  increased  self-sufficiency.  We 
appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  our  requests  to  you 
regarding  the  FY1996  budget  request. 


STATEMENT  OF  CALEB  SHIELDS,  CHAIRMAN,  ASSINIBOINE  AND 
SIOUX  TRIBES  OF  THE  FORT  PECK  RESERVATION 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  Caleb  Shields,  Chairman  of  the  Assiniboine  and 
Sioux  Tribes  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation,  in  Montana.  It  is  an  honor  to  appear  before  you  today  to 
present  the  Tribes'  FY  1996  appropriations  testimony, 

I.  OVERALL  CONCERNS 

In  this  era  of  streamlining  the  federal  government,  we  strongly  urge  the  Committee  to  exercise  great  care 
not  to  impair  the  federal  government's  ability  to  fulfill  its  obligations  to  the  Tribes.  While  some  progress  has 
been  made,  Indians  still  suffer  conditions  -  including  poor  housing,  high  unemployment  and  inadequate  access 
to  decent  health  care  -  that  would  shock  any  other  group  in  the  Nation. 

Funding  for  tribal  programs  is  inadequate  throughout  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the  Indian  Health 
Service  Fort  Peck  has  several  particular  fundmg  requests  and  concerns,  which  we  describe  below.  But  we  urge 
the  Committee  to  keep  in  mind  the  overall  picture  -  which  shows  huge  ftmding  needs  in  evcr^'  part  of  our  budget. 
These  are  the  most  basic  of  services  —  health  care,  law  enforcement,  general  assistance,  education  and  natural 
resources  protection  Cutting  funding  for  Indian  programs  would  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  the  lives 
of  our  people  We  have  prepared  a  chart  (attached  to  this  testimony)  which  shows  the  funding  needs  in  all  of  our 
programs,  including  both  IHS  and  BIA  As  the  chart  reflects,  our  overall  shortfall  -just  at  Fort  Peck  -for  BIA 
programs  is  about  $3  9  million,  and  for  IHS  programs  is  about  $2  6  million. 

U.  BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

A.         Restructuring  the  BIA 

There  has  been  much  discussion  in  recent  months  of  the  potential  for  streamlining  and  restructuring  the 
federal  agencies  in  general  -  and  the  BIA  in  particular.  There  is  no  question  that  the  BIA  has  not  been  a  model 
of  governmental  efficiency  At  the  same  time,  if  BIA  reorganization  is  looked  upon  merely  as  a  way  to  cut  the 
cost  and  role  of  the  federal  government  in  Indian  affairs,  tribes  and  their  members  stand  to  lose  a  great  deal. 

Streamlining  the  BIA  must  not  be  a  pretext  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  federal  government  from  its 
obligations  regarding  Indian  affairs  Rather,  the  goal  of  BIA  reorganization  must  be  to  better  implement  the 
federal  trust  responsibility  to  tribes  -  by  assuring  that  adequate  resources  are  provided  where  they  can  do  the  most 
good  -  at  the  Reservation  level  Cost  savings  from  reducing  Headquarters  and  Area  Office  bureaucracies  should 
be  passed  along  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  tribes  locally. 
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The  BIA's  most  recent  misguided  efforts  at  reorganization  have  now  been  deferred.  To  prevent  renewed 
BIA  efforts  like  those  of  the  last  few  months,  we  urge  the  Committee  to  include  bill  language  to  prohibit  BIA 
reorganization  without  the  approval  of  the  Appropriations  Committees. 

B.  Housing  Improvement  Program  (S2  million  increase  nationwide) 

The  funding  for  this  important  program  has  now  been  transferred  to  the  Tribal  Pnority  Account.  While 
this  provides  Tribes  some  flexibility,  it  docs  not  justify  the  Administration's  failure  to  request  an  increase  for 
HIP.  In  fact,  there  has  not  been  an  increase  in  this  accoimt  in  over  two  years,  despite  the  massive  backlog  of 
homes  in  Indian  country  that  fail  to  meet  even  minimal  standards.  We  urge  the  Committee  to  address  this  basic 
human  need  and  provide  an  increase  of  $2  million  nationwide  in  the  TPA  account  for  the  HIP  program. 

C.  Indian  Tribal  Justice  Act,  P.L.  103-176  ($5  million  increase  nationwide) 

Tribal  justice  systems  are  essential  to  self-government  and  integral  to  the  fulfillment  of  the  self- 
determination  policy  Tribal  courts,  as  a  vital  component  of  tribal  governments,  serve  as  the  provider  of  justice 
on  the  Reservation  -  addressing  a  wide  variety  of  criminal  and  civil  matters.  Congress,  in  enacting  the  Indian 
Tribal  Justice  Act,  PL  103-176  (1993),  recognized  the  importance  of  tribal  courts,  and  the  need  for  adequate 
federal  support  to  permit  tribal  courts  to  fulfill  their  responsibilities.  While  that  Act  authorized  base  funding  for 
tribal  courts  of  $50  million,  for  FY  1996  the  BIA  has  requested  a  mere  $5  million.  At  Fort  Peck,  federal  funding 
for  our  Tribal  Court  covers  less  than  half  of  the  actual  costs.  We  urge  the  Committee  to  increase  the  funding  for 
this  important  Act  by  at  least  $5  million. 

D.  Education  (SI  million  increase  nationwide  for  JOM;  S5  million  increase  nationwide  for 
Tribal  Colleges;  S100,000  increase  for  endowment  fund;  S2.5  million  increase  for  grants  to  tribal 
education  departments) 

The  Johnson-O'Mallcy  program  -  which  provides  support  for  supplemental  programs  to  address  the 
needs  of  our  students  in  Public  Schools  -  is  particularly  important  at  Fort  Peck,  where  there  are  no  BIA  schools. 
While  the  Administration  speaks  of  its  commitment  to  educating  children,  the  BIA  requested  no  increase  for 
JOM.  We  urge  the  Committee  lo  add  $  1  million  nationwide  to  this  account. 

Tribal  commumty  colleges  play  an  integral  role  in  the  continuing  education  of  our  people.  Because  of 
the  unique  opportunities  that  tribal  community  colleges  offer  -  including  providing  a  path  to  emplo)Tnent  for 
many  of  our  people  -  funds  for  this  program  should  be  increased.  On  behalf  of  all  the  colleges,  we  request  a  $5 
million  increase  in  funds  for  the  Tribally  Controlled  Community  College  Assistance  Act,  and  $100,000  in  the 
endowment  fund. 

Tribal  self-determination  includes  tribal  control  of  the  education  of  our  students.  The  Fort  Peck  Tribes 
are  moving  forward  to  develop  a  Tribal  Education  Department,  to  enhance  our  ability  to  develop  appropriate 
education  programs  for  our  children  Congress  authorized  grants  for  these  purposes  in  the  School  Improvement 
Amendments  of  1988,  Public  Law  100-297.  The  BIA  has  for  the  first  time  requested  funds  for  this  program  for 
FY  1996  The  Fort  Peck  Tribes  strongly  support  the  BIA's  request  to  provide  grant  funds  to  tribal  education 
departments.  We  urge  the  Committee  to  increase  the  amount  available  nationwide  to  $3  million  -  to  address  the 
growing  need  in  this  area 

E.  Land  Consolidation  (Maintain  FY  1996  budget  amount  of  S12  million) 

At  Fort  Peck  -  as  in  many  Rescn'ations  throughout  Indian  country  •  we  have  a  tremendous  problem  with 
fractionated  land  interests  -  which  arises  from  the  misguided  federal  policy  of  allotting  Resen'ation  lands  early 
in  this  century.  At  Fort  Peck  alone,  the  BIA  manages  over  3,702  highly  fractionated  tracts.  Nearly  half  of  these 
have  more  than  ten  owners.  About  6500  individual  Indians  own  fractionated  interests,  and  many  of  them  own 
more  than  one.  And  the  BIA  manages  over  77,000  ownership  records  of  fractionated  interests  -  just  at  Fort  Peck. 
And  each  year,  the  problem  gets  worse  Nationwide,  it  costs  the  BIA  $60  million  per  year  to  maintain  these  land 
ownership  records.  At  least  half  of  this  amount  is  spent  on  interests  that  amount  lo  2  percent  or  less  of  a  total 
tract. 

In  its  FY  1996  budget  request  to  Congress,  the  BIA  included  $12  million  for  a  land  consolidation 
initiative.  The  Tribes  arc  pleased  that  the  Administration  is  seeking  -  for  the  first  time  in  recent  years  -  to  address 
the  problem  of  fractionated  interests  in  Indian  country.  We  support  this  budget  request,  as  we  believe  that  it  is 
vitally  important  to  address  the  fractionated  heirship  problem  -  and  move  to  consolidate  Reservation  lands  in 
Tribal  ownership.  To  do  this,  adequate  funding  is  required.  We  would  propose  that,  pending  passage  of  new 
legislation  on  fractionated  heirship.  Congress  fund  a  pilot  project  at  Fort  Peck  ($  1  million  per  year  for  five  years). 
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to  demonstrate  the  positive  impact  that  a  well  developed  land  acquisition  program  can  have  on  overall  tribal 
development. 

While  we  are  pleased  that  the  Administration  is  seeking  funds  to  address  fractionated  heirship,  we  do 
have  certain  substantive  concerns  with  the  Administration's  proposed  amendments  to  the  Indian  Land 
Consolidation  Act.  We  will  be  working  with  the  appropriate  authorizing  Committees  to  ensure  that  our  concerns 
are  addressed. 

III.        INDIAN  HEALTH  SERVICE 

A.  Restructuring  the  IHS 

As  with  the  BIA,  the  IHS  is  now  undertaking  a  review  for  the  purpose  of  restructuring  itself  The  Fort 
Peck  Tribes  have  already  seen  the  effects  of  IHS  activity  under  the  National  Performance  Revie\v  As  IHS 
personnel  arc  subject  to  buyouts,  early  retirement  and  job  freezes,  we  continue  to  lose  needed  health  care 
personnel  on  our  Reservation. 

In  our  view,  the  ke>'  to  a  successful  reorganization  effort  is  for  the  Tribes  to  be  full  participants  in  the 
process.  The  IHS  has  established  an  Indian  Health  Design  Team,  to  provide  some  input  in  the  process. 
Nevertheless,  it  is  clear  that  more  must  be  done  to  facilitate  tribal  consultation.  At  a  minimum,  IHS  should  be 
mandated  to  hold  meetings  in  every  Area,  to  learn  from  the  tribes  how  best  to  reorganize  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  its  trust  obligation  to  tribes.  In  addition,  IHS  must  not  simply  consult  with  tribes  and  then  disregard  our 
concerns  when  reorganization  takes  place  We  urge  the  Committee  to  instruct  IHS  not  to  undertake  any 
reorganization  without  a  full  process  of  tribal  consultation,  and  without  the  approval  of  the  Appropriations 
Committees. 

B.  Contract  Health  Services  ($700,000  increase  for  Fort  Peck) 

At  Fort  Peck,  much  of  the  health  care  for  our  people  must  be  provided  through  contract  care.  For  some 
years,  there  have  not  been  adequate  funds  to  provide  our  people  with  needed  care 

The  shortage  in  contract  care  funds  has  led  to  a  cruel  and  costly  sort  of  rationing  -  withholding  care  until 
a  person  needs  emergency  care.  Under  IHS  contract  care  guidelines,  rather  than  providing  appropriate  health  care 
when  needed,  care  is  withheld  until  the  vastly  more  expensive  emergency  care  is  required  This  causes  great 
hardship  to  our  people  and  is  not  an  effective  way  to  provide  cost-effective  health  care 

We  urge  the  Committee  to  increase  contract  health  care  funding  sufficiently  to  address  our  $700,000 
shortfall  at  Fort  Peck 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION  OF  NAVAJO  COMMUNITY 
CONTROLLED  SCHOOL  BOARDS 

The  Association  of  Navajo  Community  Controlled  School 
Boards,  which  represents  the  BIA-funded  schools  on  the  Navajo 
Reservation  operated  by  tribal  school  boards,  is  appreciative 
of  the  opportunity  to  share  you  with  information  about  the 
BIA  school  system  and  to  offer  our  views  on  the  BIA's  School 
Operations  budget  request  for  School  Year  1996-97. 

The  BIA-funded  school  system.   There  are  187  schools 
and  dorms  located  throughout  Indian  Country  that  comprise  the 
BIA-funded  school  system.   They  educate  nearly  47,000 
students  representing  between  30-40%  of  the  Indian  children 
who  live  on  reservations.^ 


Sixty- five  of  the  schools  and  over  40%  of  the  students 
enrolled  in  this  system  are  on  the  Navajo  Reservation.   The 
Pine  Ridge  Reservation  in  South  Dakota  has  the  second-highest 
number  of  schools:   7.   Thus,  this  school  system  is  of  great 
importance  to  the  Navajo  Nation. 


The  BIA  system  educates  about  10-11%  of  all  Indian  children  nationwide,  but 
this  calculation  includes  the  Indian  children  who  live  in  urban  areas  such  as  Los 
.---igeles  and  other  major  cities. 


592 

'  Tribal Iv-ooerated  schools.      One  of  the  most  important 
things  you  should  know  is  that  over  half  of  the  schools  in 
the  system  are  operated  by  tribal  school  boards  under 
contracts^  and  grants^  rather  than  by  the  BIA.   Nine  years 
before  the  Indian  Self -Determination  Act  was  passed  in  1975, 
Rough  Rock  Community  School  was  established  as  a 
demonstration  school  to  show  that  an  Indian  community  could 
run  a  school  and  do  it  successfully.   Since  that  time,  93 
other  Indian  communities  have  demonstrated  the  same  thing. 
To  us,  it  is  very  important  to  be  able  to  operate  our  own  school  locally 
rather  than  to  have  it  operated  by  a  distant  federal  agency  in 
Washington,  D.C. 

« JsoJation.   Most  Indian  schools  are  located  in  small,  isolated 
reservation  communities  far  from  even  modest-sized  population  centers. 
Thus,  we  have  to  be  able  to  do  everything  for  ourselves  --  including 
providing  housing  for  our  employees;  operating  the  school  bus  system; 
maintaining  the  water  tower;  clearing  the  roads  of  mud  and  snow;  running 
the  local  post  office;  selecting  the  textbooks;  fixing  the  plumbing  and 
boilers;  and  sponsoring  the  local  emergency  response  team.   Rough  Rock 
even  operates  a  dormitory  which  houses  over  300  children  who  live  too 
far  away  to  be  day  students. 

'Funding.      Our  schools  are  totally  dependent  upon  School 
Operations  funds  supplied  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.   (We  are  not 
supported  by  any  state  school  system. )   The  Federal  Government  considers 
this  a  "discretionary"  funded  progrctm.   We  do  not  believe  there  is 
anything  "discretionary"  about  educating  Indian  children  to  whom  a 
commitment  was  made  when  this  school  system  was  started. 

We  offer  the  following  comments  on  the  BIA's  FY96  School 
Operations  budget  request. 

Indian  School  Equalization  Formula.   ISEF  is  the  primary  source  of 
funds  for  instructional  and  dorm  programs.   It  is  distributed  on  a  per- 
"weighted  student  unit"  basis.   If  the  BIA's  estimate  is  correct.  School 
Year  1996-97  would  be  the  very  first  time  the  per-WSU  amount  exceeded 
$3000.   While  we  are  relieved  about  this,  we  note  that  it  will  represent 
only  a  1.8%  increase  in  the  per-WSU  amount.   This  is  not  even  enough  to 
meet  the  Cost  of  Living  Adjustment  (2.7%).   We  must  also  tell  you  that  a 
blue-ribbon  panel  recommended  that  the  WSU  base  should  be  set  at  $3499 
for  School    Year   1991-92.      Unfortunately,  Indian  schools  have  not  be 
given  a  high  enough  priority  in  the  federal  budget  to  command  the 
funding  level  they  need. 

Under  the  current  budget  circumstances,  however,  we  recognize  that 
additional  funding  would  be  difficult  to  find,  so  we  support  this  budget 
request. 

One  of  the  figures  BIA  displays  in  the  budget  justification  is 
very  misleading.   This  is  the  "$  per  ADM"  or  funding  per  pupil  provided 
by  the  ISEF.   The  amount  shown  for  the  current  school  year  --  SY94-95  -- 
is  $5167.   It  is  calculated  strictly  by  dividing  the  total  amount  for 
ISEF  by  the  number  of  students.   They  made  no  adjustment  to  reflect  that 
a  sizeable  portion  of  the  ISEF  is  used  for  dorm  operations;  it  is  not 
all  used  for  instructional  programs.   BIA  reports  that  nearly  47%  of  all 
students  are  in  dormitories.   (Budget  p.  95.) 

If  the  Subcommittee  wants  to  compare  the  per-pupil  funding  from 
ISEF  with  per-pupil  spending  at  the  state  level,  it  is  necessary  to 
remove  the  dormitory  program  funds  from  the  calculation.   When  this  is 
done,  the  actual  per  pupil  lunount  is  $4317.   By  comparison,  the 
1989-90   average  per-pupil  expenditure  in  public  schools  was  nearly 
$5000.4 


Contracts  are  issued  under  the  Indian  Self -Determination  Act. 

Grants  are  issued  under  the  Tribally  Controlled  Schools  Act. 
*     National  Center  for  Educational  Statistics,  "120  Years  of  Ainerican  Education: 
.A  Statistical  Portrait",  Jan.  1993,  p.  33.  '  •■. 
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Facilities  Operation  &  Maintenance.   The  budget  request  causes  us 
great  problems.   It  continues  to  drastically  under- fund  the  amount 
needed  to  operate  and  maintain  school  and  dorm  buildings.   Our  current 
shortage  exceeds  28%.  and  we  understand  that  although  the  FY96  budget 
request  shows  a  slight  increase,  it  will  do  no  more  than  maintain  the 
current  funding  level  for  the  existing  and  new  square  footage  in  the 
system. 

We  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  significantly  increase  this  budget 
item.   When  school  buildings  cannot  be  properly  maintained  --  especially 
the  electrical,  boiler  and  fire  systems  --  our  children  are  at  risk  and 
their  education  programs  are  interrupted.   In  addition,  the  federal 
government,  which  owns  these  buildings,  loses  on  its  investment  as 
improperly  maintained  buildings  do  not  last  as  long. 

Student  Transportation.   The  BIA  estimates  its  budget  request 
would  produce  a  rate  of  $1.71/mile  for  operation  of  our  school  buses. 
VJhile  this  is  nearly  20C  higher  than  we  get  now,  it  is  still  far  lower 
than  the  SY92-93  public  school  average  of  $2.31/mile.5   And  our  buses 
must  travel  over  a  higher  percentage  of  unimproved  roads  than  is  the 
case  with  public  schools.   When  the  student  transportation  account  is 
not  sufficient  to  meet  all  expenses,  we  have  to  use  ISEF  to  make  up  the 
shortage . 

We  hope  you  will  approve  the  BIA's  request  this  year,  and  urge  the 
Bureau  to  continue  increasing  the  per-mile  rate  during  the  next  two 
years  in  order  to  match  the  public  school  average. 

Administrative  Cost  Grants.   Federal  law  sets  out  a  formula  on 
which  school  administrative  costs  are  to  be  calculated.   Not  once  since 
that  law  was  enacted  in  1988,  has  the  BIA  been  able  to  pay  the  full 
amount  generated  by  the  formula.   For  the  current  year,  BIA  has  been 
able  to  meet  95%  of  the  formula  amount,  about  the  hic;hest  percentage 
ever  achieved.   One  year,  only  65%  of  the  formula  amount  was  met.   This 
put  many  tribally  operated  schools  in  a  very  severe  financial  position. 

We  understand  that  the  FY96  budget  request  is  estimated  to  be  able 
to  continue  meeting  95%  of  need.   While  ANCCSB  would  like  to  see  the 
full  formula  commitment  met,  we  do  find  this  budget  request  far  more 
supportable  than  previous  ones.   We  hope  the  Subcommittee  will  accept 
it. 

Model  Schools  and  School  Statistics/ADP.   BIA  seeks  $1  million  to 
set  up  5  model  schools  ($300,000)  and  establish  a  student  tracking 
system  ($700,000).   The  description  does  not  provide  enough  information 
to  enable  us  to  take  a  position  on  this  request.   We  have  the  following 
questions : 


'      Our  calculation  comes  from  data  reported  in  School  Bus  Fleet  --  199S  Fact  Book 
Issue.  January,  1995,  p.  29. 


STATEMENT  OF  ELIZABETH  DRAKE,  TRIBAL  CHAIRPERSON,  BAD 
RIVER  BAND  OF  LAKE  SUPERIOR  CHIPPEWA  INDIANS 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee  I  am  Elizabeth  Drake,  Chairperson  of  the  Bad  River 
Band  of  Lake  Superior  Chippewa  Indians,  in  Wisconsin.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  the 
Band's  testimony  regarding  FY  1996  appropriations 


A.        CONTRACT  SUPPORT  COSTS 

The  federal  policy  of  promoting  Tribal  Self-Determination  was  initiated  by  President  Nixon, 
and  has  had  the  express  support  of  every  President  since  that  time  The  thrust  of  Seif-Determination 
is  that  tribes  are  governments,  capable  of  administering  programs  for  their  own  people  Self- 
Determination  is  intended  to  increase  tribal  self-reliance,  and  diminish  the  control  of  federal 
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bureaucrats  over  the  lives  of  Indian  people  Unfortunately,  certain  resources  promised  to  the  tribes 
in  connection  with  Seif-Determination  have  not  been  forthcoming  In  particular,  tribes  have  not  been 
provided  with  the  administrative  costs  needed  to  operate  programs  under  Self-Determination  Act 
contracts.  While  Congress  has  specified  that  tribes  are  entitled  to  receive  these  administrative  costs, 
adequate  funds  have  not  been  provided.  We  urge  the  Committee  to  fully  fund  contract  support  costs 
for  all  Indian  Self-Determination  Act  contracts  -  to  enable  the  Self-Determination  policy  to  succeed 
as  intended. 

Under  the  Self-Determination  Act,  as  amended,  tribes  are  entitled  to  receive  direct  programs 
costs  and  contract  support  costs  -  the  administrative  and  other  costs  needed  to  operate  programs  that 
formerly  were  administered  by  federal  agencies.  In  good  faith,  tribes  have  negotiated  indirect  cost 
rates  with  the  Inspector  General,  and  have  planned  in  accordance  with  the  federal  promise  that 
contract  support  costs  would  be  made  available.  However,  year  after  year  this  has  not  been  the  case 

The  lack  of  adequate  contract  support  funds  threatens  the  viability  of  the  Self-Determination 
policy.  Tribes  enter  638  contracts  to  enhance  tribal  control  over  programs  affecting  their  members, 
not  to  incur  financial  burdens  Last  year,  the  BIA  distributed  only  70%  of  the  allowable  indirect  cost 
funds  to  tribes.  This  resulted  in  a  shortfall  of  close  to  $200,000  for  Bad  River  alone  These  shortfalls 
mean  that  tribes  -  in  moving  toward  Self-Determination  in  accordance  with  federal  policy  -  are 
operating  programs  at  a  significant  disadvantage.  In  a  sense,  tribes  are  being  financially  penalized  for 
complying  with  federal  policy. 

For  FY  1996,  the  BIA  proposes  shifting  the  contract  support  account  to  Tribal  Priority 
Allocations,  while  providing  only  a  minimal  increase  in  funding.  This  will  not  alleviate  any  of  the 
problems  created  by  contract  support  shortfalls  Moving  contract  support  funds  to  TPA  simply  pools 
contract  support  funds  with  money  intended  to  meet  other  tribal  needs.  In  a  sense,  moving  contract 
support  funds  to  TPA  may  be  viewed  as  an  effort  by  the  BIA  to  hide  the  ball  with  respect  to  contract 
support  shortfalls.  From  the  Band's  point  of  view,  this  approach  would  merely  present  us  with  an 
unfair  choice  -  reduce  fijnds  for  desperately  needed  direct  services  to  make  up  our  contract  care 
shortfall,  or  preserve  direct  services  and  continue  to  operate  programs  without  the  contract  support 
costs  promised  to  us  by  Congress.  This  is  a  choice  we  should  not  be  forced  to  make.  We  urge  the 
Committee  to  provide  sufficient  funds  for  the  BIA  to  provide  full  contact  support  for  all  Self- 
Determination  Act  contracts. 

B.         BAD  RIVER  TRIBAL  SCHOOL  ($1  million) 

In  January  of  this  year,  the  Band  opened  the  Bad  River  Tribal  School.  The  Tribal  School  was 
planned  and  implemented  in  response  to  community  concern  over  the  poor  quality  of  education  our 
children  were  receiving  in  the  Ashland  City  Public  Schools.  At  the  Ashland  Schools,  there  were 
repeated  racial  incidents  involving  our  children  and  a  demonstrated  lack  of  teacher  concern  for  our 
children's  education.  These  and  other  conditions  led  to  poor  academic  performance  and  high  drop 
out  rates  among  our  students.  To  address  these  problems,  we  have  been  busing  1 5  of  our  children 
to  the  Lac  Courte  Oreilles  Ojibwa  Tribal  School,  which  is  85  miles  away  from  the  Bad  River 
Reservation.     At  the  same  time,  we  needed  a  solution  closer  to  home. 

The  Band  is  now  conducting  classes  with  a  staff  that  includes  eight  teachers,  one  counselor, 
and  seven  tribal  elders.  We  expect  an  enrollment  of  fifty  students  in  the  fall  of  1 995  Currently,  most 
of  our  staff  are  volunteers  as  we  cannot  afford  to  provide  salaries  We  request  $525,000  from  the 
BIA's  School  Operation  Fund,  to  ensure  that  our  dedicated  staff  is  compensated  for  their  work. 

The  building  in  which  we  are  currently  operating  the  school  is  a  small  tribally  owned  facility 
We  have  two  classrooms,  a  kitchen,  and  one  office.  It  is  in  desperate  need  or  repairs.  Our  first 
priority  is  to  ensure  that  the  building  is  fully  fireproofed  and  complies  with  all  of  the  applicable  codes. 
The  Tribe  requests  $475,000  in  the  BIA's  School  Construction  Account  to  address  needed  safety 
and  other  renovations  for  the  school  building. 
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C         TRIBAL  NATURAL  RESOURCES  DEPARTMENT 

1.  Fish  Hatchery  Operations  and  Maintenance 

The  natural  resources  on  the  Bad  River  Reservation  are  central  to  our  cultural  and  economic 
survival  as  people  The  Tribe  has  developed  resource  management  and  monitoring  expertise  that  has 
been  recognized  as  effective  by  the  State  apd  Federal  Governments  In  particular,  the  Band  has 
developed  a  successful  hatchery  operation,  which  stocks  fish  in  Reservation  lakes  and  rivers. 

We  face  a  number  of  significant  natural  resource  challenges  on  our  Reservation.  For  example, 
in  1 993  fisheries  management  personnel  observed  and  documented  thepresenceofEuropean  River 
Ruffe  within  our  Reservation  This  is  a  non-indigenous  fish  that  causes  significant  harm  to  native 
walleye  populations.  To  address  this  threat,  and  to  respond  effectively  to  this  River  Ruffe  invasion, 
we  must  increase  our  hatchery  production.  Unless  we  respond  through  our  hatchery  production,  the 
native  walleye  population  will  soon  be  decimated  by  the  River  Ruffe. 

To  enable  us  to  meet  the  threat  of  the  River  Ruffe,  and  to  maintain  our  hatchery  for  the 
benefit  of  our  people,  we  strongly  urge  the  Committee  to  preserve  the  level  of  funding  for  Fish 
Hatchery  Operations  and  the  Fish  Hatchery  Cyclical  Maintenance  Account.  In  addition,  we  request 
that  Tribal  Management  and  Development  funding  be  maintained  in  the  BIA  budget 

2.  Restore  Funding  for  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  ($LS  million) 

The  Band  is  extremely  concerned  about  the  Administration's  proposal  to  eliminate  all  funding 
for  tribal  fish  hatchery  rehabilitation  A  number  of  tribes  -  including  Bad  River  -  rely  heavily  on  their 
fish  hatcheries  to  provide  needed  resources  for  our  people  As  the  natural  fisheries  resource  is 
depleted,  our  hatchery  operations  become  increasingly  significant.  The  federal  government  has 
invested  in  these  fish  hatcheries,  and  the  tribes  have  made  them  an  integral  part  of  our  natural 
resources  programs.  Fish  hatchery  rehabilitation  funds  are  the  only  source  of  fijnds  to  undertake  the 
projects  needed  to  maintain  viable  hatcheries  over  the  long  term.  Without  these  funds,  the  federal 
investment  -  and  the  tribal  programs  that  rely  on  that  investment  -  will  soon  be  lost.  We  urge  the 
Committee  to  restore  full  funding  to  the  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  account 

with  the  issue  of  internal  budgeting  between  direct  and  indirect  costs  left  to  member  tribes 


3.         Circle  ofFlight 

The  Band  also  supports  continued  funding  for  the  Circle  of  Flight  Program.  This  is  an 
eflfective  program  to  enable  tribes  to  establish  local  wetlands  protection  and  waterfowl  preservation 
programs  to  meet  local  needs.  In  our  area,  these  are  critical  to  an  effective  natural  resources  policy. 


D.         FUNDING    FOR    THE    GREAT    LAKES    INDUN    nSH    AND    WILDLIFE 
COMMISSION 

The  Bad  River  Band  is  a  member  of  the  Great  Lakes  Indian  Fish  and  Wildlife 
CommissionC'GLIFWC")  GLIFWC  is  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  regulating  the  off- 
reservation  treaty  rights  of  its  member  tribes  -  as  set  forth  in  federal  court  orders.  GLIFWC  provides 
needed  regulation  and  expertise,  and  is  an  integral  part  of  the  protection  of  our  off-reservation  treaty 
rights  The  Bad  River  Band  strongly  supports  this  important  work  and  we  urge  the  Committee  to 
maintain  the  Administration's  proposed  FY  1996  base  fiinding  for  GLIFWC.  The  Band  also  requests 
that  the  Commission's  allocation  of  contract  support  funds  be  reprogrammed  into  its  BIA  fijnding 
base  with  the  issue  of  internal  budgeting  between  direct  and  indirect  costs  left  to  member  tribes 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  BERING  SEA  FISHERMEN'S  ASSOCIATION 

The  Bering  Sea  Fishermen's  Association  (BSFA)  requests  the  Senate 
Appropriations  subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  to  authorize  an 
appropriation  of  SI, 000.000  to  BSFA  to  conduct  salmon  research  and  restoration 
projects  in  western  Alaska  and  Interior  river  systems.    Funds  would  be  authorized 
under  the  BIA  Wildlife  and  Parks  Program,  Western  Alaska  Salmon  Investigations.  As 
it  has  done  with  the  original  FY94  appropriation,  BSFA  would  design  and  implement 
cooperative  projects  with  Alaska  Native  tribal  villages  in  Kotzebue  Sound,  Norton 
Sound  and  the  Yukon  and  Kuskokwim  rivers. 

This  proposal  aims  to  refocus  the  Western  Alaska  Salmon  Investigations 
Program  back  to  its  original  Congressional  intent  of  FY94:  the  monitoring  and 
restoration  of  depressed  salmon  stocks  under  the  management  of  one  organization 
that  serves  and  represents  all  the  affected  fishermen. 

BSFA:  15  years  of  service  to  western  Alaska 

Formed  in  1980,  the  Bering  Sea  Fishermen's  Association  (BSFA)  is  non-profit 
extension  service  organization  serving  the  needs  of  western  Alaska  commercial  and 
subsistence  salmon  and  herring  fishermen.  BSFA  is  governed  by  a  12-membcr 
Board  of  Alaska  Native  fishermen.  BSFA  provides  services  to  Alaska  Native 
villagers  in  four  broad  regions:  Bristol  Bay  drainage,  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Rivers, 
Norton  Sound  and  Kotzebue  Sound.  Services  provided  include: 

•  assistance  in  dealing  with  state  and  federal  regulations  for  seafood  harvesting, 
processing  and  marketing, 

•  design  and  implementation  of  fisheries  processing  facilities,  and 

•  scientific  research  to  aid  in  management  and  development  of  local  fisheries. 
BSFA,  through  a  combination  of  state,  federal  and  private  grants,  has  played  the 
major  role  in  ensuring  Alaska  Native  participation  in  the  development  and 
management  of  dynamic  fisheries.  Some  of  these     accomplishments  include 
ensuring  local  control  and  sustainability  in  emerging  fisheries,  developing  user 
participation  and  cooperative  management  regimes,  and  design  and 
implementation  of  the  multimillion  dollar  Community  Development  Quota  (CDQ) 
program  for  sablefish,  halibut  and  pollock. 

In  response  to  drastic  declines  in  chum  salmon  productivity,  in  FY94  the  Congress 
authorized  a  direct  appropriation  of  $800,000  to  BSFA  to  conduct  salmon 
monitoring,  research,  restoration  and  enhancement  projects  in  western  Alaska. 
From  early  1994  to  the  present,  BSFA  has  conducted  the  following  projects: 

Kotzebue  Sound:     Sikasuilaq  hatchery:  annual  operation  costs 

Kobuk  River  test  fishery 

regional  subsistence  harvest  sur\'eys 

formation  of  regional  aquacullure  association 
Norton  Sound  Sockeye  salmon:  habitat  analysis 

Chum  salmon:  habitat  analysis,  micro-hatchery  construction 

Niukluk  River  spawning  escapement  tower 

regional  subsistence  harvest  surveys 
Yukon  River  Chum  salmon:  productivity  analysis,  egg  Incubation  &  rearing 

Micro-hatchery  development 

public  forums:  Inseason  management  artd  project  planning 

Kaltag  Cr.spawning  escapement  tower  &  chum  salmon  incubation 

Nulalo  River  spawning  escapement  tower 

Tanana  Village  salmon  abundance  test  fishwheels 

Anvik  River  terminal  harvest  fishery 
Kuskowkim  River  public  forums:  inseason  management  and  project  planning 

Eek  Island  salmon  abundance  gillnet  test  fishery 

Aniak  River  coho  salmon  escapement  sonar 

Nunlvak  Island  salmon  abundance  study 
Bristol  Bay  Wood  River  coho  salmon  escapement  tower 

For  all  of  these  projects,  BSFA  has  worked  directly  with  and  contracted  with  Alaska 
Native  individuals,  villages  and  regional  Native  non-profit  associations.  Through 
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using  the  BIA  appropriation  as  matching  funds,  BSFA  has  leveraged  several 
thousands  dollars  of  project  support  from  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
and  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service.  Finally,  these  BSFA-administered  projects 
were  implemented  with  a  low  indirect  cost  rate  of  only  14  percent. 

BIA  decisions  on  FY95  Appropriations 

For  FY95  projects  BIA  disbursed  the  $800,000  appropriation  according  to  a 
competitive  grant  process.  BSFA  was  recently  awarded  $336,809  for  salmon 
monitoring  and  research  projects  in  the  Yukon  and  Kuskokwim  Rivers.    As  with 
the  rY94  funds,  many  of  these  projects  directly  contract  with  Alaska  Native 
individuals  and  tribes.  The  balance  of  the  FY95  funds  were  received  by  four  other 
groups. 

The  FY95  BIA  grant  awards  have  recently  come  under  some  criticism  for  excluding 
any  proposals  from  Norton  Sound  and  Kotzebue  Sound  in  the  Arctic  area,  of  the 
Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim  region  affected  by  the  salmon  declines.  As  noted  above  in 
the  use  of  FY94  funds,  BSFA  initiated  several  projects  in  the  Arctic  area  all  of  which 
were  pre-approved  by  BIA  staff  in  Alaska  and  Washington,  DC.  Given  that  they 
were  and  are  involved  in  BSFA's  FY94-funded  projects,  the  regional  Native  groups 
of  the  Arctic,  Kawerak  and  Maniilaq,  are  understandably  upset  that  they  were 
excluded  in  FY95  by  BIA  staff  in  Washington,  D.C.. 

Rather  than  having  BIA  staff  in  Washington  DC  disburse  the  funds,  the  BSFA 
Board  and  staff  would  resume  its  role  in  coordinating  salmon  monitoring  and 
enhancement  projects.  BSFA  is  the  only  group  that  represents  cmd  works  with  all 
fishermen  and  villagers  throughout  the  entire  Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim  region. 
BSFA  Board  and  staff  are  intimately  familiar  with  salmon  research  needs  in  the  A- 
Y-K  region. 

If  BSFA  receives  $1,000,000  in  funds,  BSFA  would  subcontract  $650,000  of  those 
funds  to  Alaska  Native  tribes  and  regional  Native  intertribal  organizations  as 
follows: 

Kotzebue  Sound  ($100,000):  Maniilaq  Ass'n  and  local  tribes 

Norton  Sound  ($150,000):  Kawerak,  Inc.  and  local  tribes 

Yukon-Kuskokwim  Rivers  ($400,000):  AVCP,  TCC  and  local  tribes 

BSFA  would  use  the  remaining  $350,000  for  its  central  and  field  offices  to  design, 
coordinate  and  implement  projects  in  cooperation  with  the  regional  tribal  groups 
and  individual  tribes.  Having  BSFA  as  the  single  responsible  coordinating  entity 
will  assure  both  the  development  of  tribal  expertise  and  the  fulfillment  of  the  intent 
of  Congress  to  rebuild  salmon  returns  in  an  efficient  manner. 

BSFA  staff  would  include  two  full-time  Biologists  and  part-time  administrative 
personnel  to  work  directly  with  the  tribal  groups.  Projects  meeting  the  following 
criteria  would  be  implemented: 

•  priority  funds  to  continue  projects  begun  in  FY94  and  FY95 

•  must  fill  a  gap  in  the  database  on  western  Alaska  salmon; 

•  must  focus  efforts  on  a  depressed  salmon  stock 

•  if  applicable,  work  in  cooperation  with  state  and  federal  land  agencies 

•  majority  of  staff  hired  must  work  in  the  field 

This  proposal  aims  to  refocus  the  Western  Alaska  Salmon  Investigations  Program 

back  to  its  original  Congressional  intent:  the  monitoring  and  restoration  of 

depressed  salmon  stocks.  With  the  FY94  budget  appropriation  directly  to  BSFA, 

Congress  acted  \visely  by  having  one  single  entity  in  Alaska  manage  the  program. 

For  FY96,  Congress  can  restore  the  original  intent  of  this  program  emd  make  sure 

project  decisions  are  made  in  Alaska  by  the  fishermen  themselves  not  in  Washington  DC. 
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STATEMENT  OF  DR.  DONALD  DUCKWORTH,  PRESIDENT  AND 
DIRECTOR,  BISHOP  MUSEUM 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Dr.  Donald  Duckworth, 
President  and  Director  of  the  Bishop  Museum  in  Honolulu,  Hawaii. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  for  the  record 
describing  Bishop  Museum's  activities  to  renovate  historic  Bishop  Hall  and  Hawaiian  Hall, 
both  placed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  in  1982,  and  part  of  the  Bishop 
Museum  Historic  Complex. 

The  Bishop  Museum  Historic  Complex  consists  of  four  structures,  each  included  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  based  on  their  combination  of  architectural,  cultural, 
scientific,  educational  and  historical  significance.    Bishop  Museum  proposes  to  renovate  two 
of  the  structures  within  its  historical  complex,  Bishop  Hall  and  Hawaiian  Hall,  to  maintain 
Bishop  Museum's  role  as  preserver,  presenter  and  investigator  of  the  island's  fading  heritage. 

Preservation  of  these  aged  and  weathered  buildings  will  not  only  greatly  contribute  to 
the  education  and  preservation  of  native  Hawaiian  culture  and  history,  but  will  provide  a 
better  means  of  identifying  and  administering  Bishop  Museum's  historic  resources  and 
improve  the  planning  and  execution  of  federally  assisted  educational  projects  currently 
underway  at  Bishop  Museum. 


I.         BISHOP  MUSEUM'S  BISHOP  AND  HAWAIIAN  HALL:  A  MONUMENT  TO 
HAWAIIAN  CULTURE 

Bishop  Museum  was  founded  in  1889  by  Charles  Reed  Bishop  as  a  memorial  to  his 
wife.  Princess  Bemice  Pauahi  Bishop,  the  last  descendant  in  the  royal  Kamehameha  line  of 
Hawaiian  chiefs.     Mr.  Bishop  fulfilled  a  dream  shared  by  his  late  wife  and  by  Queen  Emma 
as  well  ~  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  museum  to  house  and  preserve  the  treasures  of 
the  Kamehameha  family,  including  its  feather  garments  and  superb  calabashes.   Bishop's  own 
interest  in  natural  history  is  reflected  in  the  fact  that  the  museum,  from  its  inception,  has 
been  a  storehouse  and  interpreter  of  Nature  in  addition  to  the  cultural  riches  of  Hawaii  and 
the  Pacific. 

Bishop  recognized  the  rapidity  with  change,  both  natural  and  cultural,  was  sweeping 
through  Hawaii  and  all  the  Pacific.   He  designed  the  Museum,  therefore,  not  only  to  protect 
and  preserve  the  invaluable  collections  of  artifacts  brought  together  by  Princess  Bemice  and 
other  royalty,  but  also  to  provide  for  the  active  collection,  preservation,  exhibition  and  study 
of  a  rapidly  changing  way  of  life. 

The  Deed  of  Trust  establishing  the  Museum  mandated  that  the  Museum  be  "a 
scientific  institution  for  collection,  preserving,  storing  and  exhibiting  specimens  of  Polynesian 
and  kindred  antiquities,  ethnology  and  natural  history,  and  books  treating  of,  and  pictures 
illustrating  the  same,  and  specimens. "   From  these  beginnings,  the  Bemice  Pauahi  Bishop 
Museum  has  become  a  world-class  institution,  ranking  first  or  near  the  top  for  most  of  its 
collections,  first  in  its  collections  of  prehistoric  and  historic  and  Hawaiian  material  culture, 
and  fourth  in  the  nation  for  its  systematic  biology  collections. 

Bishop  Hall  and  Hawaiian  Hall,  two  buildings  within  Bishop  Museum's  Historic 
Complex,  serve  as  important  components  of  the  Museum  and  towards  fulfilling  Bishop 
Museum's  important  mission. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  briefly  describe  the  tremendous  historical 
significance  of  each  of  these  buildings. 
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Bishop  Hall 

Bishop  Hall  was  dedicated  on  Founders  Day,  December  19,  1891,  as  the  major 
educational  building  of  the  Kamehameha  Boys  School.   Although  in  the  early  discussions  and 
during  the  construction,  the  building  was  known  as  "Memorial  Hall",  the  building  bears 
today  the  name  of  Charles  Reed  Bishop  who  paid  for  the  cost  of  construction.   The  first 
discussions  of  the  selection  of  the  site  for  the  building  occurred  more  than  five  years  before 
its  was  finished  and  is  noted  in  the  minutes  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Bemice  Pauahi 
Bishop  Estate  in  July  of  1886.   The  Trustees  had  acknowledged  the  need  for  an  assembly  hall 
to  seat  250  persons,  as  well  as  classrooms,  a  library,  and  administrative  space.    In  1928, 
when  the  Schools  moved  its  campus  to  nearby  Kapalama  Heights,  the  Museum  purchased  the 
Hall  and  surrounding  land. 

Much  of  the  planning,  construction  and  materials  of  the  building  were  undertaken 
locally.    Although  the  plans  for  the  structure  were  produced  by  William  F.  Smith,  an 
architect  in  San  Francisco,  California,  the  architectural  drawings  were  financially  evaluated 
by  Mr.  Mcintosh  of  Honolulu,  who  made  several  suggestions  as  to  the  building  materials. 
This  building  was  the  first  non-industrial  use  of  and  architectural  employment  of  quarry-faced 
masonry  using  native  lava  rock,  sometimes  referred  to  as  "Kamehameha  blue  stone".   Mr. 
Robert  Lishman,  a  noted  mason  and  builder  (Aliiolani  Hale)  was  responsible  for  the 
quarrying  of  this  material.    A  slightly  different  stone  was  used  from  the  Kalaeopohaku  quarry 
for  the  plinth  course  and  part  of  the  tower.    Other  last  modifications  by  the  architect  include 
changes  to  the  interior  walls,  the  shape  of  the  tower,  and  the  width  of  the  entry  porch.    Mr. 
William  Mutch  of  Honolulu  was  responsible  for  the  interior  carpentry. 

Of  particular  note  are  several  innovations  in  the  building's  construction.    A  new  type 
of  sash  lift  was  used  on  the  windows  instead  of  Lhe  typical  lead  weight  system.    In  addition, 
it  should  be  noted  that  the  Bishop  Hall  had  one  of  the  first  electrical  systems  in  Hawaii, 
installed  a  year  earlier  at  lolani  Palace. 

The  style  of  the  building  is  Richardsonian  Romanesque.   The  style  is  typified  by  a 
straight  forward  treatment  of  stone  in  an  ashlar  pattern,  broad  roof  plans  and  door  and 
window  openings  with  roman  or  round  arched  heads.   The  structure  is  a  two  story  "L" 
shaped  building  of  dark  basaltic  native  rock.   At  the  intersection  of  the  two  rectangles  is  an 
outset  single  story  portico  with  large  arched  openings  on  three  sides.   Balancing  the  shorter 
leg  of  the  "L"  is  a  round  tower.   Originally,  this  tower  had  a  third  story  of  wooden  tongue 
and  groove  siding  and  a  tulip  shaped  copper  clad  roof.  The  south  side  of  the  building 
features  four  two  story  arched  openings  with  cast  concrete  railings  enclosing  the  open 
verandas  of  each  floor.   The  arches  spring  from  five  ornate  cast  concrete  capitals  designed 
by  sculptor  Allen  Hutchinson. 


Hawaiian  Hall 

Bishop  Museum's  showpiece  is  Hawaiian  Hall,  a  masterpiece  of  Victorian  museum 
architecture.   The  high-ceilingai  hall,  designed  after  the  Romanesque  revival  style  of  Henry 
Hobson  Richardson,  has  changed  very  little  since  it  was  built  in  1899. 

Hawaiian  Hall  was  at  the  cutting  edge  of  world  museum  design  when  it  was  laid  out 
at  the  turn  of  the  century:  a  time  when  Hawaii  had  become  a  westernized  monarchy,  looking 
to  Europe  for  its  role  models.   The  first  floor,  of  tessellated  marble  chips,  has  a  raised 
rectangular  platform  in  the  center,  used  as  a  stage  and  exhibit  area.   Two  galleries,  reached 
by  stairs,  encircle  the  Hall.   Vertical  supports  for  the  galleries  and  roof  area  provided  by 
pairs  of  iron  columns  encased  in  outer  iron  columns  cast  with  decorative  motifs  and  fitted 
with  foliated  capitals,  the  designs  of  which  differ  for  each  of  the  three  levels.   The  column 
units  appear  to  rest  on  rectangular  wooden  bases.   The  upper  gallery  columns  support  the 
panelled  ceiling  arches,  each  of  which  is  embellished  with  a  decorative  keystone  in  the  form 
of  a  cast  of  a  Hawaiian  image.   Set  in  the  walls  above  the  arches  are  oval  vents.   The  central 
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part  of  the  coffered  ceiling  is  a  skylight,  presently  clocks  to  natural  light.   Ornate  wrought 
iron  balustrades  support  rail  cases  to  enclose  each  gallery.   The  first  gallery  balustrades 
features  cast  placques  of  the  monarchy  period  Hawaiian  coat-of-arms.   The  second  gallery 
balustrade  reflects  the  motif  of  the  Kjilo  leaf.   Built-in  exhibit  cases  are  constructed  of  cedar 
frames  and  koa  trim.  The  windows  are  partially  blocked  from  actinic  light  by  modem  panels 
and  louvers. 

Hawaiian  Hall's  unique  design  helps  to  highlight  and  accentuate  the  historic  and 
unique  artifacts  obtained  by  Bishop  Museum.   Hawaiian  Hall  contains  a  full-size  grass 
house  -  the  best  preserved  example  of  an  authentic  Hawaiian  dwelling  in  the  Hawaiian 
islands  ~  which  was  installed  when  the  museum  first  opened.    Also  on  display  are  various 
ancient  artifacts,  including  an  18th  century  feather  cloak,  traditional  wooden  tools,  wooden 
surf  boards,  and  a  rare  statue  of  Kukallimoku,  the  god  of  war. 


n.        RESTORATION  OF  BISHOP  HALL  AND  HAWAHAN  HALL 

Today,  Bishop  Hall  and  Hawaiian  Hall  stand  aged  and  weathered  among  the  buildings 
of  Bishop  Museum's  Historic  Complex.   Because  of  technical  and  mechanical  deficiencies 
within  both  structures,  Bishop  Museum  is  limited  in  its  capacity  to  utilize  these  historic 
buildings  to  their  full  potential. 


STATEMENT  OF  PAUL  HORNACK,  VICE  PRESIDENT  OF  MARKETING, 
THE  BROKEN  HILL  PROPRIETARY  CO.,  LTD,   BHP 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

My  name  is  Paul  Homack  and  1  am  Vice  President  of  Marketing  for  BHP  Hawaii.  BHP  Hawaii  is 
a  U.S.  subsidiary  of  the  Broken  Hill  Proprietary  Company  Ltd.  (BHP),  the  largest  publicly  owned 
company  in  Australia.  BHP  Hawaii,  formerly  Pacific  Resources  Inc.  (PRI),  operates  the  larger  of 
Hawaii's  two  oil  refineries  and  supplies  much  of  the  fuel  needed  in  Hawaii.  Also,  BHP  Hawaii  is 
the  sole  supplier  of  petroleum  products  to  American  Samoa  and  operates  the  petroleum  storage 
facility  there  for  the  American  Samoa  Government  (ASG).  Although  improvements  have  been 
made  to  the  tank  farm,  additional  improvements  are  necessary  to  bring  the  facility  into  compliance 
with  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  standards.  We  respectfully  request  the  appropriation 
of  $1 .8  million  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  this  purpose. 

Background 

The  petroleum  storage  and  distribution  system  in  American  Samoa  was  constructed  by  the  U.S. 
Navy  during  World  War  II,  and  turned  over  to  the  ASG  when  the  Navy  left  the  Territory.  BHP 
Hawaii  operates  the  tank  farm  under  a  joint  arrangement  with  the  ASG.  Improvements  to  the  tank 
farm  have  been  made  over  the  past  10  years,  including  the  construction  of  two  new  motor  gasoline 
tanks  and  constniction  is  underway  on  two  new  diesel  storage  tanks,  funded  primarily  tlirough  ASG 
Petroleum  Cooperative  terminal  fee  collections.  However,  significant  additional  improvements  to 
the  50-year  oil  storage  facility  are  essential  to  bring  it  into  compliance  with  new  and  proposed 
federal  regulations.  The  electrical  systems  must  be  replaced;  an  emergency  access  road  needs  to  be 
constructed;  and  additional  diesel  tanks  are  necessary  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  American  Samoa 
populace  and  tuna  fieets. 

Current  Situation 

The  ASG  is  committed  to  a  comprehensive  capital  improvements  program  for  the  tank  farm. 
Improvements  yet  to  be  flinded  total  $12.7  million.  The  local  Petroleum  Cooperative  will  provide 
approximately  $5.3  million  of  this  amount,  with  the  remaining  $7.4  million  to  come  from  outside 
sources.  The  completion  of  this  multi-year  program  will  result  in  a  petroleum  storage  facility  and 
distribution  system  that  will  be  in  full  compliance  with  current  and  proposed  EPA  rules 
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implementing  federal  statutes  including  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  and  the  Oil  Pollution  Act, 
and  American  Petroleum  Institute  (API)  and  National  Fire  Protection  Agency  (NFPA)  current  and 
proposed  standards.  Additionally,  American  Samoa  will  have  approximately  75  days  of  storage 
available  compared  with  the  current  30  days  of  available  storage. 

The  FY  '96  funding  request  of  $1 .8  million  will  be  used  to  install  secondary  containment  around  the 
tanks,  oil  water  separators,  and  other  related  equipment.  Secondary  containment  is  the  installation 
of  an  impervious  liner  throughout  a  petroleum  storage  facility.  In  the  event  of  a  tank  or  pipeline  spill 
the  petroleum  product  will  be  contained  within  diked  areas  and  not  allowed  to  soak  into  the  ground 
and  contaminate  an  underground  water  table  or  nearby  harbors,  lakes,  or  streams.  Secondary 
containment  is  particularly  important  at  the  ASG  facility  which  is  constructed  on  fill  land  that  is  very 
porous. 

The  storage  facility  has  been  cited  for  non-compliance  by  Region  IX  EPA.  with  a  requirement  that 
during  1995  a  proactive  compliance  program  must  be  implemented,  or.  at  a  minimum,  funding 
identified  for  a  planned  implementation  program  to  bring  the  facility  into  compliance.  In  the 
absence  of  compliance.  EPA  has  the  authority  to  close  the  facility. 

Funding 

A  Petroleum  Cooperative  was  created  to  oversee  operation  of  the  tank  farm.  It  is  composed  of  three 
Directors:  the  ASG  Attorney  General,  the  American  Samoa  Power  Authority  General  Manager,  and 
the  Terminal  Operating  Manager.  Engineering  consulting  assistance  is  provided  by  the  Terminal 
Operator,  as  may  be  required  to  the  Cooperative,  to  ensure  that  all  approved  capital  projects  are  in 
compliance  with  the  regulations  and  standards  cited  above. 

The  Petroleum  Cooperative  has  instituted  a  process  for  approval  and  monitoring  of  tank  farm 
improvement  funding.  Local  funds  arc  generated  by  fees  included  in  all  sales  of  petroleum  products 
in  the  Icrrilory  ((ai$0.03  per  gallon).  These  fees  are  deposited  in  a  separate  bank  account,  not  sent 
to  the  ASG  Treasury.  Withdrawal  of  the  funds  is  only  possible  for  funding  petroleum  storage  and 
distribution  capital  projects,  and  all  bank  drafts  over  $500,000  must  be  signed  by  all  Directors  of  the 
Petroleum  Cooperative. 

Conclusion 

The  petroleum  storage  facility  is  operating  efficiently.  The  financial  accounting  system  of  the  ASG 
Petroleum  Cooperative  ensures  that  monies  appropriated  to  the  tank  farm  are  spent  on  capital 
impro\ements.  Projects  initiated  since  establishment  of  the  Cooperative  have  been  completed  on 
time  and  on  budget.  The  example  of  the  American  Samoa  petroleum  storage  facility  capital 
improvement  program  is  one  of  a  public/private  partnership  that  is  working  to  serve  the  interests  of 
the  American  Samoa  people.  The  FY  '96  funding  request  for  the  petroleum  storage  facility  has  been 
listed  as  a  priority  by  the  Governor  of  American  Samoa  and  is  essential  to  meet  environmental 
standards  required  by  federal  statutes.  We  urge  favorable  consideration  of  this  appropriation 
request. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  CALIFORNIA  INDUSTRY  AND  GOVERNMENT 
COALITION  ON  PM-10 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

On  behalf  of  the  California  Industry  and  Government  Coalition  on  PM-10.  we  are  pleased 
to  submit  this  statement  for  the  record  in  support  of  our  fiscal  year  1996  funding  request  of 
$600,000  for  the  California  San  Joaquin  Valley  Region  PM-10  Air  Quality  Study. 

The  San  Joaquin  Valley  of  California  and  surrounding  regions  exceed  both  state  and 
federal  clean  air  standards  for  small  particulate  matter,  designated  PM-10.  The  1990  federal 
Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  require  these  areas  to  attain  federal  PM-10  standards  by  December 
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3 1 ,  2001 .  Attainment  of  these  standards  requires  effective  and  equitable  distribution  of  pollution 
controls  that  cannot  be  determined  without  a  major  study  of  this  issue. 

According  to  EPA  and  the  California  Air  Resources  Board,  existing  research  data  show 
that  air  quality  caused  by  the  PM-10  problem  has  the  potential  to  threaten  the  health  of  more 
than  3  million  people  living  in  the  region,  reduce  visibility,  and  impact  negatively  on  the  quality 
of  life.  Unless  the  causes,  effects  and  problems  associated  with  PM-10  are  better  addressed  and 
understood,  many  industries  will  suffer  due  to  production  and  transportation  problems, 
diminishing  natural  resources,  and  increasing  costs  of  fighting  a  problem  that  begs  for  a  soundly 
researched  solution. 

PM-10  problems  stem  from  a  variety  of  industry  and  other  sources,  and  they  are  a 
significant  problem  in  the  areas  that  are  characteristic  of  much  of  California.  Typical  PM-10 
sources  are  dust  stirred  up  by  vehicles  on  unpaved  roads,  and  dirt  loosened  and  carried  by  wind 
during  cultivation  of  agricultural  land.  Soil  erosion  through  wind  and  other  agents  also  leads 
to  aggravation  of  PM-10  air  pollution  problems. 

Several  aspects  of  the  research  are  important  to  federal  agencies  and  programs  within  the 
purview  of  the  subcommittee's  jurisdiction,  including  the  Forest  Service,  the  Park  Service,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  Department  of  Energy  fossil  fuel  programs.  Based  on 
consultation  with  federal  agency  officials  who  work  closely  with  the  PM-10  issue  in  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  Region,  the  Coalition  requests  funding  for  the  following  agencies  and  programs: 

•  Forest  Service  ($150,000):  PM-10  is  a  highly  important  issue  with  the  Forest 
Service's  Region  V.  especially  with  respect  to  the  Watershed,  Soil  and  Air  Department. 
Unpaved  roads  within  the  Forest  Service's  jurisdiction  are  a  suspected,  yet  unproven,  source  of 
PM-10  pollution.  These  roads  include  public,  private  and  industry-use  right-aways.  such  as 
those  used  for  fire  prevention  and  logging.  Consequently,  the  Forest  Service  has  a  substantial 
stake  in  the  PM-10  issue  and  in  research  into  its  causes  and  remedies. 

•  Park  Service  ($50,000)  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ($150,000)  for  a  total  of 
($200,000):  The  U.S.  Park  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  have  a  similarly 
substantial  stake  in  the  PM-10  issue.  Park  Service  officials  in  the  California  region  are 
concerned  about  the  sources  and  types  of  PM-10  particulate  matter,  including  secondary 
emissions,  that  are  coming  into  park  areas  from  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  There  is  a  need  for  an 
assessment  of  the  effect  of  PM-10  emissions  on  different  elevations  of  terrain.  The  Park  Service 
is  concerned  about  the  transport  of  Valley  emissions  into  outside  areas  under  Park  Service 
jurisdiction,  especially  as  these  emissions  have  an  effect  on  vegetation  and  visibility  in  park 
areas.  Park  Service  and  BLM  officials  are  concerned  about  the  possible  contribution  of 
prescribed  and  forest  fires  on  the  PM-10  problem,  as  well  as  the  effect  of  PM-10  particulate 
matter  on  human  and  other  animal  life,  vegetation,  land  management,  and  area  lakes  and 
streams. 

•  Department  of  Energy  ($250,000):  The  Department  of  Energy's  stake  in  the  PM-10 
issue  falls  into  at  least  three  categories.  First,  the  oil  and  gas  industry  is  vitally  concerned  about 
PM-10,  and  is  a  key  player  in  the  coalition  to  address  PM-10  problems  and  the  need  for  this 
research.  Secondly,  there  are  DOE  laboratories  with  modelling  capabilities  that  may  be  able  to 
contribute  to  research  and  solutions  concerning  PM-10.  Finally,  because  of  DOE's  partnership 
in  the  Elk  Hills  gas  production  facility,  DOE  is  in  a  critical  position  as  a  potential  contributor 
to  both  the  problem  and  the  solution. 

Improved  information  on  the  sources  and  composition  of  construction  emissions  is  needed 
to  develop  accurate  PM-10  emission  inventories.  This  study  will  provide  information  to  better 
evaluate  and  understand  the  impacts  of  construction  project  emissions  to  total  PM-10  loadings 
in  a  region.  Knowledge  of  the  sources  of  construction  emissions  will  also  provide  better 
information  for  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of  potential  mitigation  measures  thereby  minimizing 
the  risk  of  implementing  potentially  costly  control  measures  which  might  not  be  effective. 
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The  importance  of  this  study  on  PM-10  is  underscored  by  the  need  for  more  information 
on  how  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  standards  can  be  met  effectively  by  the  business 
community,  as  well  as  by  agencies  of  federal,  state  and  local  government  whose  activities 
contribute  to  the  problem,  and  who  are  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Title  V  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  There  is  a  void  in  our  current  understanding  of  the  amount  and  impact  each  source  of  PM- 
10  actually  contributes  to  the  overall  problem.  Without  a  better  understanding  and  more 
information  --  which  this  study  would  provide  -  industry  and  government  will  be  unable  to 
develop  an  effective  attainment  plain  and  control  measures. 

Our  Coalition  is  working  diligently  to  be  a  part  of  the  effort  to  solve  this  major  problem, 
but  to  do  so,  we  need  federal  assistance  to  support  research  and  efforts  to  deal  effectively  with 
what  is  essentially  an  unfunded  federal  mandate. 

Numerous  industries,  in  concert  with  the  State  of  California  and  local  governmental 
entities,  are  attempting  to  do  our  part,  and  we  come  to  the  appropriations  process  to  request 
assistance  in  obtaining  a  fair  federal  share  of  financial  support  for  this  important  research  effort. 
In  1990,  our  Coalition  joined  forces  to  undertake  a  study  essential  to  the  development  of  an 
effective  attainment  plan  and  effective  control  measures  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  of  California. 
This  unique  cooperative  partnership  involving  state  and  local  government,  as  well  as  private 
industry,  has  raised  more  than  $7  million  to  date  to  fund  research  and  planning  for  a 
comprehensive  PM-10  air  quality  study.  Our  cooperative  effort  on  this  issue  continues,  and  our 
hope  is  that  private  industry,  federal,  state  and  local  governments  will  be  able  to  raise  $16 
million  over  the  next  three  years  to  fund  part  of  this  important  study. 

To  date,  this  study  project  has  also  benefitted  from  federal  funding  provided  through 
USDA"s  and  EPA's  budgets.  For  EPA,  in  fiscal  year  1992,  $330,000  was  provided  through  an 
EPA  grant.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  for  EPA,  $2.4  million  was  appropriated  for  the  study  through 
EPA's  annual  appropriation.   And,  in  fiscal  year  1993,  $600,000  was  appropriated  for  PM-10. 

With  regard  to  USDA,  in  fiscal  year  1993,  $449,000  was  appropriated  and  in  1994  $414,000 
was  appropriated. 


The  following  is  a  list  of  PM-10  research  projects  which  are  in  progress: 

•  PLANNING  $225,000 
Development  of  products  for  emissions,  field  monitoring,  data  analysis 
and  modeling 

•  TECHNICAL  SUPPORT  STUDIES  $2,085,000 
Suitability      of     data      base;      Winter/Autumn      intensive      study; 
niicrometeorological  parameters;  fog  formation/dissipation;  ammonia 
from  soils 

•  MODELING  $200,000 
Demonstration  of  modeling  system  for  application  in  SIP's 

•  DATA  ANALYSIS  $250,000 
Analysis  of  existing  data  to  aid  project  planning 

•  DEMONSTRATION  STUDIES  $1,325,000 
Almond,  fig.  walnut,  cotton,  harvesting;  unpaved  agricultural  roads; 
unpaved  public  roads;   unpaved  shoulders  of  paved  roads;   dairies, 
feedldts.  poultry,  dry  cereal  grain 

TOTAL  $4,085,000 
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For  fiscal  year  1996,  our  Coalition  is  seeking  $600,000  in  federal  funding  to  support  the 
continuation  of  this  vital  study  by  the  Forest  Service  ($150,000),  the  Park  Service  ($50,000), 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ($150,000),  and  the  Department  of  Energy  ($250,000)  in 
California.  We  respectfully  request  that  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and 
Related  Agencies  provide  these  funds  in  the  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1996,  and  that 
report  language  be  included  directing  the  full  amount  for  California. 

The  San  Joaquin  Valley  PM-IO  study  will  not  only  provide  this  vital  information  for  a 
region  identified  as  having  particularly  acute  PM-10  problems,  it  will  also  serve  as  a  model  for 
other  regions  of  the  country  that  are  experiencing  similar  problems.  The  results  of  this  study 
will  provide  improved  methods  and  tools  for  air  quality  monitoring,  emission  estimations,  and 
effective  control  strategies  nationwide.  Consequently,  the  beneficial  results  of  this  study  will 
contribute  to  national  policy  concerns  as  well. 

The  Coalition  appreciates  the  Subcommittee's  consideration  of  this  request  for  a  fiscal 
year  1996  appropriation  of  $600,000  to  support  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  Region  PM-10  Air 
Quality  Study. 


STATEMENT  OF  JANET  S.  COBB,  PRESIDENT,  THE  CALIFORNIA  OAK 

FOUNDATION 

The  California  Oak  Foundation  respectfully  submits 
this  testimony  to  the  Senate  Interior 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  for  fiscal  year  1996 
in  support  of  the  Rutherford  Ranch  acquisition 
project.   We  urge  you  to  enable  the  Cleveland 
National  Forest  to  begin  the  acquisition  of 
Rutherford  Ranch  by  appropriating  FY  96  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Funds  for  this  purpose. 

The  California  Oak  Foundation  and  its  3,000 
members  are  dedicated  to  protecting  and 
perpetuating  California's  native  oak  woodlands. 
Hardwoods  grow  on  more  than  21  million  of 
California's  100  million  acres  of  land.   A 
majority  of  this  land  is  privately  owned.   There 
are  18  species  of  oaks  native  to  California  and 
half  of  these  are  tree  oaks.   Oak  woodlands  are 
considered  to  be  among  the  richest  habitat  in  the 
state.   Over  half  (331)  of  California's 
terrestrial  vertebrates  use  oak  woodlands  for 
food,  cover  and  reproduction. 

The  greatest  current  loss  of  oaks  and  oak 
woodlands  is  from  residential  and  commercial 
development.   This  loss  is  especially  great  in  the 
San  Diego  area  as  the  state's  increasing 
population  moves  outward  from  crowded  urban  areas. 

Most  of  California's  oaks  are  regenerating  well. 

However  three  species  —  blue,  valley  and 

Engelmann  oak  —  are  having  trouble  regenerating 

in  certain  locations.   The  causes  are  complex  and 

varied,  but  include  competition  from  other  plants, 

acorn  depredation,  and  damage  to  young  seedlings 

from  a  wide  range  of  animals  including  insects,  rodents  and  large 

browsing  animals. 

Engelmann  Oak  occupies  the  smallest  range  of  any  oak  in  the 
southwestern  United  States.   Extensive  conversion  of  Engelmann 
Oak  woodland  for  agricultural  purposes  and  urban  development  have 
significantly  reduced  the  extent  of  this  species.   Ninety  percent 
of  remaining  populations  are  found  in  San  Diego  County,  the 
majority  of  which  is  on  private  lands. 
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The  Rutherford  Ranch,  one  of  the  largest  private  holdings  within 
the  Cleveland  National  Forest,  includes  some  of  the  finest  oak 
woodlands,  native  grasslands,  and  riparian  corridors  remaining  in 
San  Diego  County.   The  portion  of  the  ranch  lying  within  forest 
boundaries  contains  more  than  3,000  acres  of  high-guality 
Engelmann  Oak  woodlands,  representing  the  largest  grove  of  this 
sensitive  species  within  the  Cleveland  National  Forest. 

These  oak  woodlands  provide  habitat  for  a  diverse  array  of 
wildlife.   At  least  eight  sensitive  species  of  birds,  including 
the  federally-endangered  Least  Bell's  vireo,  four  sensitive 
reptile  species,  and  four  sensitive  amphibian  species  are  found 
on  the  Rutherford  Ranch,  which  was  historically  used  for  cattle 
grazing.   In  addition,  the  Ranch  provides  critical  habitat  for 
mountain  lion,  bobcat,  prairie  falcon,  and  a  host  of  other 
species.   The  Ranch  is  in  a  remote  area  and  its  open  woodlands 
and  forested  drainages  provide  some  of  the  best  habitat  in  San 
Diego  County  for  mule  deer  and  valley  quail. 

Public  acquisition  of  the  Rutherford  Ranch  property  is  a  unique 
opportunity  to  link  a  large  network  of  publicly-held  open  spaces 
and  protect  a  variety  of  natural,  cultural  and  historic 
resources.   The  remnants  of  Native  American  archaeological  sites 
add  important  cultural  and  historical  significance  to  the 
biological  resources  of  these  woodlands  which  could  provide 
excellent  opportunities  for  further  study  if  the  Ranch  is 
acquired  for  public  use. 

It  is  also  likely  that  a  number  of  recreational  activities  will 
be  encouraged  on  the  property.   Since  the  Rutherford  Ranch  is 
just  a  one  hour  drive  from  downtown  San  Diego,  it  will  be  a  place 
for  residents  to  seek  open  space,  clean  air,  and  wilderness 
experiences.   Visitors  will  be  able  to  mountain  bike,  camp,  hike, 
fish,  rock  climb,  and  horseback  ride  as  well  as  view  beautiful 
wildlife  in  nature. 

If  the  Rutherford  Ranch  property  is  not  acquired,  it  will 
surely  be  developed.   Sale  of  the  property  and  development  of 
40-acre  ranchettes  is  probable  if  the  land  is  not 
acquired  by  the  public  during  the  option  term.   Current  zoning  of 
the  property  allows  40-acre  building  lots  and,  due  to  the 
numerous  legal  parcels  at  Rutherford  Ranch  and  easy  access  from 
County-maintained  roads,  it  would  not  be  difficult  for  the 
landowner  to  dispose  of  the  property  in  small  portions.   Demand 
for  rural  homesites  in  the  Julian  area,  three  miles  north  of  the 
property,  continues  to  be  strong  even  during  the  current 
recession  in  San  Diego. 

The  window  of  opportunity  that  exists  for  the  acquisition  of 
Rutherford  Ranch  includes  a  willing  seller.   Public  acquisition 
of  the  Rutherford  Ranch  is  supported  by  the  Wilderness  Society, 
Endangered  Habitats  League,  Archaeological  Conservancy,  Audubon 
Society,  California  Native  Plant  Society,  Volcan  Mountain  Defense 
League,  San  Dieguito  River  Park  Joint  Powers  Authority,  San  Diego 
Museum  of  Man,  and  a  host  of  other  organizations,  public 
agencies,  and  individuals.   These  groups  have  been  instrumental 
in  securing  local  funding  for  County  acquisitions  of  Rutherford 
property  at  Volcan  Mountain. 

The  California  Oak  Foundation  enthusiastically  supports  the 
acquisition  of  the  Rutherford  Ranch  for  the  Cleveland  National 
Forest.   We  believe  that  oak  woodlands  hold  the  key  to 
California's  biodiversity  and  the  future  of  California's  well- 
being. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  support  of  this  most 
worthwhile  project.   If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please 
contact  our  Executive  Director,  Amy  Larson. 
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STATEMENT  OF  PRINCIPAL  CHIEF  WILMA  P.  MANKILLER,  THE 
CHEROKEE  NATION 

Introduction 

Chairman  Gorton,  Senator  Byrd  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  present  this  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  concerning  the  tribe's 
requests  for  FY  1996  funding  within  the  budget  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  and 
Indian  Health  Service  (IHS).  As  I  end  my  tenure  as  Principal  Chief  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  this 
summer,  I  would  like  to  extend  my  thanks  to  the  Subcommittee,  and  especially  to  Mr.  Byrd.  for 
supporting  the  Cherokee  Nation's  requests  for  additional  resources  in  many  Federal  programs  in 
past  years. 

While  some  progress  has  been  made  in  addressing  the  long-term  health  and  well-being  of 
Native  Americans,  there  is  still  much  more  that  must  be  done.  The  current  fiscal  environment  is 
a  difficult  one,  but  this  should  not  deter  the  Committee  from  upholding  the  Federal  government's 
commitment  to  the  tribes  and  the  future  of  their  tribal  members.  In  this  regard,  continued  Federal 
support  in  the  areas  of  administrative  support  for  self-governance  tribes,  increased  funding  for 
rural  health  care  prevention  and  delivery  efforts,  and  additional  dollars  for  child  education  and 
abuse  prevention  are  critical  in  FY  1 996.  The  key  elements  of  any  plan  to  improve  the  lives  of 
those  in  Indian  Country  are  threefold:  advance  self-determination  through  tribal  self-government; 
continue  to  empower  adults  with  real  economic  opportunities  and  job  training;  and  ensure  that 
children  are  given  ever>'  chance  to  succeed  through  proper  schooling  and  preventative  health 
care. 

REQUESTS  IN  BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS  BUDGET 

I.  Cherokee.  Choctaw  and  Chickasaw  Nations'  Arkansas  Riverbed  Dispute  Resolution. 

Last  year,  the  three  tribes  advised  the  Subcommittee  of  efforts  then  underway  to  negotiate 
a  legislative  settlement  of  the  90-year  dispute  over  tribal  trust  lands  in  the  Arkansas  Riverbed. 

The  three  tribes  acquired  these  riverbed  lands  pursuant  to  treaties  with  the  U.S.  executed 
in  the  I830's  granting  them  fee  ownership,  and  promising  to  protect  tribal  lands  from  trespassers 
and  not  allow  them  to  become  part  of  any  future  state.  Thereafter,  the  Act  of  April  26,  1906  (34 
Stat.  1 37.  148)  declared  that  the  unallotted  tribal  lands  (e.g.  Arkansas  Riverbed)  "shall  not 
become  public  lands  or  property  of  the  United  States,  but  shall  be  held  in  trust  by  the  United 
States  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  Indians."  Nevertheless,  the  Department  of  Interior  issued  an 
erroneous  opinion  in  1908  that  Oklahoma,  upon  entering  the  Union,  had  taken  title  to  the 
Arkansas  Riverbed.  Finally,  in  1970,  the  Supreme  Court  decided  that,  when  the  U.S.  granted 
these  lands  to  the  tribes,  it  conveyed  in  fee  the  beds  and  banks  of  the  rivers,  including  the 
Arkansas  Riverbed,  which  is  now  held  in  trust  by  the  U.S.  for  the  tribes. 

Since  1989.  Congress  has  appropriated  funds  for  cadastral  surveys  to  identify  the  tribal 
riverbed  lands  and  for  abstracting  of  land  titles  so  that  the  U.S.  can  file  hundreds  of  law  suits 
against  an  estimated  7.200  trespassers  and  quiet  title  to  the  land  for  the  tribes. 

Settlement  negotiations  foundered.  Therefore,  the  BIA  FY  1996  budget  requests,  and  the 
tribes  support,  $375,000  for  Arkansas  Riverbed  surveying  and  abstracting.  So  far,  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management's  surveyors  have  completed  all  field  surveys  but  most  of  the  final  surveys 
need  to  be  approved  or  certified  for  abstracting  necessary  to  the  prosecution  of  riverbed  trespass 
and  quiet  title  actions.  Furthermore,  the  BIA's  budget  justifications  indicate  that  subsequent 
trespass  and  quiet  title  litigation  may  require  additional  surveys  to  resolve  confiicts  in  1996. 

Of  the  $375,000  requested,  the  tribes  request  that  $200,000  be  earmarked  for  the  for  the 
Arkansas  Riverbed  Authority  represents  all  three  tribes  in:  overseeing  riverbed  surveying; 
reviewing  BIA  and  Corps  notices  for  leases,  easements  or  permits;  researching  and  maintaining 
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files  on  riverbed  trespass  sites  for  litigation,  negotiation  and  preparation  of  leases  and/or 
easements;  acquiring  appraisals  for  litigation  or  economic  development  purposes;  and  abstracting 
land  title  records  of  surveyed  riverbed  lands. 

The  tribes  also  wish  to  advise  the  Subcommittee  that  it  may  be  necessary  to  provide 
funding  for  attorney  Ices  to  prosecute  the  trespass  and  quiet  title  actions  along  the  Arkansas 
Riverbed  if  the  Department  of  Justice  cannot  otherwise  resolve  their  serious  conflict  of  interest  in 
Riverbed  litigation.  The  tribes  will  provide  supplementary  information  to  the  Subcommittee  as 
necessary  or  requested. 

2.  Education  Programs:  The  Nation  concurs  with  the  Administration's  request  to  increase 
funding  for  education  programs  that  benefit  Indian  students.  We  request  that  the 
Johnson-O'Malley  allocation  be  maintained  at  the  current  level  and  that  FY  1996  funding  be 
sufficient  to  accommodate  the  additional  1,000  new  students  that  are  expected  in  the  upcoming 


3.  Support  for  BIA  Office  of  Self-Governance;  The  Cherokee  Nation  strongly  urges  the 
Committee  to  fund  the  Office  of  Self-Governance  so  that  it  can  effectively  provide  accounting 
and  compacting  services  for  the  rapidly  increasing  number  of  tribes  forming  the  Self-Governance 
program  every  year.  The  OfTice  must  have  adequate  resources  to  protect  the  assets  and  interests 
of  tribal  governments  while  maximizing  the  efficiency  of  appropriated  funds. 

REQUESTS  IN  INDIAN  HEALTH  SERVICE  BUDGET 

1.  The  Cherokee  Rural  Health  Ncttvork.  The  Cherokee  Nation  self-governance  initiative  has 
expanded  the  primary-  care  rural  health  network  to  include  specialty  care  provided  on  a  contract 
basis  by  90  private  physicians  and  local  hospitals.  The  network  has  over  95.000  users  which  is 
the  largest  tribal  delivery  system  with  over  1  .SO.OOO  outpatient  visits  in  1994.  The  Cherokee 
Rural  Network  Health  continues  to  prosper  even  with  shortages  of  contract  health  care  and  base 
funding.  For  instance,  contract  health  care  denials  in  OK  continue  to  rise,  without  any  new  funds 
appropriated  each  year  distributed  to  the  Cherokee  region.  These  funds  are  essential  to  the 
Native  American  health  care  delivery  system.  To  date,  the  additional  1995  contract  health  care 
funds  have  not  been  distributed  to  any  IHS  Area  or  to  self-governance  compacts.  We  request  the 
addition  of  $1  million  to  the  Hastings  Service  Unit  budget  for  in-patient  contract  health  care 
services  to  improve  in  patient  care  and  specialty  ser\'ices. 

2.  Stihvcll  Health  Clinic  Staffing.  The  Wilma  Mankiller  Clinic  is  complete  and  the  opening 
date  was  March  22.  1995.  The  Cherokee  Nation  is  appreciative  of  the  Congressional  support 
demonstrated  for  the  clinic.  We  request  5  federal  full  time  equivalents  (FTEs)  to  be  approved  for 
the  facility.  This  location  is  designated  as  a  manpower  shortage  area  and  should  be  automatically 
approved  by  IHS  for  these  positions.  The  IHS  continues  to  be  indecisive  regarding  when  FTE 
placements  will  be  made  available,  therefore  we  urge  the  Committee  to  include  language  in  its 
report  directing  the  IHS  to  commit  these  5  FTEs  to  our  new  clinic  in  Stilwell. 

3.  Emergency  Medical  Services.  The  Cherokee  Nation  has  been  active  in  EMS  training  on  a 
state  and  local  level  for  the  past  ten  years.  The  expansion  of  training  services  of  professional 
medical  technicians  is  critical  for  ensuring  adequate  emergency  health  care  for  residents  in  rural 
areas.    We  are  requesting  to  be  designated  a  "National  Training  Site"  for  advance  training  to 
tribal  personnel  and  EMS  specialists.  We  request  that  $95,000  in  FY  1996  funding  be  targeted 
for  the  development  of  the  curricula  and  administration  of  this  project. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  offer  testimony  on  behalf  of  over  160,000  tribal 
members  of  Cherokee  Nation.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Committee  in  the  months 
ahead  on  these  and  other  issues  of  critical  importance  to  the  Cherokee  people  and  other  Native 
Americans  throughout  our  nation. 
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STATEMENT  OF  CHRYSLER  CORP.,  FORD  MOTOR  CO.,  AND  GENERAL 

MOTORS  CO. 

Chrysler,  Ford,  and  General  Motors  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Department 
of  Energy's  1996  Fiscal  Year  automotive  research  budget.  Through  a  number  of  ongoing  DOE 
projects,  the  United  States  Council  for  Automotive  Research  (USCAR),  composed  of  the  three 
manufacturers,  is  coordinating  cooperative,  pre-competitive  basic  research  in  tandem  with 
government  research  experts  and  programs.  In  addition  to  DOE  projects,  the  industry  is  actively 
involved  with  key  research  activities  within  the  federal  system,  to  determine  whether  applying 
advanced  technology  solutions  to  a  certain  class  of  vehicles  can  be  made  commercially  viable. 

We  have  found  that  collaborative  research  combining  the  best  technical  expertise  of  industry, 
government,  and  academic  resources  is  a  far  more  eflfective  approach  for  the  development  of 
advanced  automotive  technologies  than  the  mandated,  command  and  control  practices  that  forces 
manufacmrers  to  work  independently  and  ultimately  translates  into  higher  costs  to  consumers. 

PNGV  Program  Overview 

An  important  element  of  the  Department  of  Energy's  budget  proposal  is  the  Partnership  for  a 
New  Generation  of  Vehicles  Program.  Through  this  initiative,  USCAR  and  several  federal 
agencies  arc  jointly  researching  leading-edge,  "breakthrough"  automotive  technologies.  The 
program  relies  extensively  on  the  technical  contributions  of  many  small,  high-technology  U.  S. 
businesses,  a  number  of  universities,  and  the  automotive  supplier  community. 

The  three  goals  of  the  Partnership  for  a  New  Generation  of  Vehicles  program  are  (1)  to  enhance 
U.S.  manufacturing  productivity;  (2)  to  research  technologies  that  could  enable  near-term 
improvements  in  vehicle  fuel  efficiency;  and  (3)  to  pursue  longer-term,  high  risk  technologies 
in  which  major  breakthroughs  could  ultimately  lead  to  quantum  advances  in  fuel  efficiency.  The 
technologies  under  development  in  the  program,  such  as  energy  storage,  energy  conversion,  and 
advanced  lightweight  materials,  clearly  will  have  applicability  in  multiple  private  and  public 
sector  areas.  In  essence,  the  program  focuses  and  integrates  automotive  industry  and 
government  efforts  in  basic  research  on  high-risk,  leading-edge  technologies. 

By  establishing  highly  ambitious  goals,  such  as  seeking  an  improvement  of  "up  to  three  times" 
the  fuel  efficiency  of  today's  vehicles,  the  objective  was  to  introduce  an  aggressive  "stretch"  goal 
that  would  inspire  creativity,  rather  than  fine-tuning  of  existing  know-how. 

Kev  Program  Elements 

Leveraging:  A  key  element  of  the  PNGV  program  is  the  leveraging  of  resources  by 
working  cooperatively  on  pre-competitive,  basic  research.  The  program  strategically  aligns 
the  goals  of  the  three  industry  partners,  including  suppliers,  with  those  federal  agencies  and 
labs  that  are  engaged  in  similar  or  complementary  research  programs.  This  process  model 
produces  an  enormous  leveraging  opportunity  for  each  participant  by  coordinating  a  large 
number  of  previously  separate  projects  into  a  coherent,  focused  program.  This  model  has 
been  used  successfully  for  decades  by  the  auto  companies  and  their  supply  base,  and  in 
cooperative  programs  with  the  government. 

Industry  Led:  The  industry  has  formed  technical  teams  to  direct  research  on  the  most 
promising  enabling  technology  areas.  Examples  of  technical  areas  are  advanced  propulsion 
systems,  lightweight  materials,  and  efficient  energy  storage  systems.  The  industry  will  be 
responsible  for  defining  metrics  and  milestones  in  the  form  of  a  technical  roadmap  that  will 
set  research  priorities  and  select  technical  content  and  feaUires,  consistent  with  consumer 
demands.  The  technical  teams  essentially  will  work  toward  meeting  the  goals  of  the 
roadmap. 

Resource  Focus:  PNGV  enjoys  a  unique  opportunity  to  attract  the  best  technical  expertise 
available  within  the  federal  research  establishment,  university  programs,  and  high-technology 
suppliers-  a  number  of  which  are  not  presently  addressing  transportation  challenges-  and 
that  of  individual  inventors.  Since  program  inception  in  late  1993,  there  is  strong  evidence 
that  important  benefits  have  accrued  from  the  very  visible  commitment  of  the  auto  companies 
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and  the  administration  to  dedicate  their  best  resources  to  the  PNGV  program.  We  believe 
that  this  focused  collaborative  research  approach  to  address  national  priorities  is  the  most 
efficient  method  to  preserve  the  nation's  strong  preference  for  personal  mobility  over  the 
long  term,  without  relying  on  regulatory  solutions  that  have  proven  to  be  costly  and 
inefficient. 

Voice  of  the  Customer:  An  important  element  of  this  collaborative  model  is  to  use  the  voice 
of  the  customer  to  establish  objectives  and  make  critical  business  decisions.  By  keeping  the 
customer's  interests  prominent  in  any  technical  solution,  we  ensure  that  natural  market 
mechanisms  will  proliferate  high-technology  products  more  quickly  than  previous  methods. 
Accordingly,  the  PNGV  research  goal  is  to  develop  a  production  prototype  vehicle  by  the 
middle  of  the  next  decade  that  offers  the  same  functionality,  affordability,  and  safety,  at  the 
same  price  as  today's  conventionally  designed  vehicles. 

Nature  of  Funding 

The  PNGV  program  represents  a  unique  opportunity  to  align  pre-existing  federal  research 
programs  in  support  of  breakthrough  vehicle  technologies.  Much  of  the  federal  funding  for 
PNGV  programs  represents  a  continuation  of  research  efforts  for  pre-existing  national  priorities, 
many  that  pre-date  the  launch  of  the  PNGV  program. 

As  noted  earlier,  a  principal  benefit  of  the  PNGV  program  lies  in  its  ability  to  align  or 
coordinate  existing  federal  research  programs  with  PNGV  objectives  at  little  incremental  cost. 
Much  of  the  federal  funding  of  PNGV  is  directed  to  federal  labs  and  government  agencies. 
Industry-directed  funds  in  many  cases  are  re-directed  through  the  auto  companies  to  small,  high- 
risk  entrepreneurial  firms  that  are  leaders  in  the  high  technologies  of  the  program. 

This  process  has  been  successful  in  improving  the  efficiency  of  both  government  research 
activities  and  those  of  the  auto  companies,  while  allowing  each  to  pursue  independent  but 
complementary  research  goals. 

Role  of  Government 

PNGV's  objectives  include  development  of  the  basic  technology  breakthroughs  needed  to 
significantly  improve  the  next  generation  of  automobiles  and  the  manufacturing  processes  needed 
to  produce  them.  These  research  goals  are  in  the  public's  broad  interest  because  they  can 
contribute  to  reduced  dependence  on  imported  oil,  improved  environmental  quality,  and  global 
competitiveness  of  our  economy.  But  it  is  important  to  remember  that  demand  for  most  of  these 
advanced  technologies  is  not  driven  by  market  forces  and  consequently  offers  little  opportunity 
for  near-term,  tangible  returns  to  private  industry. 

We  applaud  Congressional  efforts  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  research  investments  and 
recognize  that  deficit  reduction  and  other  fiscal  priorities  may  necessitate  some  restructuring  of 
programs  such  as  PNGV.  We  feel  strongly,  however,  that  if  Congress  is  to  succeed  in 
streamlining  federal  research  activities  without  compromising  important  basic  research,  it  needs 
to  introduce  the  criteria  of  market  sensitivity  and  business  discipline  to  the  process.  We  believe 
that  direct  interaction  with  the  private  sector  research  activities  on  joint  projects  will  result  in 
the  quickest  and  most  effective  implementation  of  these  objectives. 

PNGV  is  a  research  program  and  is  not  tied  to  the  regulatory  process.  It  does,  however, 
represent  a  new  model  for  government  and  industry  to  tackle  problems  of  common  interest 
through  cooperation  and  mutual  trust.  Long-term,  we  believe  cooperative  approaches  of  this 
kind  may  be  used  broadly  by  American  industry  to  help  our  nation  reach  important  societal  goals 
more  quickly  and  efficiently  than  the  adversarial,  bureaucratic,  and  costly  mechanisms  relied  on 
in  the  past. 

Recommendations 

We  strongly  believe  that  continuation  of  the  PNGV  program  is  in  the  best  interests  of  both  our 
industry  and  the  nation.  In  particular,  the  Department  of  Energy's  transportation  technology 
programs  in  the  areas  of  energy  conversion,  energy  storage,  hybrid  propulsion,  and  light  weight 
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materials,  address  the  most  critical  challenges  of  the  PNGV  program  and  are  vital  to  our 
success.    Furthermore,  these  technical  areas  represent  the  program's  highest  priorities. 

We  in  the  auto  industry  strongly  support  the  goals  of  the  programs  being  fimded  through  these 
areas  of  the  Administration's  1996  Fiscal  Year  budget  request,  and  recommend  continued 
funding  of  these  important  projects.  We  are  also  very  sensitive  and  supportive  of  the  need  to 
reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit  and  are  prepared  to  work  with  Congress  and  government  to 
adjust  the  pace  and  scope  of  the  program  as  needed  to  accommodate  the  near-term  pressure  on 
federal  spending. 

Chrysler,  Ford  and  General  Motors  believe  strongly  in  the  merits  of  research  being  conducted 
under  the  PNGV  program.  We  are  prepared  to  maintain  a  meaningful  core  level  of  effort  and 
resource  expenditure  on  programs  such  as  PNGV.  Significant  cuts,  however,  in  the  level  of 
program  funding  will  undoubtedly  delay  achievement  of  many  research  goals  and  perhaps 
necessitate  a  rethinking  of  the  scope  of  the  program.  We  would  be  pleased  to  work  with 
Congressional  and  government  staffs  and  others,  as  needed,  in  an  eflfort  to  integrate  these  two 
national  priorities. 

Conclusion 

The  industry  is  very  supportive  of  the  PNGV  program  model  and  pleased  with  the  successes 
achieved  to  date.  We  believe  that  continued  government  participation  in  and  support  for  this 
program  is  critical  to  our  collective  interests. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  CLEAN  COAL  TECHNOLOGY  COALITION 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

This  testimony  concerns  fiscal  year  1996  funding  for  the  Department  of  Energy's  (DOE)  Clean  Coal 
Technology  Program.    This  written  statement  is  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Clean  Coal  Technology 
Coalition  (CCTC  or  Coalition),  a  public/private  organization  of  electric  utilities,  coal  companies, 
technology  developers,  state  governments,  universities  and  others  organized  to  encourage  the 
development  and  deployment  of  clean  coal  technologies.    (A  membership  list  is  attached.) 

The  Coalition  recognizes  the  difficult  choices  and  decisions  before  Congress  resulting  from  efforts 
to  reduce  federal  spending.  As  the  Subcommittee  determines  appropriate  funding  levels  during  the 
FY  96  appropriations  process,  the  Coalition  encourages  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  to  consider 
costs  and  benefits  of  the  various  programs  and  provide  funding  for  those  that  are  proving  to  be 
successful,  or  show  promise  for  success.  Such  a  process  will  allow  the  nation  to  reap  the  multiple 
benefits  derived  from  prudent  spending  and  effective  policy  implementation.  In  the  alternative, 
funding  cuts  to  quality  programs  adopted  in  the  name  of  budget  reductions  may  save  dollars  in  the 
near  term,  but  will  limit,  or  eliminate,  more  substantial  long-term  gains. 

The  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  (CCT  Program),  a  jointly  funded  partnership  between 
government  and  industry  to  demonstrate  a  new  generation  of  innovative  coal  processes  in  a  series  of 
showcase  projects,  has  been,  and  continues  to  be,  an  extremely  successful  undertaking.    It  is  an 
exemplary  program  that  has  demonstrated  that  government  and  industry  may  form  effective 
partnerships  and  make  sustained  progress  toward  long-term  goals. 

As  the  Subcommittee  considers  FY  %  appropriations,  as  well  as  prior  year  funding,  the  Coalition 
encourages  Members  to  provide  adequate  funding  to  complete  the  45  selected  projects.    To  date,  the 
CCT  Program  is  the  subject  of  significant  funding  cuts  and  additional  reductions  would 
fundamentally  affect  the  integrity  of  the  program.    However,  in  light  of  current  budget  constraints 
facing  the  Nation,  the  Coalition  supports  the  position  that  if  fiinds  remain  in  the  Clean  Coal 
Technology  Program  account  after  completion  of  the  previously-selected  projects,  those  funds 
should  be  returned  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  to  assist  in  deficit  reduction. 

II.  THE  CLEAN  COAL  TECHNOLOGY  PROGRAM  ~  A  SUCCESSFUL 
COOPERATIVE  UNDERTAKING 

The  Department  of  Energy's  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  was  established  in  1986  as  an 
industry/govemment  partnership  for  sharing  the  costs  of  projects  that  demonstrate  innovative 
technologies  for  using  coal  in  a  more  environmentally  sound,  efficient  and  economical  manner. 
This  program  was  bom  out  of  recommendations  by  the  U.S. /Canadian  Special  Envoy  on  Acid  Rain 


611 

and  approved,  and  finally  recommended,  by  former  Canadian  Prime  Minister  Brian  Mulroney  and 
President  Ronald  Reagan.   The  establishment  of  the  CCT  Program  responded  to  the  need  to  marry 
the  Nation's  energy  demands  with  our  most  abundant  energy  resource,  coal,  and  to  do  so  in  an 
environmentally  responsible  manner  that  does  not  jeopardize  the  attainment  of  air  quality  standards. 
Clean  coal  technologies  meet  this  dual  need. 

Much  of  the  Program's  success  is  based  upon  its  unique  structure.    First,  unlike  many  other  federal 
programs,  the  CCT  Program  was  designed  to  serve  a  specific  mission:  to  demonstrate  a  variety  of 
clean  coal  technologies.    Once  the  selected  projects  are  completed,  the  program  will  end.    Second, 
industry  is  assigned  a  critical  role  in  the  project  selection  process.    Rather  than  select  technologies, 
the  government  assists  in  the  development  of  technologies  chosen  as  most  promising  by  industry. 
Third,  the  program  contains  a  repayment  provision.    Not  only  do  U.S.  taxpayers  gain  the 
environmental,  energy  efficiency,  national  security  and  job  creation  benefits  associated  with  the 
development  of  clean  coal  technologies,  but  when  the  technologies  are  successfully  marketed, 
project  participants  are  required  to  repay  the  government  for  federal  financial  support  received. 

The  CCT  Program  has  been  implemented  by  the  Department  of  Energy  through  five  solicitations 
and  currently  consists  of  45  showcase  demonstrations  that  are  either  completed,  or  underway  in  21 
states.    Success  of  this  public/private  partnership  may  be- measured  by  several  factors.    First,  six 
projects  have  been  completed  and  24  (more  than  half)  will  be  completed  by  the  end  of  FY  96  (it  is 
important  to  note  the  timeliness  of  project  completion  given  the  tremendous  scale  of  these  multi- 
million  dollar  projects);  second,  for  every  $1  invested  by  the  federal  government,  private  companies 
and  states  have  contributed  $2,  making  the  program  one  of  the  most  successful  leveraged 
technology-development  ventures  managed  by  the  U.S.  Government;  and  third,  within  the  last  year, 
commercial  sales  of  clean  coal  technologies  have  exceeded  half  a  billion  dollars,  creating  and 
supporting  more  than  3,400  jobs.    And  finally,  DOE  projects  that  data  and  know-how  from  these 
DOE-supported  clean  coal  projects  are  being  used  in  more  than  $9  billion  worth  of  clean  coal 
projects  at  home  and  abroad. 

The  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  proves  that  government  and  industry  can  form  successful  and 
productive  partnerships.    In  fact,  in  a  1994  GAO  report,  the  CCT  Program  was  cited  as  a  model  for 
public/private  partnerships,  "the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  has  shown  that  the  government 
and  the  private  sector  can  work  together  effectively  in  demonstrating  new  technologies." 

III.  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  COMPLETION  OF  THE  CCT  PROGRAM 

The  federal  government  plays  a  critical  role  in  the  CCT  Program  by  providing  "seed"  funding  and 
support  for  these  new  technologies.    Government  support  of  clean  coal  technologies  has  mitigated 
the  high  risks  and  costs  associated  with  technology  development  and  the  lack  of  economies  of  scale 
that  attends  the  initial  demonstration  of  a  technology.    In  turn,  this  support  has  increased  the  rate  of 
development  and  deployment  of  clean  coal  technologies.    Government  participation,  has  been,  and 
continues  to  be,  vital  to  the  successful  and  timely  introduction  of  clean  coal  technologies  into  the 
marketplace. 

At  the  inception  of  the  Program,  Congressional  appropriators  had  the  foresight  to  advance 
appropriate  fijnds  for  the  clean  coal  program.    This  innovative  funding  process  assured  the  private 
sector  that  the  government  was  a  committed  and  reliable  partner  and  provided  the  security  required 
by  industry  to  invest  large  sums  of  capital  into  this  Program.   To  slash  funding  at  this  point  would 
forfeit  a  relationship  that  the  federal  government  and  industry  have  worked  hard  to  nurture  and 
develop,  break  government's  commitment  to  partner  with  industry  in  the  45  clean  coal  technology 
demonstration  projects  and  destroy  an  important  bond  of  trust.    Without  adequate  funding  to 
complete  the  program,  industry  will  no  longer  be  able  to  view  the  government  as  a  reliable  partner, 
and  legal  suits  may  be  filed  and  damages  sought. 

It  is  vitally  important  that  sufficient  funding  be  provided  to  the  CCT  Program  not  only  for  the 
purpose  of  honoring  government  commitments,  but  also  to  provide  the  U.S.  market  with  advanced 
technologies  for  fiiture  power  generation  needs.    Adequate  funding  will  allow  the  program  to 
continue,  projects  to  be  completed,  technologies  to  mature,  and  enable  U.S.  companies  to  access  the 
potentially  expansive  clean  coal  technologies  export  market. 

IV.  CLEAN  COAL  TECHNOLOGIES  YIELD  MULTIPLE  NATIONAL  BENEFITS 

Forecasts  generally  conclude  that  even  with  aggressive  energy  efficiency  measures,  economic 
expansion  will  create  the  need  for  new  U.S.  based  power  plant  construction  of  as  much  as  100,000 
megawatts  by  2010.    Coal  is  expected  to  provide  a  substantial  portion  of  that  new  capacity. 
Currently,  coal  is  used  to  generate  53  percent  of  U.S.  electricity.   Coal  will  continue  to  be  the 
primary  source  of  electric  power  well  into  the  next  century,  not  only  in  this  country,  but  for  much 
of  the  world.    Given  these  facts  and  projections,  the  United  States  is  presented  with  an 
extraordinary  opportunity  to  market  its  new,  cleaner,  coal-based  power  systems  overseas  which  will 
create  new  U.S.  jobs  and  help  reduce  the  U.S.  trade  deficit. 
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Clean  coal  technologies  allow  the  Nation  not  only  to  meet  current  and  future  power  generation 
needs  while  utilizing  our  most  abundant  energy  resource  —  coal  —  but  also  to  provide  that  power  in 
an  environmentally  sound  manner.    This  is  an  important  point  to  recognize.    Without  new 
technology,  it  will  be  difficult  for  generating  companies  to  respond  to  increased  electricity  demand, 
comply  with  environmental  regulations  and  at  the  same  time  refrain  from  increasing  the  cost  of 
electricity  production  and  electricity  prices  to  consumers.    Given  that  $200  billion  from  our 
economy  goes  for  the  purchase  of  electricity  yearly,  any  economic  penalty  can  erode  U.S. 
competitiveness  and  limit  economic  growth. 

The  clean  coal  technologies  under  development  have  proven  successful  in  removing  and  preventing 
emissions.   The  various  clean  coal  technologies  can  remove  30  to  90  percent  of  nitrogen  oxides  and 
50  to  99  percent  of  sulfur  dioxides  from  the  combustion  of  coal.   Also,  because  some  of  these 
technologies  are  more  efficient  in  converting  coal  to  useful  energy,  significantly  less  COj  is  emitted. 

In  addition  to  significant  environmental  benefits,  CCTs  already  have  benefitted  the  U.S.  economy 
through  revenue  from  sales  and  jobs  creation.   Upon  completion  of  successful  demonstration,  clean 
coal  technologies  have  begun  to  move  into  the  marketplace.   More  than  one-half  billion  dollars  in 
sales  of  clean  coal  technologies  have  occurred  and  CCT  projects  have  contributed  to  the  creation  of 
almost  3,400  domestic  jobs.    Also,  these  technologies,  if  successfully  marketed,  will  be  required  to 
repay  the  government's  contribution  to  the  demonstration  project.    Funds  have  already  been 
returned,  or  repaid,  to  the  federal  government  in  this  Program. 

There  also  exists  a  significant  potential  to  export  clean  coal  technologies  which  in  turn  will  create 
additional  U.S.  jobs.    Global  electricity  demand,  particularly  in  developing  countries  is  rapidly 
increasing.    To  meet  that  demand,  many  nations  will  need  to  rely  upon  indigenous  coal  resources 
and  foreign  capital  to  finance  utility  projects.   The  National  Coal  Council  estimates  that  coal 
capacity  worldwide  will  nearly  double  over  the  next  30  years;  60  percent  of  that  growth  in  capacity 
and  electricity  use  is  expected  to  occur  in  developing  countries,  the  former  Soviet  Union,  and  in 
Eastern  Europe.   China  alone  is  expected  to  add  almost  15,000  megawatts  of  capacity  annually  for 
the  next  decade,  and  much  of  that  power  is  expected  to  be  generated  from  coal.   The  potential  CCT 
market  for  new  facilities  and  retrofit  installations  internationally  for  1993-2010  is  projected  to  be 
between  $571  billion  and  $870  billion.    In  the  base  case,  this  would  represent  an  average  potential, 
in  constant  1993  dollars,  of  $42  billion  annually.   In  terms  of  U.S.  jobs,  the  Commerce  Department 
estimates  that  each  $1  billion  in  U.S.  exports  sustains  about  20,000  American  jobs. 

V.         CONCLUSION 

The  Clean  Coal  Technology  Coalition  understands  the  budgetary  constraints  faced  by  the  federal 
government  and  respects  Congressional  action  to  consider  plans  to  reduce  federal  spending. 
However,  we  ask  that  effective  programs,  which  promote  and  achieve  multiple  national  goals  and 
benefits,  are  not  sacrificed  in  the  process.    The  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  is  a  successful 
program  that  has  supported  the  national  goals  of  economic  growth,  job  creation,  pollution  reduction, 
energy  efficiency,  and  domestic  fuel  security. 

The  Coalition  requests  Subcommittee  consideration  of  these  benefits  against  the  marginal  savings 
that  might  accrue  from  cutting  an  already  reduced  program  budget.     While  some  savings  might  be 
found  this  fiscal  year,  in  the  long-term,  U.S.  taxpayers  would  lose  jobs,  exports,  cleaner 
technologies,  domestic  fuel  security  and  the  government  would  lose  credibility  as  a  reliable  partner 
with  industry. 

In  light  of  current  budget  constraints,  we  support  return  of  any  remaining  funds  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury  for  deficit  reduction,  and  we  do  not  support  an  expansion  of  the  program.    However,  we 
strongly  support  the  completion  of  the  current  CCT  Program  and  the  45  selected  projects,  and  we 
urge  Congress  to  fulfill  its  commitment  to  this  imporunt  and  successful  program. 


STATEMENT  OF  STEPHEN  A.  JANGER,  PRESIDENT,  THE  CLOSE  UP 

FOUNDATION 

Mr.  Chairman,  distinguished  members  of  (his  Subcommittee,  my  name  is  Stephen  A.  Janger  and  I  am  President  of  the  Close  Up 
Foundation.   It  is  a  privilege  for  me  lo  submit  this  testimony  updating  you  about  Close  Up's  progress  in  providing  citizenship 
education  opponunides  for  Pacific  Island,  American  Indian,  and  Alaska  Native  students  and  educators. 

Before  I  discuss  this  program  in  detail,  I  want  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  your  past  support.  The  funds  you  have  made 
available  through  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  Office  of  Territorial  and  International  Affairs  and  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
have  enabled  Close  Up  lo  reach  underservcd  student  populations  and  educators  in  the  Pacific  Islands  and  among  American 
Indians  and  Alaska  Natives.   I  speak  for  thousands  of  these  participants,  their  schools,  families,  and  communities  in  expressing 
our  gratitude  for  all  that  you  have  made  possible  for  them. 
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As  most  of  you  know,  Close  Up  offers  a  variety  of  educational  programs  directed  at  encouraging  responsible  participation  in  our 
democratic  system  of  government.   We  continually  strive  to  create  new  and  innovative  programs  and  teacliing  methodologies 
that  address  issues  related  to  good  citizenship  In  ways  that  are  more  substantive  than  knowing  a  few  basic  facts  about  our 
structure  of  government.   We  work  to  instill  an  understanding  and  an  interest  that  will  translate  into  a  lifelong  commitment  of 
accepting  and  exercising  one's  responsibilities  for  the  privilege  of  living  in  this  remarkable  democracy. 

CLOSE  UP  FOUNDATION'S  PACIFIC  ISLANDS  PROGRAM 

The  Close  Up  Foundation  has  a  long  history  of  involvement  in  the  PaciHc  islands.   Our  involvement  is  accompanied  by  a 
steadfast  commilmeni  to  provide  the  highest  quality  citizenship  education  programs  and  opportunities  to  the  young  people  and 
educators  of  the  Pacific  Islands.   Since  we  were  first  approached  by  Members  of  Congress  to  become  involved  In  citizenship 
education  for  Pacific  Islanders.  Close  Up  has  tried  to  provide  and  to  develop  innovative  programs  to  meet  the  unique  needs  of 
Pacific  Island  students  and  teachers.  The  work  we  have  done  in  the  Pacific  is  something  1  am  very  proud  of  and  work  thai  I 
believe  has  made  a  very  positive  contribution. 

The  Pacific  Island  region  occupies  a  unique  position  in  the  world  and  has  a  corresponding  unique  history  in  its  relationship  to  the 
United  Slates.   With  the  changing  global  theater  of  interactions,  the  Pacific  region  becomes  particularly  imporiani  in  a  number 
of  areas,  such  as  trade  and  security.   For  the  United  Slates,  the  national  security  issues  related  to  our  long-standing  involvement 
with  the  Pacific  Islands  make  the  success  of  their  governmental  entities  critically  important.   A  major  contributor  to 
governmental  success  is  an  informed  and  involved  citizenry,  and  Close  Up's  citizenship  education  efforts  in  the  Pacific  Islands 
are  making  major  steps  forward  to  producing  interested,  active,  and  informed  citizens. 

In  Close  Up's  almost  twenty-five  years  of  educating  for  democracy,  we  have  been  reinforced  in  our  belief  that  all  of  us  have  an 
obligation  to  educate  our  young  people  about  their  civic  responsibilities.   It  is  of  even  greater  importance  in  emerging 
democracies  or  in  entities  struggling  with  self-reliance  and  self-determination.  Close  Up's  programs  and  curriculum  projects  in 
ihe  Pacific  Islands  are,  in  many  instances,  the  only  tools  available  for  educating  the  future  leaders  of  these  Pacific  Islands. 

The  Foundation  is  aware  that  there  is  a  changing  situation  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior  relative  to  the  Office  of 
Territorial  and  International  Affairs.  We  presume  that  regardless  of  its  placement  within  the  Department,  the  functions  of 
oversight  for  the  Pacific  Islands  will  continue.   It  is  with  this  understanding  that  we  respectfully  request  $953,000  in  FY  1996 
funding  for  Close  Up's  programs  in  the  Pacific  Islands.   This  request  represents  a  7%  reduction  from  last  year's  funding  level. 
Although  we  could  use  a  7%  increase  over  last  year's  funding  level  for  our  work,  we  realize  the  Subcommittee  is  under 
tremendous  budgetary  constraints  and,  therefore,  we  have  worked  very  hard'io  develop  a  "bare-bones"  request. 

Close  Up  is  providing  a  wide  range  of  civic  education  opportunities  for  residents  of  the  Pacific  Islands.  At  this  lime  of  year, 
high  school  students  and  educators  are  arriving  in  Washington  to  take  part  in  a  specially  designed  two-week  government  studies 
program.   Additionally.  Close  Up  Local  Programs  are  thriving  with  hundreds  of  Pacific  Islanders  actively  participating  in 
programs  in  ihcir  own  communities:  and.  Close  Up  is  continuing  to  expand  a  civic  learning  program  to  Pacific  Island  students  in 
the  fifth-  through  ninth-grades.  There  is  an  ever-growing  demand  for  these  programs  which  attests  lo  the  real  need  that  exists 
for  information  about  democratic  citizenship  and  an  understanding  of  the  unique  relationship  of  this  region  of  the  world  with  the 
United  States. 

Approximately  312  students  and  educators  will  be  involved  in  the  specially  designed  programs  for  Pacific  Island  participants 
during  the  Foundation's  current  1994/95  program  year.  Of  that  number,  approximately  234  of  the  students  and  educators  will 
receive  full  or  partial  fellowships  to  help  cover  tuition  and  related  programs  costs.  The  participants  include  students  and 
educators  from  American  Samoa,  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands  (CNMI),  the  Federated  Slates  of 
Micronesia  (FSM),  Guam,  the  Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands,  and  the  Republic  of  Palau. 

For  the  1995/96  program  year  (federal  fiscal  year  1996).  we  plan  lo  offer  tvifo  Washington  High  School  program  options 
(Washington/Williamsburg.  Philadelphia.  New  York,  and  Washington/Pacific  Basin)  and  we  expect  close  lo  the  same  level  of 
participation  in  the  Pacific  Islands  program  as  we  experienced  this  year.  In  both  program  offerings,  the  activities  and  instruction 
arc  designed  to  enable  students  to  gather  and  use  information,  lo  resolve  conflicts  through  communication  and  compromise,  to 
make  decisions,  and  to  develop  a  personal  viewpoint.  As  a  result  of  their  participation,  the  students  gain  a  respect  for  diversity 
of  opinion  and  an  increased  interest  in  community,  national,  regional,  and  global  affairs. 

Several  years  ago.  Pacific  Island  educators  asked  the  Foundation  to  work  with  them  to  develop  social  studies  curricular 
materials.   In  1991,  teachers,  curriculum  specialists  and  administrators  from  six  Pacific  Island  areas  met  wiih  Close  Up  staff  to 
develop  Teaching  for  Active  Citizenship:  A  Manual  for  Pacific  Educators.  Written  by  and  for  educators  in  the  Pacific  Islands, 
the  lessons  emphasize  an  active  learning  approach  and  incorporate  seven  citizenship  competencies.   After  the  manual  was 
completed.  Close  Up  staff,  in  conjunction  with  Pacific  Island  educators,  conducted  training  sessions  on  the  use  of  the  manual  in 
all  six  island  entities. 

Following  the  success  of  the  manual.  Pacific  Island  educators  recommended  that  Close  Up  work  with  them  to  develop  social 
studies  curricular  materials  for  students  younger  than  high  school  age.  The  concern,  of  course,  was  that  many  Pacific  Island 
sludenls  do  not  finish  high  school.  Therefore,  the  educators  and  the  Foundation  staff  agreed  that  adapting  Close  Up's  successful 
Civic  Achievement  Award  Program  (CAAP),  which  is  designed  for  fifth-  through  ninth-grade  students,  would  help  meet  this 
significant  need  in  the  Pacific. 

CAAP's  student  resource  book  is  a  nearly  200-page  volume  that  contains  a  Learning  Project,  a  Research  Project,  and  a  Civic 
Projecl.   Perhaps  most  important,  the  book  also  includes  a  timeline  of  historic  entries  divided  into  separate  categories  of 
government,  economics,  and  culture.   Geographic  information  and  historical  summaries  also  are  presented  at  appropriate  points 
along  the  timeline.  This  timeline  serves  as  a  database  for  the  Learning,  Research,  and  Civic  projects. 
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In  partnership  with  (he  Pacinc  educators.  Close  Up  developed  a  mulli-year  plan  to  adapt  the  GAAP  student  book  with 
accompanying  instructor  manuals  for  the  Pacific  Island  entities.  Timelines  for  each  location  were  researched  and  developed. 
To  date,  field-test  versions  for  four  entities  have  been  completed— the  Marshall  Islands.  Palau,  Guam,  and  the  CNMI.  Teams  of 
educators  from  each  location  researched  and  wrote  (he  materials  with  the  assistance  of  Close  Up  staff.   In  the  Marshall  Islands 
and  Palau.  the  materials  already  have  been  Tield-tcsted  with  nearly  600  students  and  teachers  in  twenty-seven  classrooms.   In 
Guam  and  (he  CNMI,  thirty-four  teachers  and  approximately  800  students  are  currently  participating  in  the  neld-tesl. 

Close  Up's  plan  is  to  complete  final  editions  of  the  materials  for  the  Marshall  Islands,  Palau.  Guam,  and  the  CNMI  based  on  the 
feedback  from  the  teachers  participating  in  the  field-test  and  from  academic  reviewers  in  all  of  the  areas.   It  is  anticipated  that 
these  final  editions  will  be  completed  by  December.  1995  and  will  be  used  by  more  than  4,500  students  in  the  1995/96  school 
year.   We  also  plan  to  begin  (he  CAAP  adaptation  process  in  the  FSM  and  American  Samoa  in  the  fall  of  1995.   Field-test 
versions  of  the  student  books  and  instructor  manuals  for  FSM  and  American  Samoa  will  be  ready  by  late  1996. 

CLOSE  UP  FOUNDATION'S  AMERICAN  INDIAN  AND  ALASKA  NATIVE  PROGRAMS 

Close  Up's  commitment  to  reaching  students  who  are  economically,  socially  or  geographically  disadvantaged  has  found  a  special 
place  with  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  populations.  Our  program  has  enormous  appeal  and  suppon  among  Alaska 
Native  and  American  Indian  students  and  educators.  We  see  the  enthusiasm  created  by  the  Washington  Program  take  hold  and 
continue  to  grow  in  many  positive  ways  once  the  students  are  back  home  in  their  communities.  This  enthusiasm  spins  off  an 
array  of  local  programs  that  do  not  cost  (he  federal  govemmem  any(hing  bu(  expand  (he  knowledge,  interest,  and  motivation  for 
civic  involvement  to  thousands  of  citizens  of  all  ages,  who  could  not  participate  in  the  Washington  program. 

A  significant  amount  of  (his  activity  would  not  be  possible  without  the  support  of  the  funding  you  make  available  through  the 
Burciu  of  Indian  Affairs.  We  are  aware  of  the  tremendous  budgetary  constraints  facing  this  Subcommittee.  Yet.  we  believe 
that  our  work  merits  your  continued  support  because  in  educating  for  democracy  our  program  fills  a  great  need,  multiplies  the 
impact  of  the  federal  dollar  and  produces  a  long-term  benefit  to  communities  in  our  society  that  arc  some  of  our  most  needy. 
Therefore,  we  respectfully  request  the  same  level  of  funding,  $297,000,  for  Close  Up's  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native 
program  as  we  have  received  for  the  past  two  years. 

Consistent  with  Close  Up's  commitment  to  reach  underserved  student  populations,  we  place  a  very  high  priorily  on  our  efforts 
with  American  Indian  youth.   Close  Up  has  continued  to  expand  the  Washington  High  School  Program  to  include  more  students 
from  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (HI A)  and  Association  of  Community  Tribal  (ACT)  schools.   During  this  current  1994/95 
program  year,  approximately  148  students  and  thirty-eight  educators  arc  scheduled  to  take  part  in  Close  Up's  Washington 
programs.   In  fiscal  year  1996.  the  Foundation  anticipates  approximately  (he  same  number  of  student  and  educator  participants. 
In  .iddition.  Close  Up  is  continuing  to  work  to  expand  these  learning  experiences  beyond  the  Washington  program  to  the 
participants'  home  communities. 

In  fiscal  year  1996.  Close  Up  plans  to  continue  to  conduct,  on  a  limited  scale,  interactive  teacher  training  workshops  for  social 
studies  educators  working  with  American  Indian  youth.   In  these  workshops.  Close  Up  staff,  in  conjunction  with  educators  of 
American  Indian  youth,  will  demonstrate  the  instructional  strategies  provided  in  a  new  teacher  handbook  entitled,  American 
Indian  Citizenship  in  Balance.  This  handbook  contains  a  two-week  curriculum  unit  which  explores  the  concept  of  dual 
citizenship  for  American  Indians,  as  citizens  of  their  tribes,  and  as  United  States  citizens.  Several  American  Indian  educators 
•ind  representatives  from  the  BIA  and  the  National  Advisory  Council  on  Indian  Education  collaborated  with  Close  Up  staff  in  the 
development  and  writing  of  the  handbook.   Following  the  first  teacher  training  workshop,  one  teacher  commented  that  she  found 
ihc  materials  to  be  thoughtful  and  practical. 

According  to  the  "  1993  Report  of  the  Education  Task  Force  of  the  Alaska  Natives  Commission,"  only  about  67  percent  of 
Alaska  Native  students  complete  high  school,  compared  to  a  total  overall  statewide  completion  rate  of  79  percent.   Students  in 
these  remote  areas  often  feci  forgotten  and  have  few,  if  any,  resources  to  help  them  contend  with  (he  problems  of  isolation  and 
national  cultural  deprivation.  Several  years  ago.  Close  Up  recognized  these  problems  and  concentrated  its  efforts  on  reaching 
s(udents  and  educators  in  the  most  remote  and  isolated  regions  of  Alaska. 

The  Close  Up  Washington  High  School  Program  experience  integrates  the  Alaska  Native  students  with  the  other  program 
participants.   As  a  result,  all  of  the  students  benefit  from  the  exposure  to  (he  diverse  cultural,  geographic,  and  ethnic  makeup  of 
America.   Through  the  sharing  of  opinions  and  concerns  about  local,  national  and  global  issues,  the  students  gain  confidence  in 
ihcm.'selves,  develop  an  appreciation  for  the  concerns  of  others  and  gain  a  sense  of  belonging  to  their  diverse  heritage  as 
Americans. 

Close  Up  is  proud  of  the  quality  programs  offered  to  Alaska  Native  students  and  educators.   This  year,  approximately  102 
students  and  one  administrator  will  receive  full  or  partial  fellowships  to  come  to  Washington  to  take  part  in  an  intensive  learning 
experience.    For  fiscal  year  1996  (the  Foundation's  1995/96  program  year),  (he  Foundation  expects  to  have  close  to  the  same 
level  of  participation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  support  of  (his  Subcommi((ee  has  provided  Close  Up  with  the  opportunity  to  serve  the  special  constituencies 
of  the  Pacific  Islands.  American  Indian,  and  Alaska  Native  students  and  educators.  There  is  much  to  be  done  and  we  are  very 
excited  and  enthusiastic  about  our  plans  for  (he  coming  year.  We  apprecia(e  gready  (he  confidence  the  Subcommidee  has  shown 
in  the  work  of  the  Close  Up  Foundation  and  we  believe  our  plans  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  merit  your  continued  support. 
Wc  would  be  happy  lo  respond  to  any  questions  and  to  provide  any  additional  programmatic  or  budgetary  detail.   Thank  you 
very  much. 
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STATEMENT  OF  DARIES  C.  LILE,  DIRECTOR,  COLORADO  WATER 
CONSERVATION  BOARD,  STATE  OF  COLORADO 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control 

Program 
Summary  of  Requests 


Colorado  supports  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control 
Program  efforts  in  our  state  and  throughout  the  River  Basin.  We  respectfully  request  that 
Congress  appropriate  $3,957,000  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Bureau's  to  use  specifically  for 
salinity  control  activities. 

Introduction 

This  statement  is  submitted  by  the  Honorable  Roy  Romer,  Governor  of  Colorado;  Mr.  Jim 
Lochhead.  Executive  Director  of  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources;  and  Daries  C. 
Lile.  Director  of  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board,  which  is  the  state  agency  charged  with 
the  development  of  Colorado's  water  resources. 

Colorado  River  Salinity  Program  Appropriation 

In  order  to  maximize  the  beneficial  use  of  the  water  of  the  Colorado  River,  the  water  must 
be  of  a  quality  which  is  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  the  water  is  used.  Salinity  has  long  been 
a  problem  in  the  Colorado  River  due  to  natural  pollution  from  salt  bearing  formations  and  soil 
leaching  as  well  as  from  irrigation  practices  along  the  River. 

The  seven  states  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  have  endorsed  a  coordinated,  basinwide 
approach  to  the  reduction  of  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River.  The  salinity  control  activities  being 
planned  and  implemented  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  are  an  integral  component  of  the 
overall  salinity  control  program.  The  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum  and  Advisory 
Council,  on  behalf  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  has  submitted  a  detailed  statement 
to  this  subcommittee.  The  Forum  seeks,  and  Colorado  supports,  an  appropriation  in  FY  1996  of 
$3,957  million  to  be  designated  specifically  for  identifiable  salinity  control  activities  in  the  Basin. 

The  federal  government  is  the  primary  (60%)  landowner  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
and  the  bulk  (66%)  of  this  federal  land  is  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM).  With  control  of  40%  of  the  Upper  Basin  land  area,  nearly  29  million  acres,  BLM  can 
and  should  be  a  major  participant  in  basinwide  salinity  control  efforts.  BLM  is  now  indicating 
a  willingness  to  implement  significant  and  cost-effective  salinity  reduction  strategies  on  the  public 
lands.  Identifying  promising  project  sites,  as  well  as  plans  for  accomplishing  specific  objectives 
on  those  sites  have  been  formulated.  With  recognition  of  BLM's  ability  to  reduce  salt  loading 
in  the  Basin  comes  the  need  to  appropriate  funds  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  All  Basin  States 
agree  that  for  FY  1996  the  necessary  level  of  funding  is  $3,957  million. 

The  State  of  Colorado  recognizes  the  extraordinary  pressures  on  Congress  and  the  President 
as  they  strive  to  resolve  the  difficult  budget  situation  facing  the  nation.  Even  so,  the  BLM  should 
be  allowed  to  implement  the  plans  it  is  in  the  process  of  developing.  As  studies  have  repeatedly 
demonstrated,  delays  in  implementation  of  salinity  controls  do  not  merely  defer  expenditures  into 
future  years,  but  result  in  the  need  for  a  larger,  more  costly  overall  program.  This  is  a  result  of 
the  increased  accumulation  of  salt  that  enters  the  system  during  the  period  of  delay.  The  State 
of  Colorado  urges  that  the  funds  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  active 
participation  in  the  salinity  control  program  be  appropriated  in  FY  96. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance  for  this  important  program. 
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U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Program 
Summary  of  Requests 

Colorado  supports  the  President's  budget  request  for  the  United  States  Geological  Survey's 
Water  Resource  Investigations  Division  in  our  state  and  throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 
Wc  respectfully  request  that  Congress  appropriate  sufficient  funds  in  fiscal  year  1996  to  continue 
the  Survey's  high  quality  work  in  the  area  of  basic  hydrologic  data  collection. 

Introduction 

This  statement  is  submitted  by  Daries  C.  Lile,  Director  of  the  Colorado  Water 
Conservation  Board,  which  is  the  state  agency  charged  with  the  development  of  Colorado's  water 
resources. 

Water  Resources  Investigations  Appropriation 

Colorado  sits  atop  the  Continental  Divide  and  contains  the  headwaters  of  most  of  the 
principal  river  systems  of  the  southwestern  United  States  and  the  High  Plains.  We  must  share 
water  resources  which  originate  in  Colorado  with  all  of  our  neighboring  states,  including  those 
of  the  Rio  Grande  and  Colorado  River  Basins,  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  The  administration 
of  interstate  and  international  water  allocation  mechanisms  is  highly  dependent  on  accurate 
unbiased,  uniform  hydrologic  data.  The  United  States  Geological  Survey  has  well  served  the 
western  states  and  the  nation  over  the  last  100  years  in  providing  this  essential  information.  The 
continuity  of  the  data  collected  should  be  recognized  as  an  invaluable  national  asset. 

The  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  states  have  endorsed  a  coordinated,  basinwide  approach 
to  the  reduction  of  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River.  The  states,  acting  through  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum  and  Advisory  Council  have  also  filed  a  statement  with  this 
committee,  which  Colorado  supports,  seeking  adequate  funding  for  the  Survey. 

Justification 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum  has  established  water  quality  standards 
on  the  river.  Those  standards  are  adopted  in  connection  with  mandates  that  the  federal 
government  has  given  the  states  through  the  Clean  Water  Act,  and  those  standards  have  been 
reviewed  and  accepted  for  the  past  two  decades  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  In 
order  to  formulate  a  cost-effect  salinity  control  program,  it  is  esseniial  that  both  the  quantity  and 
quality  of  the  Colorado  River  be  accurately  understood.  Sophisticated  computer  analysis  will 
allow  us  to  project  into  the  future  and  determine  the  amount  of  salinity  control  that  is  needed, 
but  only  if  we  have  accurate,  complete  data.  The  federal  agencies  and  water  users  implementing 
salinity  control  measures  need  timely,  reliable  data  jmd  analysis  to  plan  for  the  most  cost-effective 
program  possible.  The  Geological  Survey  has  proven  its  ability  to  provide  the  necessary 
information  and  is  a  vital  player  in  the  overall  control  strategy. 

The  traditional  federal  function  that  the  Survey  has  performed  in  concert  with  several 
other  federal  agencies  has  been  performed  with  the  highest  degree  of  integrity  and 
professionalism.  These  basic  services  carmot,  and  should  not,  be  replaced  in  the  general  laudable 
efforts  to  downsize  the  federal  government.  The  western  states  and  the  nation  would  not  be  well 
served  by  a  fragmented  and  decentralized  data  collection  program.  The  one  area  of  water 
resource  management  on  which  the  states  and  federal  government  have  consistently  agreed  is  the 
validity  of  the  hydrologic  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey.  To  risk  this  invaluable 
common  ground  in  the  effort  to  reduce  the  federal  budget  deficit  would  be  shortsighted  and 
contrary  to  the  national  interest. 

Conclusion 

Colorado  supports  and  urges  continued  authorization  and  full  appropriation  for  the  United 
States  Geological  Survey,  Water  Resource  Investigations  Division  and  its  programs  of  basic 
hydrologic  data  collection  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  Thank  you  for  consideration  of  our 
statement. 
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U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Water  Resources  Investigations  Division 

Summary  of  Requests 

Colorado  supports  the  President's  budget  request  for  the  United  States  Geological  Survey's 
Water  Resource  Investigations  Division  in  our  state  and  throughout  the  nation.  We  respectfully 
request  that  Congress  appropriate  sufficient  funds  in  fiscal  year  1996  to  continue  the  Survey's 
high  quality  work  in  the  area  of  basic  hydrologic  data  collection. 

Introduction 

This  slatcmcnt  is  submitted  by  the  Daries  C.  Lile,  Director  of  the  Colorado  Water 
Conservation  Board,  which  is  the  state  agency  charged  with  the  development  of  Colorado's  water 
resources. 

Water  Resources  Investigations  Appropriation 

Colorado  sits  atop  the  Continental  Divide  and  contains  the  headwaters  of  most  of  the 
principal  river  systems  of  the  southwestern  United  States  and  the  High  Plains.  We  must  share 
water  resources  which  originate  in  Colorado  with  all  of  our  neighboring  states,  the  other  states 
of  the  Rio  Grande  and  Colorado  River  Basins,  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  The  administration 
of  interstate  and  international  water  allocation  mechanisms  is  highly  dependent  on  accurate, 
unbiased,  uniform  hydrologic  data.  The  United  States  Geological  Survey  has  well  served  the 
western  states  and  the  nation  over  the  last  100  years  in  providing  this  essential  information.  This 
traditional  federal  function  should  be  maintained  within  the  Geological  Survey  and  the  continuity 
of  the  data  collected  should  be  recognized  as  an  invaluable  national  asset. 

Colorado  is  party  to  numerous  interstate  compacts  and  equitable  appointment  decrees. 
While  controversy  has  often  surrounded  the  particulars  of  the  water  allocations  established  by 
these  compacts  and  decrees,  Colorado  and  the  nation  have  been  fortunate  in  that  there  has 
normally  been  little  question  about  validity  of  the  water  supply  measurement  data  provided  by 
the  Survey.  The  collection  and  preservation  of  a  uniform  data  base  on  the  water  supply  of  the 
nation  has  provided  a  stable  foundation  upon  which  the  states  can,  and  will,  resolve  the  difficult 
allocation  decisions  which  will  always  face  the  arid  portions  of  the  nation. 

Colorado  therefore  supports  the  activities  of  the  United  States  Geological  Survey's  Water 
Resource  Investigations  Division.    In  particular,  wc  support; 

the  Federal  Program  of  basic  data  collection  (both  quantity  and  quality)  at  key 
compact  gaging  stations  and  other  unique  locations,  and 

the  Federal-State  Cooperative  Program  of  data  collection,  analysis,  and 
investigation  in  which  the  states  or  other  local  interests  match  the  federal  funds  on 
a  50-50  basis. 

Both  of  these  programs  have  carried  out  a  traditional  federal  function,  and  the  Survey  has 
performed  its  mission  with  the  highest  integrity  and  professionalism.  These  basic  services  can 
not.  and  should  not,  be  replaced  in  the  generally  laudable  efforts  to  downsize  the  federal 
government.  The  western  states  and  the  nation  would  not  be  well  served  by  a  fragmented  and 
decentralized  data  collection  program  (whether  "privatized,"  turned  over  to  another  federal  agency 
with  separate  missions,  or  left  to  the  states  and  local  governments).  The  one  area  of  water 
resource  management  on  which  the  states  and  federal  government  have  consistently  agreed  is  that 
the  hydrologic  data  provided  by  the  United  States  Geological  Survey  is  an  important  resource. 
To  risk  this  invaluable  common  ground  in  the  effort  to  reduce  the  federal  budget  deficit  would 
be  shortsighted  and  contrary  to  the  national  interest. 

Conclusion 

Colorado  supports  and  urges  continued  authorization  and  full  appropriation  for  the  United 
States  Geological  Survey,  Water  Resource  Investigations  Division  and  its  programs  of  basic 
hydrologic  data  collection.    Thank  you  for  consideration  of  our  statement. 
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STATEMENT  OF  TED  STRONG,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  THE  COLUMBIA 
RIVER  INTER-TRIBAL  FISH  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  Columbia  River  Inter-Tribal  Fish  Commission,  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  Commission's  views  on  the  FY  1996  budget  for  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA).  The  Commission  was  formed  by  resolution  of  the  Nez 
Perce,  Umatilla,  Warm  Springs  and  Yakama  Tribes  for  the  purpose  of  coordinating  fishery 
management  policy  and  providing  technical  expertise  essential  for  the  protection  of  the 
tribes'  treaty-protected  fish  resources.  Since  1977,  the  Commission  has  contracted  with 
the  BIA  under  the  Indian  Self-Determination  Act  (P.L.  93-638)  to  provide  this  technical 
support.  In  order  to  continue  to  provide  these  functions,  we  are  requesting  $4,495  million 
for  Columbia  River  fisheries  management  in  FY96,  an  increase  of  $2.2  million  over  the 
FY95  appropriated  level  of  $2,295  million.  Of  this  increase,  $1,535  million  is  for 
watershed  analysis,  planning,  and  monitoring  necessary  under  any  of  the  several 
restoration  plans,  and  $665,000  Will  be  utilized  by  the  tribes  and  Commission  to 
undertake  other  efforts  consistent  with  both  salmon  restoration  plans  and  our  on-going 
programs.  Increased  funding  in  this  program  area  will  be  allocated  equally  between  each 
of  the  tribes  and  the  Commission.  Under  Tribal  Management  Development  Programs, 
we  note  the  continuation  in  the  President's  budget  of  $198,000  provided  in  FY95  for 
Columbia  River  tribes  planning  efforts  involving  the  Columbia  River  Gorge  in  FY96,  but 
we  are  requesting  that  $15,000  be  added  to  this  base  amount,  which  has  not  increased 
since  1990,  for  pay  cost  and  inflation  adjustments.  We  also  support  the  U.S.  Section  of 
the  Pacific  Salmon  Commission  Budget  Committee's  recommendations  for  a  base  funding 
add-on  of  $540,125  for  tribal  programs  under  the  U.S. -Canada  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty. 

In  addition  to  the  funding  levels  identified  above,  we  request  that  adequate  funds  be 
provided  to  the  tribes  and  the  Commission  for  watershed  analysis  and  restoration  projects 
under  President  Clinton's  Forest  Plan,  the  Eastside  Ecosystem  Management  proposal, 
and  the  Tribal  Restoration  Plan.  We  ask  that  you  direct  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  United  States  Forest  Service,  National  Biological  Survey,  and  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  enter  into  memorandums  of  understanding,  or  638  contracts  as 
provided  for  under  P.L.  103-413,  with  the  Commission  and  with  each  of  the  individual 
member  tribes  in  order  to  provide  funding  for  coordination,  participation,  and  project 
implementation  under  the  several  recovery  plans. 

The  Commission's  primary  mission  is  to  provide  coordination  and  technical  assistance  to 
the  member  tribes  to  ensure  that  outstanding  treaty  fishing  rights  issues  are  resolved  In 
a  way  that  guarantees  the  continuation  and  restoration  of  our  tribal  fisheries  into 
perpetuity.  The  Commission's  technical  experts,  in  coordination  with  the  tribes'  technical 
experts,  have  identified  where  the  land  and  water  managers  have  fallen  short  in 
protecting  the  habitat  of  aH  salmon  stocks  and  we  have,  at  the  request  of  the  tribes, 
provided  recommendations  for  correcting  management  practices  that  have  led  to  the  loss 
and  destruction  of  salmon  habitat.  On  the  other  hand,  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  (NMFS),  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  has  focused  on  only  a  few  salmon 
stocks.  As  a  result,  the  tribes'  efforts  have  been  largely  ignored  or  looked  upon  as  being 
unreasonable  by  the  NMFS  and  other  action  agencies.  Now,  at  the  direction  of  the  tribes, 
we  are  providing  our  salmon  restoration  framework  to  President  Clinton  and  to  the 
Congress.  The  tribes'  framework  plan  documents  the  threats  to  their  fisheries,  identifies 
hypotheses  based  upon  adaptive  management  principles  for  addressing  these  threats, 
and  provides  specific  recommendations  and  practices  that  must  be  adopted  by  natural 
resource  managers  to  guarantee  their  trust  responsibilities  and  meet  their  treaty 
obligations.  The  tribes'  ultimate  goal  is  to  restore  a  sustainable  resource  for  the  benefit 
of  all  peoples  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

In  developing  a  framework  for  restoring  salmon,  we  have  provided  policy  direction,  as  well 
as  conservation  actions,  that  must  be  acted  upon  in  these  areas: 

o         Allocation  of  the  conservation  burden     The  tribes  have  identified  the  need  to 
insure  that  the  burden  of  conserving  these  salmon  stocks  is  allocated  fairiy  aaoss 
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those  land  and  water  uses  responsible  for  their  decline.  Consistent  with  this  need, 
the  Commission  has  identified  changes  that  hatchery  programs,  forestry, 
hydroelectric  development,  irrigation,  mining  and  other  development  activities  must 
make  in  their  operations  to  ensure  the  recovery  of  salmon  stocks  and  fisheries. 

o  Harvest  The  international  importance  of  Columbia  River  salmon  stocks  is 
recognized  under  the  U.S. -Canada  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty  -  the  Parties  to  the 
Treaty  addressed  harvest  management  coasbwide  as  a  part  of  the  rebuilding 
program  for  Chinook  stocks.  Under  the  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty,  the  commitment  of 
the  United  States  is  to  return  these  stocks  to  optimum  production,  not  merely 
"museum  level"  run  sizes.  Recommendations  of  the  Pacific  Salmon  Commission 
must  be  directed  at  meeting  the  Chinook  rebuilding  program  targets  by  1998, 
through  harvest  reductions,  reductions  in  incidental  harvest  mortalities,  and,  most 
importantly,  by  addressing  production  bottlenecks  caused  by  poor  hatchery  and 
habitat  (including  impacts  of  the  hydropower  system)  management. 

o  Hatchery  reform  The  tribes  have,  for  over  a  decade,  identified  state  and  federal 
hatchery  practices  at  the  ninety -eight  production  facilities  within  the  Columbia  River 
basin  as  one  of  the  most  significant  factors  in  the  loss  of  naturally-spawning 
salmon  stocks.  We  have  proposed  a  biologically  credible  integrated  plan  to  modify 
hatchery  practices  throughout  the  basin  in  order  to  supplement  rather  than 
supplant  natural  spawning.  This  plan  is  based  upon  the  supplementation  concept 
endorsed  by  all  the  federal,  state,  and  tribal  fishery  agencies  in  the  region  as  part 
of  the  Integrated  Systems  Plan  developed  under  the  auspices  of  the  Northwest 
Power  Planning  Council. 

o  Hydropower  system  operation      As  a  preliminary  matter,  to  sustain  the  renewable 

salmon  resource,  the  system  of  reservoirs  and  dams  that  provide  power  for 
industry  and  water  for  irrigation  must  be  managed  to  provide  flows  and  passage 
for  migrating  juvenile  and  returning  adult  salmon. 

o         Habitat  restoration  and  protection  The    cumulative    effects    of    logging, 

irrigation,  road  construction,  grazing,  mining  activities,  and  urbanization  have 
contributed  to  the  loss  and  continued  degradation  of  the  salmon's  spawning, 
rearing,  and  migratory  habitat.  Application  of  the  Coarse  Screening  Process 
recommendations,  directed  at  reducing  or  eliminating  land  use  practices  that 
degrade  salmon  habitat,  will  allow  watersheds  to  heal  themselves  and  restore 
salmon  productivity.  Habitat  restoration  activities  are  also  called  for  in  our 
framework. 

In  summary,  our  framework  covers  all  the  areas  that  must  be  addressed  in  order  to 
protect  salmon  stocks  and  insure  their  restoration  to  levels  consistent  with  the 
international  obligations  of  the  United  States  and  with  its  trust  obligation  to  the  tribes;  but 
ttiat  will  be  the  easy  part:  the  most  difficult  obstacle  facing  the  restoration  of  the  salmon 
runs  is  the  lack  of  political  will  to  tackle  the  issues  head  on.  We  will  do  everything 
necessary  to  insure  that  these  runs  will  be  rebuilt.  Of  the  add-on  we  are  requesting  for 
our  base  program,  $1  million  will  be  used  for  planning  and  monitoring  under  restoration 
plans,  including  NEPA  compliance,  $535,000  will  be  used  for  watershed  analysis,  and 
$665,000  will  be  utilized  by  the  tribes  and  Commission  to  undertake  other  restoration 
efforts  consistent  with  both  the  framework  plan  and  our  on-going  programs. 

As  for  the  Commission's  ongoing  programs,  please  reference  our  testimony  to  the  House 
Subcommittee  regarding  how  the  Commission's  efforts  continue  to  be  undermined  by  the 
manner  in  which  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  underfunds  indirect  cost  reimbursements  for 
our  programs  and  by  the  inequitable  distribution  of  available  pay  cost  adjustment  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  summary,  we  believe  that  the  Commission  is  an  excellent  working 
model  of  the  Indian  Self-Determination  Act.  Through  a  governing  body  of  leaders  from 
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four  tribes  working  together  to  protect  their  treaty  fishing  rights  and  a  staff  of  biologists, 
hydrologists,  law  enforcement  personnel,  and  other  experts  advising  tribal  policy-makers, 
this  Commission  has  demonstrated  that  tribes  are  able  to  take  the  lead  on  natural 
resource  issues,  provided  that  adequate  resources  are  available.  This  is  a  time  when 
increased  effort  and  participation  are  demanded  of  the  Commission  and  its  member  tribes 
and  we  are  asking  for  your  continued  support  of  our  efforts.  We  trust  the  Subcommittee 
will  take  these  concerns  into  account  when  considehng  the  FY96  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
budget,  and  the  programs  of  the  other  natural  resources  agencies. 


STATEMENT  OF  MICHAEL  PABLO,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  CONFEDERATED 
SALISH  AND  KOOTENAI  TRIBES  OF  THE  FLATHEAD  NATION 

We  are  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  present  to  you  in  writing  the 
funding  priorities  of  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes  of  the  Flathead 
Nation.  While  we  do  appreciate  the  fiscal  realities  constraining  the  Appropriations 
Committees,  we  must  also  ask  that  you  balance  that  with  the  unique  relationship 
between  the  Tribes  and  Federal  government  which  was  established  by  the  Hellgate 
Treaty  of  1 855.  Federal  treaties  are  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  and  should  justify 
that  other  funding  matters,  particularly  foreign  aid,  becomes  secondary.  As  a  result 
of  our  treaty,  we  ceded  over  20  million  acres  of  what  is  now  western  Montana  and 
reserved  for  ourselves  and  future  generations  the  1.25  million  acres  Flathead 
Indian  Reservation  along  with  the  agreement  that  our  lands  and  treaty  rights  would 
be  protected  forever. 

Over  the  past  years  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes  have  led 
the  way  in  assuming  responsibility  for  the  need  of  our  membership  as  allowed  by 
federal  legislation  especially  as  provided  for  be  the  Indian  Self  Determination  and 
Education  Assistant  Act  of  1975  as  amended.  We  have  helped  forge  a  new 
direction  between  the  Federal  government  and  tribes  as  one  of  the  original  Self- 
Governance  Tribes.  It  is  through  this  innovative  Indian  policy  that  tribes  have  been 
able  to  assume  the  key  role  in  the  programs,  functions,  services  and  activities 
available  to  their  membership  yet,  maintain  the  federal  trust  relationship.  It  is 
returning  the  decision  making  to  the  level  which  is  most  impacted,  a  principle  we 
see  being  implemented  during  these  times  of  "reinventing  government".  Again, 
while  we  understand  the  need  to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit,  it  should  not  be  at  the 
expense  of  the  Federal  trust  responsibility  to  tribes. 

We  are  particularly  concerned  that  in  the  President's  and  Congress'  effort  to 
"reinvent  government",  the  tribes  unique  relationship  with  the  federal  government 
will  be  neglected  or  overlooked.  A  particular  concern  is  block  grants  to  the  States 
without  a  set  aside  for  tribes  being  maintained  at  the  federal  level.  We  are  certain 
tribes  will  be  left  out  of  these  funding  areas.  It  is  clear,  Congress  must  ensure 
adequate  funding  to  meet  tribal  needs  as  promised  in  our  treaties. 

The  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes  submit  the  following  for  your 
consideration: 

Safety  of  Dams  (SOD)  -  $9.320.00  -  Tribes'  SOD  Program  was  established  in 
1989  to  eliminate  or  ameliorate  the  SOD  concerns  at  17  locations  on  the  Flathead 
Reservation  as  identified  by  the  Department  of  Interior  Dams  -  Technical  Priority 
Rating  listing.  This  list  includes  the  over  420  dams  within  the  Department  of 
Interior's  jurisdiction  and  prioritizes  them  according  to  bad  to  good.  There  are 
more  unsafe  dams  on  the  Flathead  than  on  any  reservation  in  the  United  States. 
If  any  of  these  dams  should  fail,  the  results  would  be  unimaginable. 
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This  Tribes'  SOD  Program  provides  investigations,  designs  and  SOD 
modifications  to  resolve  the  concerns  of  the  dams  on  the  list.  Resolution  of  SOD 
concerns  has  in  the  past  been  through  construction  modification.  In  order  to 
effectively  eliminate  the  concerns  with  the  most  significance  (those  dams  identified 
on  the  list  in  the  top  100  nationwide,  of  which  seven  on  located  at  Flathead),  the 
Tribes  undertook  a  planning  strategy  of  resolving  the  SOD  concerns  of  "one  dam 
per  year".  To  adequately  meet  our  SOD  Program  objective,  the  funds  must  be 
available  not  only  for  the  construction  but  for  the  intensive  pre-construction  activity 
which  must  occur  before  construction  can  begin. 

The  Tribes'  SOD  Program  has  been  extremely  successful.  Two  dams  have 
been  modified  and  a  cost  significantly  lower  than  originally  estimated.  For 
example,  the  Black  Lake  Dam  was  completed  in  November,  1 992  at  a  savings  of 
approximately  $1,300,000.  The  Pablo  Dam  SOD  Modification  Project  was 
completed  in  February,  1994  at  a  saving  of  nearly  $140,000.  The  Tribes'  have 
been  able  to  develop  a  program  which  can  be  used  as  a  "mode!"  for  other  tribes 
across  this  nation.  We  are  proud  of  the  fact  that  the  BIA  sends  other  tribes  to 
Flathead  to  'see  how  a  SOD  should  be  run'. 

There  is  much  more  SOD  work  to  be  completed.  The  Tribes  began  the 
construction  work  on  the  McDonald  Dam  Modification  Project  with  the  awarding  of 
a  $5.5  million  contract  to  Washington  Construction  Co.  in  September,  1994.  In 
recognition  of  the  funding  constraints  of  the  BIA,  this  Project  was  bid  in  two 
phases.  Phase  I  of  the  work  began  in  November,  1 994.  As  the  BIA  knew  well  the 
costs  of  this  project,  the  Tribes  fully  anticipated  receiving  the  required  additional 
$5.5  million  dollars  of  funding  in  Fiscal  Year  1995  to  complete  Phase  II.  To  our 
surprise,  we  received  NONE.  In  conversations  we  have  had  with  the  BIA  about 
this,  they  have  indicated  that  a  mistake  was  probably  made  on  their  part  in 
allocating  funds.  Completing  already  commenced  projects  should  and  always  has 
taken  precedence  over  starting  new  projects. 

Although  we  were  able  to  continue  the  work  on  Phase  I,  our  SOD  Program 
is  now  in  a  critical  situation.  We  must  receive  the  additional  $5.5  million  required 
to  complete  McDonald  Dam.  Failure  to  receive  the  funding  will  result  in  a  delay 
in  the  completion  of  the  construction  project  and  will  certainly  result  in  additional 
cost  of  delaying  or  canceling  the  existing  contract,  and  rebidding  and  re-awarding 
of  another  construction  contract  in  the  future.  In  addition,  the  Tribes  have  been 
able  to  hire  and/or  train  an  excellent  staff  to  provide  these  essential  services. 
Without  additional  funds,  the  Tribes  will  be  forced  to  close  down  the  program 
without  any  guarantees  of  being  able  to  rebuilt  it  when  the  funds  become  available. 
This  would  be  a  true  misfortune  to  the  employees,  the  Tribes  and  the  Federal 
government  since  the  service  they  provide  are  imperative  to  bring  the  dam 
concerns  to  resolution.  It  also  must  be  remembered  that  the  Phase  I  portion  of  the 
McDonald  Dam  Project  which  will  have  been  completed  has  not  corrected  any  of 
the  identified  SOD  concerns. 

For  the  Tribes  to  stay  on  course  with  resolving  the  concerns  with  "one  dam 
per  year",  funds  must  be  received  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  for  the  required  preliminary 
work.  The  funds  required  to  met  this  need  are  as  follows: 
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1 " " 

Deficiency  Verified  Analysis  (Ninepipe  &  Jocko  Dams) 

$1 .350.000 

NEPA  (Tabor  Dam-Upper  and  Lower) 

$    120,000 

Conceptual  Design  (Tabor  Dam-Upper  and  Lower) 

$   750.000 

Final  Design  (Tabor  Dam-Lower) 

$1,600,000 

TOTAL 

$3,820,000 

It  is  unconscionable  that  this  successful  program  would  be  forced  to  close 
when  there  is  so  much  work  is  left  to  be  done.  We  urge  Congress  to  appropriate 
the  funds  and  then  force  the  DOI  to  consider  its  overall  approach  to  funding  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs'  SOD  Program  in  the  future  so  that  it  considers  the  ability 
of  tribes  to  complete  the  work. 


FORESTRY  -  $622.755  -  The  Tribes'  operate  a  Forestry  Program  which  is 
funded  by  Tribal  and  BIA  funds.  In  1994,  the  Tribes  harvested  5.7  million  board 
feet  of  timber.  This  is  only  17%  of  the  1993  volume  harvested.  The  reduced 
harvest  level  was  due  partly  to  an  extremely  busy  fire  season  and  an  8.5  million 
board  feet  sale  default.  More  importantly,  the  reduced  harvest  level  resulted  from 
changes  in  the  planning  process  and  a  NEPA  appeal  from  an  outside  interest 
group.  The  adherence  to  NEPA  requirements  has  impacted  the  Tribal  Forestry 
planning  and  harvest  process  by  constricting  the  options  available  to  the  Tribal 
Council.  These  additional  compliance  measures  are  costly.  We  are  forced  to 
follow  the  federal  regulatory  and  legislative  directives  but  receive  no  federal  funds 
to  perform  this  work.  This  is  an  excellent  example  of  an  "unfunded  mandates".. 

In  order  for  the  Department  of  Interior  to  fulfill  it's  trust  responsibility,  as 
defined  in  federal  legislation,  it  must  aid  the  Tribes  in  meeting  their  annual  timber 
harvest  goals.  (The  Supreme  Court  has  ruled  on  this  matter.)  There  must  be 
sufficient  monetary  resources  appropriated  to  provide  the  required  planning 
activities  and  assisting  in  harvest.  The  adverse  economic  impact  of  not  being  able 
to  harvest  the  timber  when  the  market  price  is  high  is  born  solely  by  the  Tribes. 


STATEMENT  OF  JERRY  MENENICK,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  CONFEDERATED 
TRIBES  AND  BANDS  OF  THE  YAKAMA  INDIAN  NATION 

The  Yakama  Indian  Nation  is  a  sovereign  Treaty  Tribe  located  in  south  central 
Washington  State.  Our  reservation  land  base  encompasses  over  1.3  million  acres.  In  addition, 
the  Tribe  ceded  10.8  million  acres  to  the  United  States  where  we  retain  treaty  rights  for  fishing, 
hunting,  and  gathering  traditional  foods  and  medicines.  Our  tribal  enrollment  is  approximately 
8,400  members.  We  arc  the  largest  tribe  in  the  Northwestern  United  States.  We  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  submit  written  testimony  to  the  Subcommittee  on  our  budget  priorities  for  fiscal 
year  1996. 

Summary  of  FY  1996  Funding  Needs: 

1.  Repair  of  Wapato  Irrigation  Project  facilities 

2.  Sclf-Determination  Contract  Support 

3.  Restoration  of  13  FTE's  to  the  Yakama  Branch  of  Forestry  to  continue  the  "Increased 
Harvest  Initiative"  (no  new  funding  requested) 

4.  Funding  to  continue  development  of  the  Water  Resources  Management  Plan 

5.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resource  Management 

6.  Educational  Needs 
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Wapato  Irrigation  Project  (WIP) 

The  WIP  is  the  largest  irrigation  district  in  the  Yakima  River  Basin  and  the  largest 
irrigation  project  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA).  Yakima  County  ranks  fifth 
in  agricultural  production  among  all  U.S.  counties.  A  significant  proportion  of  this  production 
occurs  within  the  WIP,  and  the  proper  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  WIP  is  absolutely 
critical  for  this  production.  The  continued  deterioration  of  WIP  threatens  both  the  Yakama  Indian 
Nation  and  the  local  non-Indian  communities,  farms,  and  businesses  which  rely  upon  this 
agricultural  production. 

The  WIP  facilities  were  built  in  the  early  20th  Century  and  arc  now  badly  outdated  and 
very  deteriorated.  The  condition  of  WIP  creates  both  safety  and  economic  concerns,  putting  the 
reliability  of  the  WIP  water  delivery  and  electrical  generation  system  in  serious  question.  The 
deterioration  of  the  WIP  facilities  has  been  accelerated  because  the  BIA  has  not  paid  Operation 
and  Maintenance  (O&M)  fees  for  the  approximately  17,000  acres  of  "idle  triist  lands"  since  1982. 
The  Yakama  Nation  requests  the  restoration  of  appropriations  for  O&M  fees  for  these  idle  trust 
lands  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  annually  to  be  included  in  the  BIA's  budget.  Absent  these  funds, 
which  are  charged  despite  the  lack  of  production  and  counted  as  anticipated  revenue  in  the  annual 
projected  budget  for  WIP,  the  Project  will  continue  to  operate  in  the  red  and  experience  annual 
fiscal  crises. 

In  addition  to  restoration  of  the  maintenance  funding,  we  request  funding  for  the  following 
restoration  projects: 

Safety  deficiencies  -  $1,500,000.  The  pumping  plants  and  other  facilities  have 
deteriorated  to  a  state  where  they  represent  a  serious  safety  threat  to  WIP  staff  and  the  public. 
(This  is  a  federal  project  with  clear  federal  liabilities.) 

Steplienson  Siphon  -  $1,500,000.  The  Stephenson  Siphon  is  a  3,000  foot  wood 
stave  siphon  that  is  four  feet  in  diameter.  The  siphon  leaks  and  has  deteriorated  to  the  point 
where  its  condition  presents  a  liability  to  the  federal  government  and  a  danger  to  the  persons  and 
businesses  in  area. 

Replacement  of  Open  Ditches  with  Pipe  -  $2,800,000.  In  order  to  conserve 
increasingly  valuable  water  resources,  the  Tribe  requests  funding  to  replace  approximately  15 
miles  of  open  ditches  with  pipe.  In  addition  to  conserving  water,  the  installation  of  the  pipe  will 
pay  for  itself  with  reduced  maintenance  costs.  The  water  conserved  can  also  be  reallocated  to 
support  the  Yakama  Indian  Nation  "Demonstration  Project"  authorized  under  the  Yakima  River 
Basin  Water  Enhancement  Project  Act  in  the  last  Congress. 

Total  WIP  Restoration  Funding: 

Restoration  of  O&M  Fees  for  Idle  Lands  $     500,000 

Safety  deficiencies  $  1,500,000 

Stephenson  Siphon  $  1,500,000 

Replacement  of  Open  Ditches  $  2,800,000 

Self-Determination  Contract  Costs 

Pursuant  to  last  year's  Sclf-Determination  and  Self-Governance  legislation,  sponsored  by 
Senator  John  McCain,  the  Department  of  Interior  is  focusing  on  the  Self-Determination 
contracting  and  Self-Governance  compacting  processes  to  begin  restructuring  the  Bureau. 
However,  despite  the  Bureau's  stated  emphasis  on  contracting  process,  the  BIA's  submitted  budget 
would  place  a  cap  on  contract  support  (Indirect  Cost),  which  will  cause  tribes  a  shortfall  of  up 
to  25%.  For  the  Yakama  Nation,  that  shortfall  will  be  $2  million!  The  BIA  has  experienced 
shortfalls  in  contract  support  funding  in  fiscal  years  1991  -  1995  and  seems  to  want  to  rid  itself 
of  this  problem  by  placing  these  funds  into  a  budget  function  where  they  will  eventually  lose 
their  identity.  The  lack  of  contract  support  will  have  a  negative  effect  on  the  ability  of  tribes  to 
effectively  manage  these  contracts,  and  will  hamper  Congressional  objectives  stated  in  the  Self- 
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Determination  Act  Amendments.  Along  tliesc  same  lines,  we  urge  the  Congress  to  require  the 
BIA  to  fund  the  provisions  of  P.L.  100-472,  which  has  not  been  funded  or  implemented  since 
its  authorization  in  the  1988  amendments  to  the  Self-Determination  Act.  We  request  Congress 
to  direct  the  BIA  to  allocate  $  2  million  to  the  Yakama  Nation  to  address  our  critical  contract 
support  shortfall. 

Appropriations  Language  Allowing  the  Yakama  Branch  of  Forestry  to  Restore  13  FTE's 
(no  new  funding  requested) 

Last  year  the  Yakama  Branch  of  Forestry  was  allocated  an  additional  federal  appropriation 
of  $320,000  to  carry  out  the  "increased  Harvest  Initiative."  The  10  Year  Yakama  Nation  Forestry 
Management  Plan  provides  for  an  annual  allowable  cut  of  143  Million  Board  Feet  (MBF),  a 
substantial  increase  over  the  past  six  years,  which  had  an  average  cut  of  92.6  MBF.  In  order  to 
accomplish  this  goal  the  Yakama  Branch  of  Forestry  needs  the  authorization  to  restore  13  FTE's. 

The  money  is  available;  but,  due  to  unnecessary  federal  micromanaging  (Kit  levels  were  frozen 
at  the  level  existing  on  September  30,  1994),  the  Yakama  Nation  is  unable  to  put  it  to  use. 
While  timber  mills  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  are  crying  out  for  timber  to  mill  and  while  the 
Congress  is  under  siege  from  environmentalists  who,  for  good  reason,  are  concerned  about 
exorbitant  salvage  sales  on  federal  lands,  we  have  trees  waiting  to  be  cut  and  milled  that  we  can't 
get  to  simply  because  of  the  Kit  reductions  (and  early  retirement  under  the  "reinventing  govt, 
streamlining)  in  BIA  staff  that  arc  needed  to  implement  the  harvest.  We  need  to  have  this 
"Increased  Harvest  Initiative"  funding  continue  for  at  least  a  five  year  period  so  that  we  may 
develop  this  program  to  the  level  that  is  commensurate  with  the  10  Year  Forest  Management  Plan 
and  the  Yakama  Nation  objectives.     Please  direct  the  BIA  to  fill  these  positions. 

Water  Resources  Management 

The  Yakama  Nation  Water  Resources  Management  Program  was  initiated  to  ensure  that 
the  United  States  Government  fulfills  its  trust  responsibility  regarding  the  water  resources  of  the 
Yakama  Nation.  The  U.S.  Government  has  not  provided  the  same  level  of  resource  protection 
and  management  for  water  resources  as  it  has  for  forest  and  range  resources.  To  fill  this  void, 
the  Yakama  Nation  initiated  development  of  the  Comprehensive  Water  Resource  Management 
Plan. 

Since  time  immemorial,  the  Yakama  people  have  depended  upon  water  resources  and  have 
retained  very  strong  beliefs  pertaining  to  the  water.  Water  is  and  always  has  been  essential  for 
the  well-being  of  the  Yakama  people.  Without  water,  life  is  not  possible.  The  Yakama  Nation, 
however,  understands  the  need  for  reliable  technical  information  to  supplement  our  traditional 
beliefs  in  order  to  safeguard  and  protect  the  water  resources  and  surrounding  ecosystem.  To  this 
end,  we  are  requesting  funding  to  continue  development  of  a  Comprehensive  Water  Resource 
Management  Plan,  which  the  Department  of  Interior  funded  during  the  initial  planning  stages  in 
FY  1991  and  FY  1992.  Without  the  funding  to  continue  this  process  these  initial  efforts  will 
have  been  wasted. 

The  Water  Resource  Plan  is  central  to  all  development  activity.  The  Plan  is  intended  to 
be  fully  comprehensive  and  integrated,  and  it  represents  an  instrument  by  which  the  Yakama 
Nation  can  improve  their  own  quality  of  life  in  the  spirit  of  self-determination.  We  are 
requesting  $350,000  to  complete  the  development  of  the  Plan. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Resource  Management 

Fish  and  wildlife  resources  continue  to  be  a  vital  necessity  in  the  maintenance  of  the 
cultural  and  traditional  values  of  the  Yakama  people;  however,  these  resources  arc  diminishing 
at  an  alarming  rate.  The  salmon  runs  of  the  Columbia  River  Basin,  which  historically  numbered 
12-15  million  fish  now  number  less  than  a  million  fish.  The  cumulative  effects  of  hydroelectric 
power  development,  irrigation  withdrawals,  urbanization,  poor  logging  practices,  overgrazing,  and 
exploitative  commercial  ocean  harvesting  have  all  contributed  to  the  destruction  of  the  salmon 
and  their  habitat. 
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STATEMENT  OF  MARK  MERCIER,  TRIBAL  CfiAIRMAN,  THE 
CONFEDERATED  TRIBES  OF  THE  GRAND  RONDE  COMMUNITY 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  Is  Mark  Mercier,  Tribal  Chairman  of  the  Confederated  Tribes 
of  the  Grand  Ronde  Community  of  Oregon.  We  have  four  items  of  interest  which  we 
wish  Congress  to  consider  with  respect  to  appropriations  and  Indian  Tribes: 

1)  Hisperceptions  of  Mealth  in  Indian  Country; 

2)  Preservation  of  current  BIA  and  IBS  budgets; 

3)  Prevent  transfer  of  Northern  Spotted  Owl  funds  out  of  BIA  Forestry;  and 

4)  Support  of  BIA  Reorganization  Task  Force  Reconmendations . 

1)  Perceptions  of  wealth  in  Indian  Country. 

Currently,  we  understand  some  Members  of  Congress  are  under  the  misperception 
that  Tribes  throughout  the  U.S.  have  become  wealthy  as  a  result  of  gaming  or 
other  forms  of  economic  development.  We  are  concerned  that  this  may  lead  Congress 
to  mistakenly  make  cuts  to  BIA  and  IHS  programs,  which  are  already  seriously 
underfunded.  While  a  few  tribes  may  have  cunassed  a  substantial  amount  of  wealth, 
many  other  tribes  have  not.  Our  Tribe  is  among  those  pursuing  gaming,  but  it  will 
take  as  long  as  five  years  to  realize  a  profit.  Also,  in  coming  years  Congress 
may  modify  the  Indian  gaming  laws  and  Indian  gaming  profits  may  decline  due  to 
saturation  or  other  factors.  Also,  there  are  some  tribes  who  may  not  do  gaming. 

Congress  should  consider  that  while  a  few  tribes  may  not  financially  need 
federal  programs,  most  tribes  are  still  extremely  needy.  More  importantly,  the 
federal  government  has  certain  trust  and  treaty  obligations  to  tribes  that  cannot 
be  defunded  or  overridden  simply  because  a  tribe  becomes  financially  successful. 

We  urge  Congress  to  be  very  careful  in  any  consideration  of  applying  "means 
testing"  to  tribal  participation  in  BIA  programs.  At  the  very  least,  Congress 
should  allow  the  tribes  to  pursue  the  issue  of  equitable  funding,  as  they  have 
in  the  Joint  Task  Force  on  BIA  Reorganization.  That  Task  Force  has  recommended 
addressing  this  situation  through  a  "Standard  Assessment  Methodology"  which  would 
assess  the  relative  levels  of  need  across  various  programs  for  all  tribes 
nationwide.  This  could  provide  a  basis  for  an  equitable  distribution  of  funds. 

2)  Preservation  of  Current  BIA  and  IHS  Budgets. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  ask  that  the  current  levels  of  funding  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  and  the  Indian  Health  Service  be  maintained.  First  of  all,  over  the  past 
fifteen  years,  BIA  and  IHS  funding  have  not  kept  pace  with  the  funding  increases 
awarded  the  balance  of  the  agencies  in  the  Departments  of  the  Interior  and  Health 
and  Human  Services.  Now  that  the  U.S.  government  must  trim  its  spending,  tribal 
budgets  should  not,  as  a  matter  of  equity,  have  to  make  the  82une  sacrifices  as 
those  better  funded  agencies. 

Secondly,  BIA  and  IHS  funding  has  not  kept  pace  with  Native  American  population 
growth.  The  level  of  need  funong  Indian  people  is  still  extremely  high.  For 
example,  a  recent  independent  survey  of  Grand  Ronde  Tribal  household  incomes 
revealed  that  40  per  cent  of  all  our  members  live  at  or  below  the  national 
poverty  level.  If  you  consider  the  need  for  health  services,  education,  housing 
community  development  and  creation  of  meaningful  job  opportunities,  it  becomes 
very  clear  that  the  Tribe  has  to  be  careful  in  its  prioritization  of  needs  and 
where  it  will  direct  its  resources  during  any  annual  funding  period. 

Finally,  if  budget  reductions  are  absolutely  essential,  we  urge  that  newly 
proposed  Central  Office  prograuns  be  among  the  initial  reductions,  and  that  the 
Tribal  Priority  Allocations  be  among  the  last. 

Grand  Ronde  has  never  been  funded  to  a  level  necessary  to  meet  its  obligations 
to  its  community,  but  fully  realizes  the  national  budget  crisis  we  all  face.  The 
real  message  is  to  look  closely  at  what  has  happened  with  federal  Indian  funding 
in  the  past  and  consider  that  history  when  making  necessary  budget  decisions  in 
the  future. 

In  the  Adirdnistration  for  Native  Americans,  there  are  funds 

budgeted  for  language  preservation.  Only  a  small  handful  of  our  elders  know  and 
speak  our  native  tongue  called  Chinook  Jargon.  We  are  in  danger  of  totally 
losing  this  language.  We  ask  for  your  help  in  preserving  this. 

3)  Prevent  transfer  of  Northern  Spotted  Owl  funding  out  of  BIA  Forestry. 

Our  Reservation  includes  10,000  acres  of  commercial  timber  land.  Much  of  this 
land  is  considered  northern  spotted  owl  habitat  and  it  contains  at  least  one  pair 
of  nesting  owls.  This  requires  Tribal  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  on  a  regular  basis  to  insure  that  there  will  be  no  adverse 
impact  on  our  fine  feathered  friend.  We  have  to  conform  to  owl  management 
protocols  on  every  sale,  substantially  adding  to  the  administrative  costs  for 
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managing  this  land.  In  addition,  our  lands  may  also  contain  marbled  murrelet 
habitat. 

To  effectively  manage  the  timber  land  with  the  owl  requires  extra  funds,  and 
several  years  ago.  Congress  responded  to  tribal  concerns  by  adding  funds  to  the 
BIA  Forestry  budget  for  northern  spotted  owl  management.  But  now  BIA  plans  to 
move  that  money  to  a  new  category,  and  our  Tribe  has  a  concern  with  that  plan. 

For  FY  1996,  BIA  proposes  to  shift  approximately  $1.5  million  in  northern  spotted 
owl  management  funds  out  of  the  BIA  Forestry  budget  into  a  newly  created  separate 
budget  category  entitled  "Endangered  Species"  within  the  Resources  Management 
portion  of  the  Non-Recurring  Programs  budget.  The  BIA  is  moving  the  funds 
without  consulting  the  affected  tribes  and  despite  letters  from  a  number  of  those 
tribes  asking  that  the  funds  be  kept  in  Forestry,  where  Congress  initially  added 
the  funds  to  assure  their  continued  dedication  to  managing  for  the  owl  and  now 
the  murrelet. 

Our  concern  is  that  the  transfer  out  of  Forestry  to  the  new  Endangered  Species 
budget  item  will  enable  those  funds  to  be  diverted  from  their  original  purpose. 
Although  it  is  not  clear  who  other  than  Forestry  will  direct  this  new  budget 
item,  it  could  well  wind  up  under  BIA  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Recreation.  Despite 
BIA's  assurance  that  the  affected  tribes  will  continue  to  receive  the  funds,  it 
makes  little  sense  moving  the  funds  out  of  Forestry  only  to  have  them  flow  back 
through  Forestry  for  their  annual  distribution.  Moreover,  because  owl  and 
murrelet  activities  must  be  closely  coordinated  with  regular  forest  management 
activities,  it  makes  no  sense  to  place  those  funds  under  a  different  office  with 
different  priorities  and  requirements.  And  for  FY  1996,  the  owl  funds  are  already 
losing  their  identity  as  they  become  commingled  with  other  funds  for  the  black 
footed  ferret.  All  of  this  raises  our  level  of  concern  about  what  the  BIA  might 
do  with  these  funds.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  end  this  uncertainty,  we  urge  Congress  to 
instruct  Interior  to  place  those  funds  in  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocation  budgets 
of  the  participating  tribes,  or,  at  the  very  least,  to  keep  these  funds  within 
the  Forestry  branch  of  the  BIA. 

4)  Support  BIA  Reorganization  Task  Force  Recoamendations . 

In  November  of  1990,  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  announced  its  plan  to 
reorganize  to  tribal  leaders  without  any  formal  consultation.  Following  tribal 
objections,  the  Joint  Tribal/BIA/DOI  Reorganization  Task  Force  was  chartered,  and 
over  four  years,  made  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  BIA  to  address  long  needed 
reforms.  The  Task  Force  focused  upon  four  categories,  three  of  which  we  wish  to 
cover  below.  We  will  not  address  education  reform  because,  other  than  JOM,  our 
Tribe  has  very  limited  participation. 

Organization  Reform  Recommendations;  The  Task  Force  recommendations  principally 
address  immediate  steps  to  streamline  the  BIA  and  shift  resources  and  decision 
making  to  as  close  to  the  Tribe/Agency  level  as  possible.  The  Central  Office 
would  be  reduced  by  about  half  through  streamlining  and  de-centralization, 
freeing  resources  to  the  Area  and  Tribe/Agency  level.  Tribes  and  Area  BIA 
personnel  would  determine  the  size  and  functions  of  their  respective  Area 
Offices,  again  passing  savings  and  decision-making  authority  down  to  the 
Tribe/Agency  level.  Portland  Area  BIA  and  tribes  have  already  developed  their 
Area  Plan  and  are  implementing  it,  prompting  substantial  reductions  within  the 
Portland  Area  Office. 

Regulatory  Reform  Recommendations;  The  Task  Force  recommends  revisions  to  the  BIA 
manual,  regulations,  and  even  the  U.S.  Code  to  allow  the  delegation  of  as  much 
authority  as  possible  directly  to,  or  close  to  the  tribes. 

Budget  Reform  Recommendation;  The  Task  Force  designed  and  helped  implement  a  new 
Tribal  Budget  System  in  BIA  with  three  principal  components,  all  requiring  tribal 
partnership.  They  are  Planning  and  Evaluation,  to  enable  the  BIA  and  tribes  to 
jointly  review,  evaluate  and  plan  the  budget.  Standard  Assessment  Methodology  to 
assess  unmet  tribal  budget  needs  and  measure  relative  equity  in  available 
appropriations,  and  a  Budget  Formulation  and  Execution  System  to  assure  full 
tribal  participation  in  annual  BIA  budget  development  and  increasing  tribal 
control  and  management  of  the  disposition  of  program  resources. 

However,  despite  the  Task  Force's  hard  work  and  before  its  Final  Report  was 
printed  and  issued  early  this  year,  the  BIA,  citing  requirements  of  the  National 
Performance  Review,  was  developing  its  own  streamlining  plan,  which  they 
presented  to  Portland  Area  tribes  early  this  year.  The  BIA  plan  did  not  contain 
any  of  the  most  important  recommendations  of  the  Task  Force,  but  we  understand 
that  the  Interior  Secretary  assured  this  Subcommittee  that  now  they  will  give 
these  recommendations  "due  consideration". 

We  urge  Congress  to  direct  that  the  reforms  contained  in  the  Task  Force  Report 
be  implemented.  Given  the  amount  of  time,  energy,  and  thought  that  when  into  the 
report  by  Tribal  representatives  and  the  effort  to  address  the  National 
Performance  Review  (NPR)  guidelines,  when  practical  and  workable,  Congress  should 
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place  the  burden  on  the  Bureau  to  affirmatively  show  that  the  recommendations 
cannot  be  implemented . 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  working  group  worked  for  4  years  to  make  these  recommendations 
to  the  Bureau.  We  will  appreciate  any  assistance  Congress  may  provide  in  keeping 
the  Bureau  on  track  to  follow  these  recommendations.   Thank  you  for  your  time. 


STATEME^^^  of  ken  smith,  secretary-treasurer,  the  confed- 
erated TRIBES  OF  THE  WARM  SPRINGS  RESERVATION  OF  OR- 
EGON 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Ken  Smith,  Secretary  -  Treasurer  of  the  Tribal  Council  of  the 
Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Warm  Springs  Reservation  of  Oregon. 

Our  only  Warm  Springs-specific  request  is  deletion  of  BLM  funding  to  buy 
Criterion  Ranch.  Otherwise,  our  comments  address  a  number  of  broader  national  tribal 
issues  for  which  we  request  the  Subcommittee's  support: 

1)  Maintain  funding  levels  for  overall  Indian  budgets; 

2)  In  BIA,  ensure  any  increases  go  to  tribes  based  upon  their  priorities; 

3)  Support   implementation   of   recommendations   of   the   Joint  Tribat/BIA/DOl 
Advisory  Task  Force  on  BIA  Reorganization;  and 

4)  In  BLM,  delete  $2,100,000  for  acquisition  of  the  Criterion  Ranch  in  Oregon. 

Today,  in  recognition  of  the  budget  realities  that  confront  this  Subcommittee, 
we  are  not  proposing  any  funding  increases  for  the  B.I. A.  and  I.H.S.  budgets  for  FY 
1996.  We  do  request,  however,  Subcommittee  support  on  the  broader  following 
issues: 


1.  Maintain  funding  levels  for  overall  Indian  budgets 

Due  to  budget  constraints  and  the  need  to  reduce  the  federal  deficit,  we  are  not 
requesting  new  program  funding.  Instead,  we  ask  that  the  Congress  recognize  the 
unique  federal  obligation  to  tribes  and  preserve  their  requested  budgets.  One  need  only 
look  at  the  conditions  in  Indian  Country,  across  any  sector  you  choose  to  measure,  to 
find  Indian  people  behind.  In  health,  education,  employment,  housing,  and  income, 
things  are  not  up  to  par  with  the  rest  of  the  nation. 

According  to  the  Library  of  Congress,  Indian  funding  lagged  behind  in  every 
category  throughout  the  past  fifteen  years.  The  following  charts  display  funding  for 
BIA  and  IHS  compared  with  their  Departmental  counterpart  budgets.  While  these 
charts  only  go  through  FY  1993,  their  trends  should  still  hold  true.  Also,  attached  to 
my  testimony  is  a  more  recent  Library  of  Congress  chart  showing  that  federal  support 
for  Indian  people  has  fallen  behind  that  for  the  U.S.  population  at  large. 

Today,  having  been  left  out  of  the  good  times,  we  ask  that  Indian  funding  not 
be  required  to  absorb  a  full  share  of  the  hard  times.  As  Senator  John  McCain  has 
observed,  "American  Indians  are  the  last  to  be  funded  and  the  first  to  be  cut".  With 
nothing  to  tax,  a  finite  resource  base,  inadequate  federal  support  and  a  growing 
population,  our  resources  are  constantly  outstripped  by  our  community  needs.  We 
hope  that  you  wilt  recognize  the  pressing  need  we  have  for  stability  in  the  funding  we 
obtain  through  this  Subcommittee. 
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2)  Ensure  any  BIA  increases  go  to  tribes  based  upon  their  priorities 

Under  tine  budget  priority  system  for  B.I. A.,  Tribes  in  the  Portland  Area  and  in 
other  Areas  across  the  country  identified  funding  increases  for  the  Tribal  Priority 
Allocations  and  Contract  Support  as  their  single  highest  priorities.  The  reason  for  these 
priorities  is  very  simple.  In  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  the  tribes  control  the  priorities, 
allocations,  program  design,  and  administration  of  those  funds.  Increases  in  this 
category  get  directly  to  tribes.  And  Contract  Support  finances  vitail  indirect  costs, 
which  must  be  paid.  If  Contract  Support  funding  is  not  adequate,  the  costs  must  come 
directly  from  the  program  resources.  For  all  other  programs,  tribes  differ  in  their 
priorities  because  they  all  find  themselves  with  differing  circumstances  and 
requirements.  When  the  B.I. A.  funds  other  programs  at  the  expense  of  funding  Tribal 
Priority  Allocations,  it  effectively  cuts  programs  that  are  controlled  by  the  tribes  in 
favor  of  programs  controlled  by  the  B.I. A.. 

This  is  the  case  in  the  FY  1996  B.I. A.  budget.  While  inflation  will  effectively 
reduce  the  purchasing  power  of  funding  in  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  by  $13  million, 
the  B.I. A.  is  adding  funds  elsewhere  for  a  number  of  centrally  controlled  grant 
programs.  This  is  totally  inconsistent  with  the  policy  of  Self-Determination  and  the 
budgetary  priorities  expressed  by  the  tribes  nationally. 

3.         Support  implementation  of  recommendations   of  the  Joint  Tribal/BIA/DOl 
Advisory  Tasl<  Force  on  BIA  Reorganization. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Joint  Tribal/BIA/DOl  Advisory  Task  Force  on  Reorganization 
of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  worked  with  tribes  from  around  the  country  for  the  past 
four  years  to  arrive  at  recommendations  to  streamline  the  Bureau.  It  was  the  first  time 
that  tribes  have  been  directly  involved  in  such  an  effort. 

But  before  the  Joint  Task  Force  Report  and  Recommendations  were  even 
printed  and  issued  early  this  year,  the  B.I. A.  developed  another  plan.  After  tribes 
nationwide  forcefully  rejected  the  B.I.A.'s  new  plan  to  consolidate  Area  Offices,  the 
B.I. A.  has  reportedly  obtained  a  one  year  "moratorium"  in  order  to  develop  another 
plan  that  would  be  more  acceptable.  We  hope  this  will  result  in  implementation  of  the 
Task  Force  recommendations,  and  ask  you  to  support  that  goal. 

In  the  Portland  Area,  tribes  and  the  B.I. A.  have  developed  a  plan  which  will 
accomplish  the  streamlining  and  move  the  authority  as  well  as  resources  as  close  to 
the  tribes  as  possible.  We  determined  the  "residual",  which  is  the  amount  of  resources 
that  the  Area  Office  needs  to  carry  out  its  trust  responsibilities.  We  also  determined 
each  tribe's  share  of  program  resources  and  ensured  that  tribes  could  access  the 
resources  as  they  were  ready.  Numerous  tribes  have  done  so.  We  believe  the  Portland 
Area  Plan  demonstrates  that  the  Task  Force  recommendations  can  meet  both  the 
tribes'  and  the  federal-government's  streamlining  objectives,  and  urge  you  give  the 
recommendations  your  support. 

4)  Delete  B.L.M.'s  proposed  funding  for  acquisition  of  the  Criterion  Ranch. 

Last  year,  in  FY  1995,  Congress  deleted  B.L.IVI.  proposed  funding  for  the 
acquisition  of  the  Criterion  Ranch  in  Central  Oregon  because  of  strong  concerns 
expressed  by  the  Warm  Springs  Tribes,  the  State  of  Oregon,  and  surrounding  land 
owners  about  the  prospects  of  motorized  public  access  to  the  Deschutes  River.  B.L.M. 
is  again  requesting  Criterion  Ranch  acquisition  funds  for  FY  1996,  and  we  ask  that  the 
funds  again  be  deleted.  This  large  ranch  located  along  the  lower  Deschutes  River  and 
across  from  the  Reservation  is  in  the  Tribes'  ceded  area  containing  hunting,  fishing, 
grazing  and  gathering  rights.  It  is  the  only  remaining  section  of  the  lower  Deschutes 
River  without  motorized  public  access.  The  Tribes,  the  State  of  Oregon,  the  public  at 
large,  and  adjoining  land  owners  have  expressed  strong  opinions  that  B.L.M. 
acquisition  must  not  open  up  significant  new  access  to  the  river  and  must  preserve 
the  land's  natural  values. 

In  November,  1994,  the  BLM  and  interested  parties  reached  an  agreement  in 
principal  that  land  exchanges,  and  not  federal  funds,  would  be  used  to  resolve  not 
only  the  acquisition  of  that  part  of  the  Criterion  Ranch  covered  in  BLM's  funding 
request,  but  other  important  issues  raised  by  the  proposed  acquisition  as  well.  To 


629 

date,  we  have  not  received  a  draft  of  the  proposed  settlement  agreement  that  BLM 
was  to  deliver  in  mid-January,  1995.  Consequently,  we  ask  that  the  Criterion  Ranch 
acquisition  funds  be  deleted  and  that  B.L.M.  be  directed  to  work  with  the  Tribes,  the 
State,  and  adjacent  land  owners  and  report  back  to  the  Committee  with  an  agreement 
among  all  the  parties  settling  the  matter. 

Finally,  we  ask  that  this  Subcommittee  stand  by  its  commitment  under  the  IHS 
Joint  Venture  Demonstration  Project  to  maintain  full  staffing  for  the  new  Warm 
Springs  clinic,  which  we,  under  our  part  of  the  Project,  built  with  $5  million  of  our 
own  funds.  To  date,  Congress,  IHS  and  the  Confederated  Tribes  have  all  honored  our 
obligations  under  this  unique  and  beneficial  agreement,  and,  given  the  current  budget 
climate,  we  only  seek  that  it  be  maintained. 

That  concludes  our  statement.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity. 


STATEMENT  OF  EDWARD  L.  METCALF,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  COQUILLE 

INDIAN  TRIBE 

I  am  Edward  L.  Metcalf,  Chairman  of  the  Coquille  Indian  Tribe,  presenting  comments 
on  the  proposed  1996  budgets  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the  Indian  Health 
Service.  In  summary  and  highlight,  I  will  address  the  following  isssues  and  concerns  at  a 
time  when  the  federal  budget  process  also  includes  government  reform: 

1.  The  sovereignty  of  Indian  tribes  and  govemment-to-govemment  relationship 
between  Indian  tribes  and  the  United  States  government  continue  to  be  recognized  and 
maintained 

2.  The  trust  responsibility  of  the  United  States  government  towards  Indian  tribes  and 
Indians  be  maintained  and  not  weakened. 

3.  The  appropriations  and  budgets  for  the  BIA  and  IHS  be  maintained  and  funding  be 
provided  for  additional  recognized  needs  to  more  fully  meet  needs  of  tribes. 

4.  Any  savings  in  funds  from  reorganization  be  transferred  to  tribes  and  agencies. 

5.  Tribes  be  made  eligible  for  direct  funding  under  the  proposed  block  grant 
approach. 

The  Coquille  Indian  Tribe  of  Coos  Bay,  Oregon  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  present 
its  views  and  concerns  regarding  current  actions  on  appropriations  and  reform  of 
government.  The  Coquille  Indian  Tribe,  as  a  federally  recognized  tribe  eligible  for  federal 
services  and  benefits,  is  directly  impacted  by  the  current  efforts  underway  in  the  Congress. 
The  cuts  in  spending  and  reduction  in  government  will  affect  not  only  the  financial 
assistance  for  services  and  benefits  but  also  poses  a  threat  to  the  long  standing,  historical, 
and  unique  relationship  between  Indian  tribes.  Congress,  and  the  federal  government.  Let 
me  state  at  the  outset  that  the  Coquille  Indian  Tribe  supports  the  concept  and  efforts  to 
streamline  federal  government  to  more  effectively  and  efficiently  deliver  services  and 
benefits  to  the  intended  beneficiaries.  However,  the  Coquille  Indian  Tribe  is  concerned 
that  not  only  should  the  assistance,  services,  and  benefits  be  maintained  but  also  that  the 
streamlining  of  federal  government  will  prove  to  be  detrimental  to  tribal  interests.  The 
concern  is  focused  on  the  appropriations  and  governmental  changes  for  those  agencies  and 
programs  which  provide  assistance  to  Indian  tribes.  As  these  changes  occur,  the  tribe 
wishes  to  share  with  this  committee  the  following  considerations. 

1 .  The  Congress  has  always  recognized  a  govemment-to-govemment  relationship 
with  Indian  tribes  based  on  the  inherent  sovereignty  of  tribes.  This  recognition  should  be 
continued  for  there  is  a  legal  obligation  by  the  United  States  government  to  Indian  tribes 
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for  certain  services  and  benefits  based  on  this  relationship.  This  relationship  is  embodied 
in  congressional  legislation,  regulations,  and  federal  policy. 

2.  The  United  States  government  has  a  trust  responsibility  towards  Indian  tribes  and 
Indians  based  on  the  tribes  inherent  sovereignty  and  govemment-to-government 
relationship.  The  trust  responsibility  and  obligations  are  met  by  the  provision  of  federal 
assistance  for  services  and  benefits  to  tribes.  There  is  a  strong  concern  that  the  trust 
responsibility  may  be  altered  and  weakened  as  a  result  of  actions  taken  to  cut  spending  or 
reduce  government.  We  ask  that  this  committee  and  the  Congress  continue  to  recognize 
the  trust  responsibility  and  assure  that  it  not  be  weakened. 

3.  Of  particular  concern  are  the  appropriations  for  those  federal  agencies  and 
programs  which  provide  services  and  benefits  to  Indian  tribes  including  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  within  the  Department  of  Interior,  the  Indian  Health  Service  within  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  and  agencies  and  programs  within  the 
Departments  of  Education,  Commerce,  Energy,  Agriculture,  Labor  and  others.  We  ask 
the  committee  to  continue  to  flilly  fiind  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Indian  Health  Service 
and  other  federal  agencies.  By  law,  the  Indian  Self-Determination  Act  with  its  1994 
Amendments,  Indian  tribes  are  authorized  to  contract  fijnds  and  programs  fi-om  the  BIA 
and  IHS  in  a  manner  designed  to  better  meet  local  needs  and  priorities  as  established  by 
tribes.  Allowing  tribes  by  law  to  assume  control  of  programs  and  at  the  same  time  provide 
no  fijnding  or  insufficient  funding  will  result  in  unfunded  mandates  for  tribes.  As  an 
example,  the  Tribal  Budget  System  used  for  the  BIA  appropriations  and  allocations 
process  identifies  the  Operation  of  Indian  Programs  and  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  for 
programs  and  funds  which  tribes  can  contract.  The  TBS  also  identifies  Contract  Support 
Funds  for  contracted  programs  to  assume  administrative  and  support  functions  previously 
performed  by  the  BIA.  Similarly,  for  the  IHS,  in  addition  to  maintenance  of  budget  levels, 
there  needs  to  be  included  in  the  budget  proposal  support  for  programs  authorized  by  the 
Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act,  adequate  fijnding  for  Contract  Support  and  the 
expansion  of  compacts  and  contracts,  and  adjustments  for  population  increases.  This 
process  allows  tribes  to  contract  and  use  fijnds  to  meet  their  locally  determined  needs  and 
priorities  within  regulatory  constraints.  More  and  more  Indian  tribes  are  entering  the 
contracting  process  with  the  BIA  and  IHS. 

4.  It  is  apparent  that  the  streamlining  of  government  will  result  in  reduced  budgets, 
reduced  personnel,  and  reduced  levels  of  services.  The  intent  is  that  the  resources  which 
remain  will  be  more  effectively  used  to  meet  needs  of  intended  beneficiaries.  Historically, 
the  BIA  and  IHS  budgets  have  been  underfunded  with  the  appropriated  amounts  not 
sufficient  to  fully  meet  the  needs  of  tribes.  The  current  cuts  in  spending  and  reduction  in 
government  can  only  exacerbate  this  historical  and  current  situation  and  create  hardships 
for  tribes  unless  care  is  taken.  The  current  reform  effort  presents  a  unique  opportunity  to 
assure  that  this  does  not  happen  without  any  additional  spending.  First,  the  current  level 
of  fijnding  for  tribes  must  be  maintained.  Second,  any  savings  in  funds  from  cuts  in 
spending  and  reform  of  government  be  made  availble  to  tribes  or  agency  level.  Third,  the 
tribes  be  allowed  maximum  flexibility  with  the  appropriate  authority  delegated  to  use  the 
funds  to  meet  tribally  established  needs  and  priorities.  The  Coquille  Indian  Tribe  asks  that 
this  be  considered.  This  will  result  not  only  in  a  reduced  organization  and  but  also 
increased  levels  of  funding  for  programs  and  activities  by  tribes. 

5.  The  Congress  is  proposing  a  block  grant  approach  to  transfer  funding  to  state  and 
localities.  The  eligibility  of  Indian  Tribes  for  federal  programs  and  services  should  be 
maintained  with  this  restructuring.  The  tribe  asks  that  Indian  tribes  be  given  full  accord  as 
states  and  be  allowed  to  participate  in  the  funding  and  programs  through  direct  funding 
from  the  federal  agencies  to  tribes  for  block  grants. 

The  Coquille  Indian  Tribe  regained  federal  recognition  by  virtue  of  the  Coquille 
Restoration  Act,  PL  100-472,  which  re-established  the  tribe's  eligiblity  for  federal  services 
and  benefits.  The  Coquille  Indian  Tribe  is  proud  of  its  restoration  to  federal  recognition 
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and  has  worked  diligently  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  its  restoration  act.  In  conformance 
with  its  legislative  restoration,  the  tribe  has  entered  into  contracts  with  the  BIA  and  IHS 
for  the  operation  of  those  contractible  programs  authorized  by  PL  93-638.  Additionally, 
the  tribe  is  completing  its  self-sufficiency  plan  required  by  its  restoration  act.  The  tribe  is 
concerned  and  asks  that  cuts  in  spending  and  reform  of  government  do  not  hinder  and 
impair  the  good  progress  made  by  the  tribe.  We  recognize  the  constraints  and  difficulties 
faced  by  the  committees  of  Congress  and  the  full  Congress  and  we  flilly  appreciate  the 
situation  for  Indian  tribes  are  always  faced  with  these  constraints  and  difficulties.  We  feel 
that  our  considerations  and  requests  are  reasonable  and  doable  even  under  these  adverse 
circumstances. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration  and  assistance. 


STATEMENT  OF  SUE  SHAFFER,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  COW  CREEK  BAND 
OF  UMPQUA  TRIBE  OF  INDIANS 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Interior  Appropriations,  my  name 
is  Sue  Shaffer  and  I  am  the  elected  Chairman  of  the  Cow  Creek  Band  of  Umpqua  Tribe  of 
Indians  of  Oregon.  The  Tribe  very  much  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  on  matters 
of  concern  to  us.  The  Tribe  seeks  authorization  for  a  $2  million  BIA  loan  rather  than 
appropriations. 

The  Cow  Creek  Tribe,  restored  to  federal  recognition  in  1982,  is  basically  a  landless 
tribe  located  in  western  Oregon  between  the  cities  of  Eugene  and  Medford,  the  same  area  where 
the  Tribe  ceded  over  800  square  miles  of  land  to  the  United  States  under  its  Treaty  of  September 
19,  1853.  The  Tribe's  reservation  is  a  28  acre  parcel  of  land  in  the  town  of  Canyonville  that 
was  purchased  by  the  Tribe  with  a  BIA  loan.  A  second  17  acre  parcel,  contiguous  to  the  28 
acre  site,  has  been  purchased  by  the  Tribe  but  has  not  yet  had  the  reservation  proclamation. 
Because  large  parcels  of  land  that  are  environmentally  acceptable  are  few  and  far  between,  most 
additions  to  the  Tribe's  reservation  will  be  through  small  parcels  purchased  by  the  Tribe. 

The  Cow  Creek  Tribe  has  over  800  members  and  a  tribal  council  of  1 1  members  with 
rental  headquarters  offices  in  the  town  of  Roseburg,  just  north  of  Canyonville.  All  of  the  tribal 
council  members,  including  myself,  serve  without  salary,  as  do  the  members  of  the  Tribe's 
Umpqua  Indian  Development  Corporation,  a  nine-member  Commission  comprised  of  five  tribal 
and  four  non-tribal  members  (UIDC). 

Like  many  Indian  tribes,  the  Cow  Creek  Tribe  is  poor,  both  in  its  resource  base  and  in 
the  economic  development  opportunities  available  to  it.  In  addition,  many  of  our  people  lack 
adequate  housing,  health  services,  and  higher  education  opportunities.   The  Tribe  has  limited 
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interest  income  from  a  $1.3  million  judgment  fund  awarded  to  the  Tribe  by  the  U.S.  Claims 
Court  for  the  unlawful  taking  of  tribal  lands  by  the  United  States.  Those  funds  are  parceled  out 

to  support  tribal  programs  of  Higher  Education  and  Vocational  Training,  Housing  Assistance, 

and  Economic  Development. 

The  Tribe's  major  economic  development  opportunity  has  been  its  small  but  successful 
gaming  enterprise  at  the  Tribe's  reservation  in  Canyonville.  The  Gaming  Center  includes  an 
excellent  restaurant  and  a  40-site  R.V.  park.  As  you  know,  the  Indian  Gaming  Regulatory  Act 
provides  that  all  revenues  from  gaming  must  go  for  tribal  governmental  programs.  However, 
until  now  the  Cow  Creek  Tribe  has  used  most  of  its  gaming  revenues  to  retire  existing  debts. 
Some  funds  have  been  used  to  help  the  programs  cited  earlier  and,  just  recently,  the  Tribe  began 
to  use  gaming  funds  to  acquire  new  lands  for  economic  development. 

With  the  goal  of  increasing  its  gaming  revenues,  the  Tribe  is  now  planning  an  expansion 

of  its  gaming  facility  that  will  include  a  motel  with  space  for  child  care  and  additional  floor 

space  for  gaming.    To  accommodate  the  expansion,  the  Tribe  has  purchased  a  parcel  of  land 

contiguous  to  the  land  where  the  existing  facility  is  located.    At  this  time,  the  Tribe's  gaming 

enterprise,  restaurant  and  R.V.  park  employ  about  170  people;  with  the  proposed  expansion  of 

the  gaming  floor  space  and  the  motel  we  estimate  the  addition  of  another  150  employees. 

FROM:  The  News  Review 

Roseburg,  Oregon 
February  26,  2995 

The  Cow  Creek  gaming  center  is  quickly  becoming  a  major 
employer  in  south  county,  an  area  once  dominated  by  lumber  and 
wood  products.  The  jobs  don't  pay  as  well,  but  they're  welcomed 
in  an  area  where  people  need  steady  work. 

"Cow  Creek  is  adding  a  significant  number  of  new 
employment  opportunities,"  said  Brad  Angle,  regional  economist 
for  the  Oregon  Employment  Department.  "Essentially  what  you 
have  is  an  economy  that  has  had  a  complete  structural  change. " 

Shaffer  said  the  gaming  center  currently  employs  170 
people.  With  the  next  expansion,  she  conservatively  estimates 
adding  another  150  jobs. 

That  would  propel  the  Cow  Creek  Indian  Gaming  Center 
into  the  top  five  private  employers  in  Douglas  County.  Only 
Roseburg  Forest  Products,  Mercy  Health  Care,  International  Paper 
and  Douglas  Community  Hospital  would  employ  more. 

Douglas  County,  where  the  Tribe  is  located,  has  an  unemployment  rate  nearly  twice  as 

high  as  the  State  of  Oregon;  the  county  also  has  the  highest  dependence  on  the  timber  industry. 
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which  is  very  depressed  at  this  time.  The  Tribe  is  in  an  excellent  position  to  create  more  jobs 
and  to  diversify  the  local  economy  somewhat  away  from  the  timber  industry.  The  local  news 
article  cited  above  shows  the  positive  impact  of  the  Tribe's  gaming  facility  on  the  local 
economy.  With  the  proposed  expansion,  the  gaming  center  would  be  one  of  the  top  five  private 
employers  in  the  county. 

The  Tribe  has  purchased  a  4-acre  site  in  Roseburg  which  we  intend  to  use  for  a  tribally- 
owned  Administration  building  which  will  include  a  small  health  clinic  to  serve  tribal  members. 
In  addition,  the  Tribe  is  placing  an  option  on  a  20-acre  commercial  site  just  off  the  expressway 
that  we  believe  is  ideal  for  small  industrial  development,  perhaps  an  assembly  operation.  The 
Tribe  is  also  looking  for  suitable  property  for  a  housing  development  for  members. 

The  Tribe  has  been  and  still  is  extremely  conservative  with  its  funds.  Debt  retirement 
has  always  been  a  top  priority  for  this  tribe,  as  evidenced  by  the  full  retirement  of  BIA  direct 
Loan  #POOC1420831 1  and  the  accelerated  payment  of  BIA  direct  loan  #POOC14201226,  which 
was  secured  for  the  purpose  of  building  the  original  bingo  facility.  Due  to  the  Tribes  excellent 
track  record,  we  are  asking  the  Subcommittee  to  authorize  a  $2  million  low-interest  BIA  loan. 
Loan  proceeds  would  be  used  for  the  construction  of  the  Administrative  Offices,  a  Health  Clinic 
and  the  purchase  of  the  previously  mentioned  20  acre  commercial  site.  In  addition,  the  Tribe 
would  secure  a  suitable  site  for  housing. 


STATEMENT  OF  MARY  BETH  BEETHAM,  LEGISLATIVE  ASSOCLATE, 
THE  DEFENDERS  OF  WILDLIFE 

Mr  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

I  nm  Mary  Beth  Bectham,  Legislative  Associate  for  Defenders  of  Wildlife.  On  behalf  of  Defenders  and  our  100,000 
members.  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  concerning  Fiscal  Year  1996  appropriations  priorities. 

As  in  the  past,  Defenders  urges  this  Subcommittee  to  reaffirm  its  commitments  to  conserving  this  nation's  vanishing 
wildlife  and  natural  resources.  Despite  the  recent  groundswell  of  political  change,  public  opinion  remains  steadfastly  in 
support  of  environmental  protection,  parks  and  refuges,  and  wildlife  conservation.  Though  we've  made  strong  progress  in 
thc>;c  .nrcas,  threats  to  wildlife  and  habitat  remain  serious.  Accordingly,  we  urge  you  to  support  --  at  a  minimum  --  the 
Administration's  budget  for  conserving  species,  managing  public  lands,  and  enhancing  the  scientific  data  base  needed  for 
sound  policy  decisions.  Wc  urge  you  to  reject  attempts  to  amend  existing  law  with  appropriations  riders.   We  further  urge 
you  to  consider  seriously  the  reduction  or  elimination  of  the  myriad  federal  subsidies  that  undermine  resource  conservation 
and  no  longer  further  any  pressing  national  goal. 

llic  abundance  and  diversity  of  our  wildlife  and  natural  resources  have  been  instrumental  in  making  the  United  States  one 
of  the  greatest  nations  on  earth,  yet  our  federal  investment  does  not  match  this  national  importance.  At  current  funding 
levels,  less  than  half  a  penny  of  every  federal  dollar  is  spent  on  natural  resources  and  the  environment,  according  to  1994 
testimony  by  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  before  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  Although 
wc  arc  aware  of  the  severe  budget  constraints  faced  by  the  Subcommittee,  we  believe  that  any  further  reductions  in  these 
vita!  investments  will  surely  jeopardize  our  future  national  prosperity.  By  investing  now  in  sound  management  of  public 
lands  and  species  conservation,  this  Subcommittee  can  demonstrate  that  it  is  possible  both  to  preserve  our  wildlife  heritage 
for  future  generations  and  meet  today's  economic  needs.  Indeed,  one  cannot  long  subsist  without  the  other. 
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Species  Conservation 

Endnngcrcd  Species:    Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  (FWS)  FY96  budget  request  For  endangered  species  has  increased  slighll; 
to  $77.7  million.  Although  far  below  current  needs,  this  flgure  is  nonetheless  reasonable  given  present  budget  constraints. 

I.istinp  and  ccmsullalion  tend  to  be  regarded  .is  eleventh-hour  measures,  ho\vcvcr,  if  properly  done,  (hey  can  lead  to 
cffiiicnl  and  productive  recovery  of  entire  ecosystems.   While  the  Administration  requested  slight  increases  for  a  range  of 
ESA  .ictivitics,  including  prclisting,  listing,  and  consultation,  we  particularly  urge  adoption  of  the  requested  increase  for 
recovery  planning  to  help  address  the  almost  400  species  with  no  recovery  plans.   Despite  our  support  for  the 
Administration's  request,  we  are  concerned  about  the  slight  decrease  in  requested  enforcement  funding  because  this  sends 
the  wrong  mess.ige  to  flagrant  violators  of  the  law. 

We  support  the  Administration's  recent  proposal  expanding  the  role  of  states  in  administering  the  ESA.  At  this  time. 
Section  6  cooperative  agreement  funding  is  limited  to  research  activities.  With  the  proposed  targe  increase  in  the 
Coopernlive  Endangered  Species  Fund  ($28  million),  FWS  will  be  able  to  successfully  transfer  some  reco\'ery  and  habitat 
conservation  planning  authority  and  funding  to  the  states.  Defenders  recommends  that  this  increase  also  be  used  to 
support  candidate  species  and  multi-species  conservation. 

Listed  Keystone  Species:   Many  of  Defenders'  programs  focus  on  those  listed  species  characterized  as  keystone  because 
they  are  key  elements  which  shape  and  stabilize  their  native  environments.  Recovery  of  keystone  species  translates  into 
broader  ecosystem  recovery,  whereas  their  extinction  can  trigger  ecosystem  restructuring  and  precipitous  loss  of  associated 
species.   Investment  in  keystone  species  recovery  is  therefore  cost  effective,  both  biologically  and  economically. 

For  recovery  of  the  Mexican  wolf,  the  most  endangered  wolf  in  the  world,  $537,000  (FWS)  is  the  minimum  required  for 
captive  breeding,  public  education,  and  acclimation  to  the  wild.  For  the  extremely  successful  red  wolf  program  in  North 
Carolina,  on-going  funds  at  a  level  of  $993,000  (FWS)  arc  urgently  needed  to  continue  captive  breeding  and  reintroduction 
efforts.   We  applaud  and  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  its  past  support  of  gray  wolf  restoration  to  Yellowstone.   We  request 
$670,000  (F>VS)  and  $330,000  (NFS)  to  continue  this  landmark  program  which  has  weathered  initial  controversy  m  the 
region,  and  now  enjoys  widespread  public  support  and  media  attention.   Without  $300,000  (FWS),  on-going  reintroduction 
of  the  endangered  black-footed  ferret  in  Wyoming,  Montana,  and  South  Dakota  will  be  terminated,  resulting  in  the 
probable  extinction  of  this  amazing  animal.  The  program  has  been  particularly  cost-effective,  leveraging  approximately  $2 
in  funds  from  stale  and  private  partners  for  every  federal  dollar.   Unfortunately,  only  $70,0(K)  was  provided  in  the 
Administration's  budget  due  to  present  allocation  formulas  for  recovery  funds.   We  recommend  revision  of  these  formulas 
to  allow  FWS  more  discretion  in  the  allocation  of  funds  among  recovery  programs.  Finally,  $675,000  is  needed  for 
continuation  of  the  FWS  environmental  review  for  reintroduction  of  the  threatened  grizzly  bear  into  the  Bitterroot 
ecosystem  of  central  Idaho  and  Western  Montana  and  enhancement  of  the  northern  Cascades  population  of  Washington. 

Public  Lands 

Public  lands  are  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  our  nation's  wildlife  and  natural  resources  and  their  associated  benefits  to 
present  and  future  Americans.  Given  future  national  growth  projections,  and  attendant  land  development  pressures,  our 
nation  must  continue  to  invest  in  the  expansion  and  maintenance  of  these  lands. 

Endangered  Species:   Endangered  species  protection  is  almost  wholly  dependant  upon  habitat  protection;  here,  public 
lands  play  a  particularly  crucial  role.   Federally  owned  public  lands  should  be  better  managed  to  conserve  not  only  listed 
species,  but  also  candidate  species  and  other  species  of  special  concern.   Consequently,  we  support  the  modest  endangered 
species  and  wildlife  habitat  requests  made  by  two  of  the  three  major  land  management  agencies  under  the  Subcommittee's 
jurisdiction  --  the  Forest  Service  ($99.7  million  for  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Habitat  Management),  and  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  ($30.2  million  for  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  and  $I8J  million  for  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species).   For 
RVS  habitat,  we  recommend  the  Subcommittee  go  beyond  the  President's  request  (see  below  under  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System  Operations  and  Maintenance). 

Maintaining  the  Federal  Estate:  Calls  for  reducing  the  size  of  the  federal  estate  must  be  opposed.  Our  public  lands 
represent  an  investment  in  the  ecological  health  of  our  nation,  while  providing  unique  reacational  opportunities  for 
present  and  future  generations  of  Americans.  Proposals  to  privatize  our  national  forests,  transfer  federal  lands  to  the 
stales,  and  allow  the  sale  of  public  lands  to  be  counted  toward  deficit  reduction  fail  to  recognize  the  national  interest 
associated  with  these  benefits. 

Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  (LWCF):  We  oppose  the  House  Budget  Committee  recommendation  for  a  five-year 
moratorium  on  acquisitions  made  through  the  LWCF.   Federal  land  acquisitions  for  national  wildlife  refuges,  national 
parks,  national  forests  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  areas  are  often  the  only  means  of  preventing  irreversible 
destruction  of  key  wildlife  habitat.   As  noted  in  a  recent  NBS  report,  vast  stretches  of  formerly  vibrant  wildlife  habitat  have 
declined  to  the  point  of  endangerment.  Clearly,  federal  land  acquisition  alone  will  not  provide  the  necessary  salvation  for 
this  nation's  rapidly  dwindling  wildlife  populations.  Federal  lands  must,  however,  provide  critical  anchors  for  regional 
public  and  private  wildlife  conservation  strategies.   Moreover,  federal  land  acquisition  must  continue  to  be  a  catalyst  for 
leveraging  funding  for  additional  private,  state  and  local  land  conservation  efforts.   Defenders  strongly  supports  the 
recommendations  in  Keeping  the  Promise,  a  recent  publication  of  the  LWCF  Coalition.  In  particular,  we  urge  the 
Committee  to  approve  $202  million  for  the  projects  listed  in  the  report's  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  section.   We  request 
that  the  Subcommittee  go  well  beyond  the  Administrations  request  and  give  high  priority  to  the  following  areas  identified 
by  Defenders  as  having  exceptional  biological  importance:  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  NWR  ($9.2  million);  Lake  Wales  Ridge 
NWR  ($2  million)  and  Oregon  Coastal  Refuges  ($3.82  million)  and  Stone  Lakes  NWR  ($5  million). 

National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  (NWRS)  Operations  and  Maintenance:  Adequate  funding  for  operations  and 
maintenance  (O&M)  in  the  NWRS  is  essential  to  preserving  endangered  and  threatened  species  and  conserving  viable 
populations  of  non-endangered  wildlife.  As  detailed  in  the  recent  GAO  study  "National  Wildlife  Refuge  System, 
Contributions  Being  Made  to  Endangered  Species  Recovery"  (GAO/RCED-95-7),  215  endangered  and  threatened  species 
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iK-ctir  and/or  have  habitat  on  federal  refuges.   Moreover,  statutory  and  administrative  policy  guidance  encourage  refuges  to 
be  managed  in  a  manner  that  benefits  a  broad  diversity  of  wildlife  ranging  from  migratory  birds  and  waterfowl  to  non- 
endangered  species.   Unfortunately,  the  mission  of  the  NWRS  is  being  seriously  jeopardized  by  lack  of  staff,  weakening  of 
biological  programs,  and  failure  to  restore  habitat  and  check  exotic  species.  Defenders  is  pleased  to  be  part  of  the 
Cooperatrv'e  Alliance  for  Refuge  Enhancement  (CARE),  a  coalition  of  over  a  dozen  organizations  which  are  urging 
Congress  to  respond  to  the  urgent  need  for  additional  O&M  funding.   Defenders  requests  the  Subcommittee  provide  $179 
million  for  Refuge  O&M.  This  figure,  $10  million  greater  than  the  Administration  request,  would  offset  a  proposed  $7 
million  cut  in  maintenance  funding  and  allow  for  a  5%  increase  ($2.8  million)  in  the  habitat  and  populations  management 
portions  of  the  NWRS  <ipcrations  budget.  The  operations  increases  are  especially  essential  to  species  conservation  and  fall 
well  below  the  FWS'  internal  Refuge  Operating  Needs  System  estimates  for  minimum  funding  for  this  budget  category. 

Tongass  National  Forest:  We  oppose  the  Tongass  National  Forest  rider  added  In  the  Senate  FY95  rescissions  bill  and 
hope  that  the  Subcommittee  will  oppose  this  and  any  other  riders  offered  to  the  FY96  appropriations  bill.  Activities 
authorized  by  such  riders  will  interfere  with  current  Forest  Service  planning  initiatives,  efforts  which  have  the  potential  to 
assure  long-term  sustainability  in  a  major  portion  of  the  world's  largest  remaining  temperate  rainforest.   Such 
Congressional  intervention  will  onW  accelerate  the  decline  of  the  forest's  remaining  old-growth,  lead  to  the  further 
imperilmcnt  of  native  species,  and  precipitate  a  reduction  in  subsistence  opportunities  and  the  tourism  economy. 

Information  and  Research 

Sound,  comprehensive  scientific  information  is  the  cornerstone  of  effective,  long-term  resource  management  necessary  to 
maintain  biodiversity,  reduce  confiict  over  dwindling  resources,  and  avoid  "emergency  room"  measures  required  by  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA). 

National  Biological  Service  (NBS):   We  support  the  President's  budget  request  for  NBS  ($172.7  million)  and  oppose  calls 
for  its  elimination.  Consolidation  of  Department  of  the  Interior  research  and  data  collection  functions  under  an 
independent  non-rcgulatory  bureau  removes  any  bias  potentially  associated  with  management,  and  allows  for  a  much- 
nccdcd  long-term  approach  to  planning  and  prioritizing  research  needs.  The  Budget  Committee's  recommended 
termination  of  funds  for  Inventory  and  Monitoring  and  Information  Transfer  would  end  long-term  programs  which  pre- 
date the  NBS  by  many  years,  such  as  the  Gap  Analysis  Program  and  the  Breeding  Bird  Survey.   Furthermore,  elimination 
of  Information  Transfer  could  discontinue  NBS'  cutting  edge  work  in  planning  and  development  of  the  National  Biological 
Inlnrmation  Infr.istructurc  (NBII),  an  initiative  designed  to  make  .scientific  information  on  biological  resources  accessible 
to  the  public  through  data  base  networks. 

The  Gap  Analysis  Program,  now  underway  in  36  states,  has  reached  a  critical  juncture.   Basic  GIS  data  has  been  compiled, 
but  insufficient  resources  have  been  made  available  for  the  efficient  transfer  of  this  data  to  users,  or  its  integration  into 
conservation  planning.  Specific  funding  must  be  allocated  within  NBS  and  federal  land  management  agencies  to  facilitate 
easy  access  to  this  information  and  to  coordinate  GAP  data  with  other  relevant  resource  and  socioeconomic  information 
collected  and  maintained  by  state  and  federal  agencies.   We  recommend  allocation  of  funds  to  this  task  in  FY96. 
Allhough  the  formation  of  NBS  was  an  excellent  first  step  in  the  coordination  and  integration  of  scientific  information,  the 
federal  government  must  go  further,  and  ensure  coordination  and  integration  across  alj  of  its  departments  and  agencies. 

Forest  Service  Research:    r)cfenders  supports  the  requested  amount  for  Forest  Service  Research  programs  ($20.1  million). 
Cnrcful  ccosystcnilcvcl  planning  is  c.s.scntial  for  su.staincd  forest  productivity  and  balanced  multiple  use.    Forest  Resources 
&  Management  Research  programs  are  designed  to  identify  and  reconcile  competing  social  and  economic  demands  on  the 
forests.   Research  on  listed  and  sensitive  species  is  critical  at  a  time  when,  according  to  the  Forest  ScrN'ice,  its  information 
on  habitat  needs  for  over  200  federally  listed  species  is  inadequate.  The  Ecosystems  Research  program  is  essential  for 
gathering  long-term,  large-scale  information  on  ecosystem  function  vital  for  maintaining  forest  health  and  for  research  and 
development  of  new  harvest  techniques.  Examples  include  "Options  for  Wood  Utilization  Removed  Under  Ecosystem 
Management  Regimes"  and  "Managing  New  England  Ecosystems  to  Restore  Atlantic  Salmon  Habitat."  Information 
generated  by  these  programs  will  allow  for  the  coordinated  harvest  and  conservation  management  necessary  for  long-term 
gains  in  forest  products,  fishery  and  other  resources,  and  biodiversity  conservation. 

National  Park  Service:   In  keeping  with  Defenders'  focus  on  the  Yellowstone  ecosystem,  we  support  funding  for  two 
critical  NPS  studies  in  Yellowstone.  One  is  a  study  of  elk  populations  in  Yellowstone's  Northern  range  ($150,000);  the 
other  is  a  study  on  removal  from  Yellowstone  Lake  of  non-indigenous  trout  affecting  the  native  yellow  cutthroat  trout 
(SlS.S.OOO). 

Cutting  Wasteful  Spending  and  Subsidies 

We  support  recommendations  by  the  Citizens  United  to  Terminate  Subsidies  (CUT$)  to  eliminate  wasteful  and 
environmentally  destructive  public  subsidies.  The  CUT$  coalition,  which  includes  the  National  Taxpayers  Union,  Friends 
of  the  Earth,  Defenders,  and  over  20  other  organizations,  has  detailed  its  proposals  in  the  Green  Scissors  Report.   At  a 
time  when  every  federal  dollar  is  critical,  we  can  no  longer  afford  to  pour  money  into  programs  operating  at  a  net 
budgetary  loss  while  harming  public  health  and  the  environment.   Commercial  below-cost  timber  sales  supported  by  federal 
funding  for  new  forest  roads  are  just  one  example  of  these  needless  subsidies.  Cutting  dollars  for  new  Forest  Service  road 
construction  could  save  $500  million  over  five  years. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  and  consideration. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  EIGHT  NORTHERN  INDIAN  PUEBLOS  COUNCIL, 

INC. 
The  Eight  Northern  Indian  Pueblos  Council,  Inc  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  present 
our  FY  1996  funding  request  to  this  subcommittee    We  are  requesting  a  minimum  of  $150,000 
planning  funds  for  a  proposed  Regional  Alcoholism  Treatment  Center  to  be  located  within  the 
Eight  Northern  Indian  Pueblos  of  Taos,  Tesuque,  Pojoaque,  Nambe,  San  Juan,  Santa  Clara,  San 
Ildefonso  and  Picuris  Pueblos  located  in  the  State  of  New  Mexico    The  preliminary  planning  by 
the  University  cfNpw  Mexico  School  of  Architecture  estimated  a  preliminary  figure  of  5  0  million 
dollars  in  construction  costs    The  minimally  requested  $150,000  will  be  used  to  proceed  with  site 
selection,  architectural  planning,  a  feasibility  study  and  program  planning 

EIGHT  NORTHERN  INDIAN  PUEBLOS  COUNCIL,  INC. 

The  Eight  Northern  Indian  Pueblos  Council,  Inc  is  a  consortium  of  tribes  comprised  of 
New  Mexico's  eight  Northern  Pueblos  of  Taos,  Tesuque,  Pojoaque,  Nambe,  San  Juan,  Santa 
Clara,  San  Ildefonso  and  Picuris    The  total  distance  from  the  Southernmost  pueblo  (Tesuque)  to 
the  Northernmost  pueblo  covers  a  distance  of  seventy  five  miles    The  total  Native  American 
population  of  New  Mexico  totals  134,355  or  8.9%  of  the  state's  population    The  IHS 
Albuquerque  area  office  provides  services  to  tribes  in  Southern  Colorado  and  Texas  as  well    The 
Indian  population  is  fast  growing  and  half  the  Indian  population  in  New  Mexico  is  under  20  years 

ALCOHOLISM  PROBLEMS 

In  fiscal  year  1993.  Indian  Health  Service  and  Tribal  Mental  Health  Program  staff 
provided  20,627  direct  patient  contacts  involving  4,263  individual  clients  and  patients  (7%  of  the 
entire  service  population  in  the  Albuquerque  area)    In  fiscal  year  1992,  of  the  2,438  patients  seen 
by  Indian  Health  Service  in  the  Albuquerque  area  who  received  treatment,  4 1  percent  were 
sufferers  from  alcohol  abuse/dependence,  35  percent  were  suffering  from  some  form  of 
depression,  and  29  percent  met  the  diagnostic  criteria  for  severe  and  persistent  mental  illness 
Behavioral  health  problems  are  a  leading  cause  of  illness  and  death  in  Indian  communities  (Trends 
in  Indian  Health  1993)    In  New  Mexico,  in  the  period  1989-1991,  Indians  died  from  alcoholism 
at  four  times  the  rate  of  all  New  Mexicans  (New  Mexico  Selected  Health  Statistics  Annual  Report 
199 1 )    Indian  males  died  from  suicide  at  almost  twice  the  rate  of  all  males  in  New  Mexico  age 
1 5-24    Indian  females  in  New  Mexico  age  25-44  died  from  alcoholism  at  almost  five  times  the 
rate  of  females  age  25-44  in  New  Mexico    The  1994  Child  Abuse  and  Neglected  data  had  a  total 
number  of  1 1 16  referrals  out  of  which  816  involved  substance  abuse    In  the  Albuquerque  area 
between  1985  -  1987.  21.0  percent  of  all  deaths  pertained  to  accidents  and  adverse  effects 

EIGHT  NORTHERN  INDIAN  PUEBLOS  COUNCIL,  INC.  ALCOHOLISM  PROGRAM 

The  ENIPC  Alcohol/Substance  Abuse  Program  has  provided  services  for  over  twenty 
years    The  outpatient  component  provides  counseling  and  aftercare  services  to  the  eight  Northern 
pueblos  of  Taos,  Tesuque,  Nambe.  Pojoaque,  San  Juan,  Santa  Clara  and  Picuris.  The  New  Moon 
Lodge  long  term  (90  days  -  6  months)  treatment  and  rehabilitation  center  provides  services  to  the 
Indian  Health  Albuquerque  area  as  well  as  to  the  Navajo  Nation  which  extends  from  New  Mexico 
to  Arizona    The  New  Moon  Lodge  is  funded  through  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Health 
which  has  a  treatment  bed  capacity  of  10  males  and  five  females    The  New  Moon  Lodge  is  the 
only  long  term  residential  program  for  Native  Americans  in  the  State  of  New  Mexico  and  the  IHS 
Albuquerque  Area  Office    Priority  is  placed  on  the  eight  Northern  Pueblos,  second,  all  Native 
American  tribes;  and  third,  other  races  and  nationalities    There  exists  a  waiting  list  of  over  35 
applicants  at  any  one  time    The  New  Moon  Lodge  does  not  have  a  detoxification  center  or 
facilities  for  treating  families    There  are  many  needs  which  need  to  be  addressed  through  a  model 
treatment  and  training  facility 
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THE  EIGHT  NORTHERN  INDIAN  PUEBLOS  COUNCIL,  INC.  REGIONAL 
ALCOHOLISM  TREATMENT  FACILITV'  PROJECT 

The  proposed  Eight  Northern  Indian  Pueblos  Council,  Inc  's  proposed  project  would  be 
primarily  a  treatment  center  for  Native  Americans    The  current  facilities  are  not  atypical  of  other 
tribal  buildings  and  substance  abuse  programs  which  service  Native  American  communities    It  is 
a  substandard  facility  lacking  in  space  and  other  amenities  which  one  finds  in  private  and  public 
health  programs  servicing  alcohol  and  substance  abusers  in  the  United  States  and  Canada    One 
can  only  look  at  the  inadequate  facilities  and  infrastructure  existing  on  tribal  lands  and  ask  why 
not''  The  Eight  Northern  Indian  Pueblos  Council,  Inc  plans  to  establish  a  model  program  for 
Native  American  substance  abuse  and  mental  health  in  the  State  of  New  Mexico    The  Eight 
Northern  Indian  Pueblos  Council,  Inc  has  the  ability  to  provide  overall  administrative  and 
management  support  to  a  regional  facility    The  Eight  Northern  Indian  Pueblos  Council,  Inc  's 
Residential  and  Outpatient  Alcohol  and  Substance  Abuse  Programs  are  stressing  family  services, 
prevention  and  traditional  methods  to  combat  the  serious  problem  of  alcoholism    The  proposed 
regional  alcoholism  center  would  benefit  all  tribes  in  the  Albuquerque  area    It  could  also  serve  as 
a  training  facility  for  Native  American  health  and  substance  abuse  professionals    There  exists  a 
unique  opportunity  to  create  a  model  facility  which  can  be  evaluated  to  utilize  the  design  ir.  the 
planning  and  construction  of  other  facilities  in  the  United  States  and  Canada    We  have  provided 
graphs  and  data  which  support  the  need  for  a  regional  center  providing  a  wide  array  of  services 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  substance  abuse,  mental  health,  prevention  activities,  residential 
services,  outpatient  services,  domestic  violence  programs  and  education  programs  (GED)  for  our 
clientele  and  communities    The  infusion  of  mental  health  programs  and  funds  would  address  the 
serious  problems  of  suicide,  depression  and  mental  illness  among  Native  Americans    Combining 
mental  health  services  with  substance  abuse  programs  will  serve  a  dual  purpose,  it  will  address 
mental  health  problems  (i  e  dual  diagnosis)  and  be  combined  with  substance  abuse  programs 
Substance  abuse  programs  have  been  in  Native  American  communities  for  a  lengthy  period  and 
are  generally  accepted  by  all  Native  American  communities    Also,  this  would  be  a  cost  effective 
approach  such  as  designing  an  elaborate  mental  health  system  which  would  be  superimposed  over 
tribal  substance  abuse  programs    Tribal  acceptance  of  an  elaborate  system  is  questionable  if  non 
Native  Americans  would  be  in  control  of  such  programs    There  exists  a  need  and  opportunity  to 
increase  the  effectiveness  of  tribal  programs  without  a  vast  increase  in  programmatic  funds    As 
the  638  process  and  tribal  sovereignty  increase,  there  exists  a  need  for  communication 
cooperative  and  tribal  involvement  in  all  phases  of  health  planning    The  Eight  Northern  Indian 
Pueblos  Council,  Inc  's  proposed  project  could  provide  the  model  for  a  cooperative  effort  to 
design  a  model  program    There  would  be  four  phases  to  this  project    There  would  be  a  planning 
and  design  phase,  a  construction  phase  and  an  evaluation  phase 

CONCLUSION 

Thus,  the  Eight  Northern  Indian  Pueblos  Council,  Inc  is  requesting  a  minimum  of 
SI  50,000  for  the  planning  phase    It  is  estimated  that  the  entire  project  will  be  over  5  0  million 
dollars    The  Eight  Northern  Indian  Pueblos  Council,  Inc  will  seek  funding  at  the  federal  and  state 
level  as  well  as  private  corporations  and  donors.  The  development  of  model  facilities  and 
programs  to  combat  the  serious  problem  of  alcoholism  and  related  mental  health  illnesses  are  of 
paramount  importance  to  all  Native  Americans    The  Eight  Northern  Indian  Pueblos  Council,  Inc 
appreciates  the  support  of  the  Subcommittees  to  help  us  achieve  our  goal  of  creating  a  model 
treatment  and  training  facility 


STATEMENT  OF  KATERI  CALLAHAN,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  THE 
ELECTRIC  TRANSPORTATION  COALITION 

This  testimony  is  presented  on  behalf  of  the  Electric  Transportation  Coalition  (Coalition),  a 
nonprofit  organization  of  electric  utilities,  automobile  manufacturers,  state  and  local 
governments,  and  other  entities  that  have  joined  together  to  advocate  the  greater  use  of 
electricity  as  a  transportation  fuel.  (A  membership  listing  is  attached.) 
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The  Coalition  supports  funding  requested  by  the  Administration  for  electric  vehicle  (EV)  related 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE).  DOE's  electric  vehicle  programs  provide 
valuable  support  for  the  introduction  of  this  new  transportation  technology,  in  furtherance  of  the 
national  objective  of  increasing  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  in  the  transportation  sector. 

The  role  of  the  federal  government  has  been,  first,  to  provide  research  and  development  support 
to  address  technological  issues,  through  programs  including  the  U.S.  Advanced  Battery 
Consortium  and  the  hybrid  propulsion  systems  program;  and  second,  to  assist  industry  in  the  test 
and  evaluation  of  the  latest  electric  vehicle  technologies  through  the  Site  Operator  Users  Task 
Force  Program.  A  third  major  emphasis  of  the  federal  government  should  be  to  acquire  EVs 
for  federal  fleets. 

Funding  for  the  United  States  Advanced  Battery  Consortium 

The  Coalition  supports  the  Administration's  request  for  funding  in  FY  1996  ($31.58  million)  for 
battery  research  and  development,  including  the  U.S.  Advanced  Battery  Consortium  (USABC). 
Significant  advancement  in  battery  technologies  is  frequently  cited  as  the  most  pressing  and 
challenging  technological  need  associated  with  electric  vehicles.  With  federal  cost  sharing 
through  the  USABC,  private  industry  can  cumulatively  assume  more  R&D  risk.  (Private 
participants  are  providing  50%  of  the  funding  for  the  USABC  effort.) 

The  USABC  has  developed  performance  criteria  for  mid-term  and  long-term  battery 
performance,  and  set  goals  of  commercializing  a  mid-term  technology  (with  the  potential  to 
double  the  range  and  performance  of  EVs  compared  to  currently  available  battery  technologies) 
and  demonstrating  the  feasibility  of  a  long-term  battery  technology  (which  would  make  EV  range 
and  performance  comparable  to  that  of  today's  gasoline-powered  vehicles). 

Battery  development  is  a  scale-up  process,  moving  from  development  of  cells  to  modules  and 
then  full-size  battery  packs.  All  USABC  research  contracts  are  resulting  in  cells,  modules  or 
full  size  batteries  undergoing  testing  in  the  U.S.  national  laboratories.  (For  long-term 
technologies,  work  is  still  at  the  cell  or  module  level.) 

Once  advanced  technologies  are  identified,  they  must  be  proved  out  at  production  scale.  The 
R&D  support  offered  through  the  USABC  already  is  having  this  impact  in  the  marketplace,  as 
illustrated  by  the  formation  of  the  GM  Ovonic  joint  venture  to  produce  the  Ovonic  nickel-metal 
hydride  battery  (a  mid-term  technology  supported  by  the  USABC).  Creation  of  an  outlet  for 
advanced  battery  products  through  the  exercise  of  the  federal  government's  purchasing  power, 
as  discussed  below,  also  can  significantly  advance  the  technology  prove  out  process. 

Funding  for  the  Site  Operator  Users  Task  Force  Program 

The  Coalition  supports  funding  for  the  Site  Operator  Users  Task  Force  (SOUTF)  program  ($2.5 
million  in  FY  1996).  The  SOUTF  is  a  joint  effort  by  government,  utilities  and  educational 
institutions  featuring  50%  cost  sharing  by  non-federaJ  participants.  The  program  tests  and 
evaluates  near  term  electric  vehicles,  and  their  associated  infrastructure,  in  realistic  operating 
environments.  Vehicles  acquired  through  the  SOUTF  program  provide  valuable  information 
to  manufacturers  and  users.  The  program  also  assists  in  demonstrating  the  market  opportunities 
for  EVs,  and  in  supporting  the  development  of  the  infrastructure  necessary  for  the  widespread 
operation  of  electric  vehicles. 

In  1994,  the  SOUTF  program  played  a  key  role  in  conjunction  with  EV  America,  the  nationwide, 
electric  utility-led  initiative  to  accelerate  the  introduction  of  electric  vehicles  into  the 
marketplace  through  placement  of  a  large  number  of  EVs  into  utility,  commercial,  government 
and  transit  fleets  by  the  end  of  1997.  By  the  end  of  this  calendar  year,  EV  America  will  lay  the 
groundwork  for  placement  of  up  to  500  EVs  in  service.  Funding  through  the  SOUTF  program 
has  supported  a  rigorous  performance  evaluation  process  to  establish  a  baseline  for  today's  EV 
technology.  Utilities  participating  in  EV  America  have  agreed  to  purchase  vehicles  tested  in  the 
performance  evaluation;  these  vehicles  will  undergo  field  test  evaluations  to  assess  their  ability 
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to  meet  the  needs  of  fleet  operators.  Another  round  of  performance  evaluations  will  be 
conducted  with  DOE's  assistance  this  summer,  and  major  U.S.  automotive  manufacturers  may 
provide  products  for  testing. 

Funding  for  the  Hybrid  Propulsion  Systems  Development  Program 

The  Coalition  also  supports  the  Administration's  request  for  funding  for  the  DOE  Hybrid 
Propulsion  Systems  Development  program  ($55.57  million).  The  hybrid  program  provides 
another  important  mechanism  for  industry  and  government  to  work  together  to  develop  a 
consumer  attractive,  ultra-low  emission  vehicle  with  high  fuel  economy.  This  50%,  cost-shared 
program  integrates  improved  propulsion  systems  with  a  variety  of  energy  control  and  storage 
technologies,  with  the  objective  of  producing  "production  feasible"  prototype  hybrid  systems. 
Two  major  contracts  have  been  awarded  to  teams  of  developers  featuring  both  large  and  small 
businesses  for  the  development  and  demonstration  of  hybrid  EVs. 

DOE  Electric  and  Hybrid  Programs  Contribute  to  Improvement  in  a  Wide  Range  of 
Transportation  Technologies 

Efforts  by  the  DOE  and  industry  through  the  USABC,  the  Hybrid  Propulsion  Systems 
Development  Program  and  the  SOUTF  can  contribute  important  technological  advances  not 
only  for  pure  electric  vehicles  but  also  for  other,  advanced  vehicle  technologies. 

The  work  that  has  been  done  by  industry  in  the  development  of  battery-powered  electric  vehicles 
has  resulted  in,  and  will  continue  to  produce,  a  host  of  enabling  technologies  including 
regenerative  brakes,  motors,  controllers,  and  batteries,  that  will  help  assure  optimum 
performance  (technical  and  envirorunental)  in  the  next  generation  of  vehicles.  EVs  can  serve 
as  test  beds  for  these  technologies,  and  commercialization  of  EVs  will  contribute  to  the  ability 
of  component  suppliers  to  achieve  volume  production  of  these  technologies  that  may  have  a 
wide  application  in  automotive  markets. 

Federal  Alternative  Fuel  Utilization  Program  Funding 

The  Energy  Policy  Act  (EPAct)  seeks  to  create  a  market  for  alternative  fuel  vehicles.  Under 
EPAct,  the  federal  government  is  to  support  private  industry  by  sharing  the  risks  of  early 
technology  introduction  through  acquisition  of  alternatively  fueled  vehicles  for  federal  fleets. 
Federal  procurement  of  electric  vehicles  is  particularly  important,  given  the  relatively  greater 
risks  to  early  technology  adopters  resulting  from  the  use  of  this  radically  different  technology. 

The  Coalition  acknowledges  that  budgetary  constraints  may  influence  the  pace  of  federal 
activities  in  this  area.  Prudent  investments,  however,  should  be  maintained.  The  Coalition 
strongly  endorses  the  action  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  to  preserve  the  maximum 
funding  possible  for  AFV  acquisitions  for  the  federal  fleet  in  connection  with  the  FY  1995 
rescissions  legislation  (H.R.  1158). 

The  federal  government  has  an  important  opportunity  to  complement  the  efforts  of  the  private 
sector  through  an  "EV  Market  Launch  Framework"  program  developed  and  supported  by  the 
U.S.  electric  utility  and  automotive  industries.  Building  on  the  initiatives  established  under  EV 
America,  the  EV  Market  Launch  Framework  envisions  placement  of  electric  vehicles,  including 
vehicles  incorporating  advanced  batteries  that  can  meet  the  mid-term  performance  goals  of  the 
USABC,  into  fleet  operations  around  the  country.  The  EV  Market  Launch  Framework  is  based 
on  a  commitment  from  the  U.S.  electric  utility  industry  and  the  domestic  automobile 
manufacturers  to  manufacture,  purchase  and  demonstrate  (together  with  government)  up  to  5000 
road-worthy  electric  vehicles  by  the  end  of  1997. 

The  federal  government's  role  would  be  to  purchase,  under  the  EPAct  authorities,  several 
thousand  EVs  before  the  end  of  1997.  Federal  EV  purchases  would  be  coordinated  with  several 
thousand  EV  purchases  to  be  made  by  U.S.  electric  utilities  and  other  large  fleets.  Utilities  also 
would  commit  to  provide  supporting  charging  infrastructure  ~  both  for  the  federal  fleet  and 
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private  sector  vehicles.  Auto  manufacturers  would  agree  to  offer  road  worthy  EVs  for  sale. 
These  EVs  would  be  sited  in  selected  urban  jurisdictions  around  the  nation,  to  centralize 
infrastructure  requirements  and  demonstrate  operations  and  emissions  benefits. 

Conclusion 

The  benefits  of  EVs  justify  a  limited,  but  crucial,  federal- government  role  to  assure  that  EVs 
become  market  ready  in  this  decade.  Electric  vehicles  will  enable  the  nation  to  meet  critical 
needs  -  for  fuel  diversity  in  the  transportation  sector  and  increased  reliance  on  domestic 
transportation  fuels;  for  development  and  advancement  of  new  technologies  to  maintain  U.S. 
science  and  technology  leadership  in  key  areas  that  were  previously  supported  through  defense 
and  aerospace  programs;  for  keeping  the  U.S.  in  a  position  of  technological  superiority  in  the 
worldwide  evolution  in  personal  transportation;  for  economic  opportunities  and  jobs  creation; 
and  for  more  environmentally  acceptable  personal  transportation  options. 


STATEMENT  OF  DONALD  R.  GLENN,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  THE  ENERGY 
RESEARCH  CORP. 
STATEMENT  SUMMARY 

FY  1996  DOE  Fossil  Energy-Fuel  Cell  Budget  Request  Impact 

The  proposed  FY  1 996  Budget  for  the  DOE-Fossil  Energy:  Molten  Carbonate  Fuel  Cell  account  does  not 
match  the  funding  called  for  In  the  two  recently  signed  contracts  with  ERC  and  MC-Power.  For  ERC, 
the  $14.2  million  allotment  is  $8.2  million  short,  a  drastic  departure  from  the  good-faith  negotiations 
that  concluded  in  just  this  past  December  1994. 

ERC's  Direct  Fuel  Cell  program  and  technology  is  assessed  as  one  of  the  leading  fuel  cell 
accomplishments  worldwide  with  the  onset  of  commercialization  in  only  two-three  years.  The  final  push 
in  our  collaboration  with  the  DOE,  through  the  new  multi-year  cost-shared  contract,  is  absolutely 
dependent  on  adequate  funding.  At  stake  are  early  unit  orders  (to  begin  this  year),  private  investment 
in  commercial  manufacturing  facilities  (to  be  in  place  next  year)  and  the  market's  expectations  that  the 
promised  schedule  of  early  unit  deliveries  is  met  (planned  for  1999).  t  urge  the  Congress  to  bring  this 
account  to  the  full  contracted  amount  to  preserve  the  pace  of  progress  and  maintain  the  U.S.  lead 
position  in  these  very  successful  programs. 

Market  Situation  and  Outlook 

New  environmental  and  power  system-related  legislation  has  introduced  deregulation  to  the  utility  and 
other  power  equipment  markets,  on  top  of  stricter  pollution  control  standards.  The  near-term  effects 
are  causing  a  normally  conservative  business  to  withdraw  into  defensive  strategies  for  the  moment. 
New  large-  and  replacement-  power  plant  orders  remain  on  hold  while  the  nation's  economy  recovers. 
Increased  electrical  demands  will  be  met  by  an  industry  with  excess  capacity  now,  but  with  no  growth 
provisions  for  the  late  1990s  and  beyond.  The  clear  trend  is  to  smaller  (2-300  MW)  plants  designed 
for  specific  power  missions.  These  include  repowering  (50-250  MW),  additional  capacity  (10-50  MW) 
and  distributed  generation  (1-1 5  MW).  The  last  category,  distributed  generation,  including  cogeneration 
applications,  are  the  target  markets  for  early  market  entry  fuel  cell  power  plants. 

Fuel  Cell  Program  Status 

The  R&D  efforts  of  the  remaining  major  U.S.  fuel  cell  companies  are  at  the  point  where  full  sized  stacks 
and  balance  of  plant  equipment  are  ready  for  pre-commercial  verification  testing.  With  first  units  market 
entry  planned  for  1999,  these  product  improvement  verification  tests  are  the  crucial  final  steps  in  the 
R&D  process.  The  three  potential  fuel  cell  system  suppliers  are  making  plans  for  major  investments  in 
commercial  unit  production  and  distribution  facilities  in  advance  of  this  date.  Each  contractor  has 
defined  a  unique  product  offering  to  solve  anticipated  market  needs  for  the  turn  of  the  century  and, 
thus,  gives  our  new  technology  the  widest  opportunity  for  success  in  capturing  available  market  shares. 
ERC's  Direct  Fuel  Cell  (DFC)  project  is  directed  towards  supplying  a  2.8-MW  factory  packaged  power 
plant.  The  internal-reforming  direct  fuel  cell,  developed  by  ERC,  is  the  subject  of  world-wide  interest 
including  the  35  buyer/members  of  the  Fuel  Cell  Commercialization  Group  who  have  endorsed  this 
system  as  the  first  choice  for  their  smaller  power  requirements. 

The  DOE-ERC  program  includes  an  impressive  cost-share  of  over  40%  from  the  private  sector.  For  FY 
1996,  the  contracted  DOE  portion  is  $22.4  million  to  cover  the  aforementioned  tasks.  We  urge  the 
committee  to  include  this  amount  in  the  Molten  Carbonate  Fuel  Cell  account  for  the  Direct  Fuel  Cell 
program. 
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EXPANDED  STATEMENT 
Changing  Utility  Scenario 

Regulatory  Influences:  The  utility  sector  is  in  the  initial  stages  of  a  revolution.  As  in  any  situation 
where  major  change  threatens  the  status  quo,  traditional  budgeting  and  planning  horizons  distort  to 
accommodate  the  transient  phase  until  the  new  directions  become  clear.  Investor-owned  utilities  (lOUs) 
may  be  the  most  impacted  by  the  trends  associated  with  open  transmission  access,  retail  wheeling  and 
stranded  investment  situations.  Already,  these  impending  changes  combined  with  the  present  surplus 
generation  capacity  has  caused  downsizing  staffs,  reduced  R&D  support,  and  other  "belt-tightening" 
actions  by  this  component  of  the  utility  sector.  On  the  other  hand,  municipal  and  rural  utilities,  and 
independent  power  producers,  are  more  concerned  with  a  lower  capacity,  assured  supply  associated 
with  serving  the  smaller  sized,  more  diversified  loads  that  characterize  their  markets.  Overlaying  this 
change  is  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  that  are  scheduled  to  phase  in  later  in  this  decade. 

Generation  shortages:  The  prognostications  of  energy  economists  and  forecasters  still  maintain  that 
the  present  generation  capacity  surplus  will  be  rapidly  consumed  by  a  continuation  of  the  ongoing 
economic  recovery.  In  a  strange  contradiction  of  this  positive  trend,  the  rates  of  new-  and  replacement- 
generation  capacity  are  not  keeping  pace  as  can  be  seen  from  even  a  cursory  review  of  the  dearth  in 
backlog  of  power  plant  orders.  The  clear  conclusion  is  that,  with  leadtimes  to  permit  and  construct 
plants  of  approx.  5-8  years  or  more,  installed  capacity  cannot  meet  the  projected  electric  demand  later 
in  this  decade  and  the  early  part  of  the  next  century. 

These  considerations  lead  to  the  following  possibilities: 

•  Increased  emphasis  by  lOUs  to  further  defer  plant  retirement  while 
investing  in  pollution  reduction  equipment  and  emission  offsets 

•  Risk-averting  investments  such  as  purchasing  smaller  capacity  power 
plants  to  more  closely  match  demand  increases  and  avoid  T&D  line 
upgrades 

•  Greater  use  of  fuel  switching  and  higher  efficiency  systems  to  reduce 
costs  of  energy  production 

•  Greater  competition  to  serve  new  loads  with  existing  transmission  and 
distribution  networks 

Fuels  Flexibility 

Over  50%  of  all  utility  generation  is  provided  through  baseload  coal-steam  turbine  generation.  The 
remainder  is  shared  between  natural  gas,  some  oil,  hydro,  and  newer  energy  and  fuel  sources,  i.e.  solar, 
biomass.  For  the  foreseeable  future,  natural  gas  will  capture  most  of  the  new  generation  equipment 
market  as  it  is  readily  available,  low  cost,  and  clean  burning.  Gas  prices  will  increase  as  the  combination 
of  high  demand  and  declining  supplies  become  realities  accompanied  by  the  re-emergence  of  gas 
curtailments.  With  plant  useful  lives  of  over  30  years  and  anticipating  price  competition  with  other  fuels 
during  this  period,  the  ability  of  new  fuel  cell  generator  systems  to  accept  alternative  fuels  with 
minimum  or  no  required  downtime  is  a  major  advantage. 

Commercialization  Outlook 

The  response  capability  of  the  utility  sector  to  meet  the  substantial  electrical  demand  growth  projected 
by  its  own  trade  associations,  such  as  the  Edison  Electric  Institute,  runs  counter  to  current  actions. 
lOUs  now  with  excess  capacity  will  defer  new  plant  orders  and  stretch  already  obsolete  generation 
systems  to  avoid  new  capital  investment  due  to  the  uncertainty  of  impacts  associated  with  the  new 
deregulation  climate.  Should  the  national  and  world  economic  recovery  continue,  the  surplus  could  be 
exhausted  within  three  years.  With  no  new  plants  ordered,  an  unfavorable  competitive  position  exists 
for  satisfying  market  demands. 

This  lack  of  new  plant  orders  have  chased  U.S.  and  foreign  power  plant  engineering  and  hardware 
equipment  sales  overseas  where  more  opportunities  for  new  generation  abound.  It  can  be  postulated 
that  even  if  domestic  orders  for  new  plants  increase,  the  backlog  of  foreign  projects  would  delay  plant 
construction  as  equipment  suppliers  are  already  at  their  limits  to  provide  systems  for  existing  orders. 
Even  if  this  scenario  is  not  widely  accepted,  the  fact  remains  that  larger  plants,  say  above  300  MW, 
are  not  in  vogue  in  the  U.S.  at  this  juncture. 

The  anticipated  increased  demand  for  new  and  replacement  capacity  where  plant  retirement  cannot  be 
delayed,  will  be  largely  met  by  natural  gas  fired  power  systems  that  can  be  quickly  permitted,  licensed 
and  delivered  for  a  broad  range  of  applications  from  a  few  megawatts  to  a  few  hundred  megawatts. 
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ERC  believes  that  carbonate  fuel  cell  power  plants  will  compete  in  the  lower  ranges  of  this  market,  i.e. 
1  to  5  MW,  in  the  early  years  of  commercialization.  Moreover,  these  systems  may  uniquely  fulfill  niche 
applications  unavailable  to  other  generation  options  such  as  landfill  gas  and  sludge  digester  gas 
utilization,  coalbed  methane  and  distributed  generation  functions  where  site  restrictions  on  noise  and 
pollution,  or  high  power  quality  requirements  are  imposed  on  the  local  utility. 

The  Role  of  Fuel  Cells 

Fuel  cell  power  plants  are  the  first  totally  new  generation  technology  to  reach  a  market  entry  condition 
since  the  turbine  was  introduced  following  the  second  world  war.  An  outgrowth  of  the  defense 
establishment,  turbines  have  been  dramatically  improved  to  their  current  state  where  higher  efficiencies 
(to  >  50%)  and  low  NO,  performance  are  possible  in  larger  scale  equipment  (>  100  MW).  By  contrast, 
fuel  cells  will  enter  the  market  with  these  features  (at  sizes  of  1  -3  MW)  plus  simplicity  through  passively 
operation  in  small  capacity  systems  with  unparalleled  low  pollution  and  noise.  There  is  every  reason 
to  assume  that  as  an  embryonic  new  system,  similar  dramatic  performance  and  cost  improvements  are 
ahead  for  this  capability  as  occurred  for  turbines.  ERC  has  already  synthesized  an  advanced  design  that 
does  not  require  significant  additional  development  and  produces  power  at  over  60%  electric  efficiency, 
an  achievement  not  likely  possible  with  any  other  known  power  generator. 

Within  the  family  of  these  new  fuel  cells,  the  most  prized  for  multi-megawatt  class  applications 
worldwide,  is  the  carbonate  fuel  cell.  Moreover,  the  simplest  and  most  fuel  versatile  within  this 
category  is  the  internal-reforming  variant.  ERC  has  coined  the  name,  the  Direct  Fuel  Cell  (DFC)  to 
describe  this  embodiment.  The  DFC  accepts  any  methane-  or  hydrogen-carbon  monoxide  containing 
gas  fuel  singly  or  in  blends  with  no  performance  sacrifice.  This  capability  to  internally  process  methane 
(and  other  fuels)  into  hydrogen,  the  ultimate  chemical  energy  form  from  which  the  electro-chemical 
reactions  create  power,  is  the  quality  that  sets  this  generation  technology  apart  from  other  fuel  cells. 
This  feature  and  its  perfection,  is  the  target  of  many  R&D  programs  worldwide  and  is  presently  accorded 
to  be  led  by  the  U.S.,  and  more  specifically  the  ERC/DOE  program,  further  detailed  below. 

Status  of  the  DFC  Program 

The  two  U.S.  carbonate  fuel  cell  contractors,  ERC  and  MC  Power,  have  defined  their  approach  to 
commercializing  this  technology  and  are  now  building  full-scale  proof-of-concept  demonstrations.  The 
government  funding  portion  for  these  cost-shared  efforts  has  been  appropriated.  ERC's  commercial 
subsidiaries,  the  Fuel  Cell  Engineering  Corporation  and  Fuel  Cell  Manufacturing  Corporation,  are  engaged 
in  constructing  the  world's  largest  carbonate  fuel  cell  system  demonstration,  a  2-MW  natural  gas-fueled 
plant  at  Santa  Clara,  California.   This  unit  is  planned  to  start  operation  in  October. 

In  December  1994,  DOE  contracted  a  new  cost-shared  five-year  initiative  with  each  of  the  two  U.S. 
carbonate  fuel  cell  contractors.  These  programs  will  complete  the  essential  development  by  culminating 
in  cost-shared  pre-production  prototype  commercial  product  improvement  tests.  For  ERC,  these  final 
steps  will  prove  to  our  early  buyers  (already  in-place)  the  readiness  of  production-like  units  to  meet  their 
performance  and  cost  targets.  This  long  sought  and  critically  needed  new  generation  option  builds  on 
a  1 5-year  R&D  cycle  with  a  remarkable  history  of  technology  development  success  for  a  government- 
industry  undertaking. 


STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  ISMAEL  JOHN  AND  MAYOR  NEPTALI 
PETER,  ENEWETAK/UJELANG  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COUNCIL, 
ENEWETAK  ATOLL,  MARSHALL  ISLANDS 

Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  members  of  this  Subcommittee: 

Thank  you  for  providing  this  opportunity  to  the  people  of 
Enewetak  to  discuss  issues  relating  to  food  production  and  the 
environmental  situation  on  Enewetak  Atoll.  We  would  also  like  to 
inform  you  of  the  initiatives  we  have  taken  these  past  few  years  to 
improve  not  only  food  production  but  also  the  health  and  education 
of  our  people.  These  initiatives  include  a  complete  overhaul  of 
our  agriculture  program;  the  institution  of  a  nutrition  education 
program;  the  renovation  of  a  three  story  building  which  will  soon 
house  our  sixteen  classroom  elementary  school;  the  hiring  of  two 
highly  gualified  American  teachers  to  help  us  with  our  education 
effort;  and,  attempts  to  develop  our  atoll  as  a  long-line  tuna 
fishing  base  and  transshipment  facility. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  wish  to  express  our  gratitude  to  the  United 
States  Congress  for  the  appropriation  of  funds  these  past  several 
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years  to  provide  food  to  our  people  through  a  program  which  has 
become  known  as  the  Enewetak  Food  and  Agriculture  Program.  We  are 
also  grateful  that  the  Administration  has  included  funding  in  the 
amount  of  approximately  $1.1  million  for  the  Enewetak  Food  and 
Agriculture  Program  in  its  FY  1996  Budget.  However,  we  must  note 
that  the  $1.1  million  in  the  Administration's  budget  is  the  same 
amount  as  the  amount  appropriated  in  FY  1987.  That  is,  the  funding 
for  the  program  has  substantially  declined  these  past  9  years  in 
real  dollars.  Applying  a  4%  inflation  factor,  the  $1.1  million 
appropriated  in  1987  now  has  the  purchasing  power  of  approximately 
$750,000.  In  short,  the  program  over  the  years  has  experienced 
over  a  30%  cut  in  funding.  We  have  been  successful  in  employing 
strategies  to  cut  costs  and  to  maximize  the  funds  available  to  us. 
But  for  the  program  to  achieve  its  intended  purpose,  funding  needs 
to  at  least  keep  pace  with  inflation. 

Below,  we  briefly  describe  why  the  Enewetak  Food  and 
Agriculture  Program  is  necessary,  and  report  to  you  efforts  made  by 
the  Council  and  people  of  Enewetak  to  put  these  funds  to  the  best 
possible  use. 

FULL  AND  UNRESTRICTED  USE  OF  OUR  ATOLL.  Our  objective  is  the 
cleanup  of  Enewetak  atoll  from  radiation  contamination  to  a  level 
which  would  allow  full  and  unrestricted  use  of  our  atoll.  This 
objective  would  permit  us  to  feed  and  house  our  growing  population 
and  would  permit  us  to  pursue  economic  development. 

PRESENT  SITUATION.  Between  1977  and  1980  the  United  States 
undertook  to  rehabilitate  Enewetak  from  the  devastation  and 
radiation  contamination  which  occurred  as  a  result  of  nuclear 
weapons  testing  conducted  by  the  United  States.  (43  nuclear  devices 
were  exploded  on  the  atoll  including  the  first  thermonuclear  device 
(hydrogen  bomb)  detonated  by  the  United  States.)  Although  that 
rehabilitation  effort  was  a  good  start,  it  remains  unfinished.  We 
presently  have  use  of  less  than  25%  of  our  atoll  for  living  and 
food  producing  purposes.  Even  that  figure  is  misleading  because  of 
the  poor  soil  conditions  of  the  25%  of  the  land  available  to  us. 
The  soil  is  in  poor  condition  because  most  of  it  was  covered  by 
asphalt  and  concrete  during  use  of  Enewetak  by  the  United  States 
for  nuclear  weapons  testing. 

SUPPORT  PROGRAM .  The  support  program  enables  us  to  live  on 
Enewetak.  It  provides  funding  for  imported  food,  continued 
agriculture  rehabilitation,  operation  of  a  motor  vessel  which 
brings  us  the  imported  food,  a  nutrition  education  program,  and  an 
operation  and  maintenance  component  conducted  out  of  a  facility  on 
Enewetak  known  as  the  field  station. 

1.  Efforts  made  to  increase  food  production.  We  were 
unhappy  with  the  state  of  the  agriculture  rehabilitation  program 
when  we  inherited  the  program  from  the  Department  of  Energy  several 
years  ago.  Accordingly,  we  had  an  assessment  of  our  agriculture 
situation  conducted  by  agricultural  experts.  The  purpose  of  such 
assessment  was  to  determine  the  current  agriculture  situation  and 
to  develop  a  plan  for  increased  food  production.  The  plan  was 
completed  and  implementation  occurred  in  late  summer  1993.  Further 
revisions  of  the  plan  have  occurred,  all  with  the  goal  of  providing 
greater  local  fresh  food  for  our  population.  The  implementation  of 
the  plan  is  progressing,  with  significant  planting  of  food  crops  to 
occur  within  the  next  several  months. 

2.  Importation  of  food.  Imported  food  is  required 
because  of  the  poor  soil  condition  of  the  land  available  to  us  and 
the  radiation  contamination  of  other  lands.  Since  we  have  taken 
over  the  program  we  have  increased  the  quantity  of  imported  food  by 
50%  without  any  increase  in  the  overall  program  budget.  We  have 
accomplished  this  by  utilizing  bidding  procedures  for  food 
purchases;  elimination  of  transportation  charges  by  use  of  our 
motor  sailer  (Wetak  II);  elimination  of  import  tax  on  food;  and 
reduction  of  other  program  expenses. 

3.  Nutrition  education  program.  Since  our  people  cannot 
rely  on  traditional  foods  we  must  import  food,  the  nutritional 
value  of  which  is  unfamiliar  to  us.   Several  years  ago  we  became 
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aware  that  some  of  our  people,  particularly  our  children,  suffered 
from  malnutrition.  Accordingly,  we  instituted  a  nutrition 
education  program.  We  are  pleased  to  report  that  we  have  recently 
been  apprised  by  physicians  that  malnutrition  among  our  children 
has  been  virtually  eliminated. 

4.  Wetak  II  (waterborne  transportation).  The  Wetak  II 
is  used  at  an  ever  increasing  frequency.  We  now  have  our  imported 
food  purchases  shipped  to  Ebeye  Island,  Kwajalein  Atoll  from  which 
our  fifty  foot  motor  sailer,  the  Wetak  II,  picks  up  the  shipments. 
Transportation  of  food  in  this  manner  permits  us  to  save 
substantial  shipping  costs. 

5.  Field  Station.  Operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
entire  program  is  conducted  out  of  a  facility  referred  to  as  the 
Field  Station.  The  machinery  and  equipment  required  by  the 
agriculture,  food  and  transportation  components  of  the  program  are 
kept  at  the  Field  Station.  Field  Station  personnel  provide  all  the 
required  agricultural  work;  maintain,  service,  and  operate  the 
equipment  required  by  the  various  components  of  the  program;  make 
payments  and  maintain  books  of  accounts;  and  coordinate  the 
procurement  of  food,  material  and  equipment. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SITUATION.  The  issues  that  we  have  mentioned 
above  are  directly  related  to  the  environmental  condition  of 
Enewetak.  Seventy-five  percent  of  our  atoll  remains  unavailable  to 
us  because  of  radiation  contamination.  We  are  trying  to  do  the 
best  we  can  with  the  little  arable  land  available  to  us.  However, 
the  real  issue  for  our  long-term  well-being  is  the  environmental 
remediation  of  our  entire  atoll  so  that  all  of  it  can  be  used 
without  fear  of  increased  health  risk  from  radiation  contamination. 

RAD I OLOG I C AL  MON I TOR I NG .  We  have  noticed  an  increase  in  the 
incidence  of  thyroid  nodules  and  cancers  in  our  population. 
Accordingly,  we  must  be  assured  that  our  people  are  adequately 
monitored  on  a  whole  body  basis  and  for  plutonium  inhalation  or 
ingestion.  Similarly,  we  must  be  assured  that  the  environmental 
monitoring  of  residual  radionuclides  in  the  soil  continue  at  the 
frequency  and  type  of  work  indicated  at  our  meeting  with  the 
Department  of  Energy  last  December. 

EDUCATION  REHABILITATION.  Several  years  ago  we  became 
concerned  with  the  educational  system  on  Enewetak  Atoll.  We  had  an 
assessment  of  our  education  situation  conducted.  As  a  result  of 
that  assessment,  we  hired  two  very  qualified  American  teachers  to 
assist  us  in  upgrading  our  elementary  school.  We  are  very  pleased 
with  the  development  of  our  education  program.  We  are  in  the 
process  of  rehabilitating  a  three  story  structure  so  that  it  can  be 
used  as  a  school.  Our  new  school  will  be  ready  in  August  for  the 
beginning  of  the  school  year. 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT.  We  are  attempting  to  have  Enewetak 
developed  as  a  fishing  base  and  transhipment  facility.  Enewetak 
seems  to  be  in  a  good  location  for  such  an  enterprise.  In 
addition,  there  are  some  existing  facilities  which  could  be 
upgraded.  A  feasibility  study  and  business  plan  was  completed  and 
we  are  negotiating  with  an  interested  private  sector  operator. 
Unfortunately,  there  is  concern  about  the  residual  radiation  on  the 
Atoll  and  the  perception  in  the  Japanese  market  of  radiation 
contamination  on  Enewetak  atoll.  This  concern  and  perception 
underscores  the  need  to  finish  the  environmental  clean-up  of  the 
Atoll. 

CONCLUSION.  In  closing,  we  thank  the  Congress  for  its  past 
funding  and  trust  that  the  issues  raised  in  this  statement  will  be 
addressed. 


STATEMENT  OF  CAROL  WERNER,  DIRECTOR,  ENERGY  AND  CLIMATE 
PROGRAM,  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  ENERGY  STUDY  INSTITUTE 

I  wish  to  submit  this  letter  for  inclusion  in  the  hearing 
record  regarding  the  Department  of  Energy's  Energy  Conservation 
Research  and  Development  programs.  The  Environmental  and  Energy 
Study  Institute  (EESI)  strongly  supports  DOE's  FY  1996  budget 
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request  for  these  successful,  cost-effective  programs.  The  public- 
private  partnerships  forged  by  DOE  achieve  the  multiple  objectives 
of  generating  economic  development,  environmental  protection,  and 
new  and  improved  energy  sources  while  conserving  existing 
resources . 

Now  is  the  time  for  strategic  investments  by  the  federal 
government  in  research,  development,  and  deployment  activities 
supporting  DOE's  energy  efficiency  and  conservation  priorities.  DOE 
funding  is  critical  for  pursuing  RD&D  on  new  concepts  that  are  too 
risky  and  costly  for  private  companies  to  fund  on  their  own.  As  we 
have  been  seeing  all  too  clearly,  even  large  corporations 
underinvest  in  R&D  because  of  competitive  pressures  to  cut  costs 
and  increase  near-term  profits;  high  up-front  costs  of  R&D,  long 
lead  times,  and  the  risk  of  failure;  uncertain  competitive 
advantage  from  a  technological  advance  given  the  fact  that  nev/ 
developments  are  rapidly  copied  in  today's  information-rich  global 
economy;  and  key  industries  such  as  the  buildings  industry  are 
extremely  fragmented  and  lack  the  technical  or  financial  resources 
to  undertake  substantial  R&D  on  their  own.  It  is  a  well-documented 
fact  of  life  that  the  marketplace  in  today's  highly  competitive 
environment  is  full  of  barriers  which  prevent  investments  that  make 
sense.  DOE's  programs  help  reduce  those  barriers  and  promote  gains 
in  efficiency  that  accrue  to  the  benefit  of  Americans  and  our 
overall  economy. 

Those  cost-sharing  programs  produce  energy  conservation  and 
efficiency  improvements  in  homes,  commercial  buildings, 
transportation,  and  industry  that  contribute  significantly  to 
offsetting  increased  energy  demand  while  freeing  up  capital  to  be 
utilized  elsewhere.  Benefits  from  demand  reduction  include 
foregoing  costly  capital  investments  in  electric  capacity,  reducing 
reliance  on  imports,  as  v;ell  as  lowering  emissions  of  greenhouse 
gases  and  other  pollutants. 

Energy  efficiency  not  only  saves  money,  conserves  energy,  and 
protects  the  environment,  but  also  creates  jobs  here  at  home. 
Manufacturing,  selling,  and  installing  energy  efficiency  measures 
is  more  labor  intensive  than  producing  and  selling  electricity, 
oil,  natural  gas,  or  other  conventional  fuels.  Less  energy  waste 
yields  capital  for  new  investments  in  business  plant  and  equipment, 
higher  profits  for  stockholders,  reduced  consumer  prices,  and 
better  wages  and  training  for  workers  -  types  of  spending  that 
research  shows  produce  more  jobs  than  building  new  power  plants. 

Electronic  ballasts  demonstrate  the  success  of  these  programs 
and  the  various  effects  of  just  one  project.  Over  the  past  fifteen 
years,  DOE  has  invested  a  total  of  $3  million  in  RD&D  partnerships 
with  small  businesses  that  did  not  have  the  capital  to  do  the  work 
themselves.  Although  the  raw  technology  once  proved  prone  to 
technical  failures,  today  electronic  ballasts  improve  the 
efficiency  of  fluorescent  lighting  by  2,530  percent.  They  account 
for  25%  of  the  lighting  market  and  have  saved  American  consumers 
$700  million.  As  they  reach  market  saturation  over  the  next  decade, 
electronic  ballasts  will  save  consumers  $4.5  billion  each  year, 
more  than  three  times  DOE's  entire  budget  for  energy  efficiency  and 
renewable  energy  programs.  The  taxpayers'  three  million  dollar 
investment  has  not  only  lowered  the  costs  of  operating  homes  and 
businesses,  it  has  also  produced  a  new  industry. 

The  federal  government  needs  to  take  the  lead  in  creating 
partnerships  with  emerging  energy  areas  like  alternatively-fueled 
vehicles,  fuel  cell  technology,  sulphur  lamps,  and  energy  efficient 
building  materials  and  structures.  DOE's  role  of  catalyst  in  these 
partnerships  will  produce  new  jobs  today  and  new  energy  sources  for 
the  future.  As  technologies  move  toward  commercialization, 
companies  will  cover  a  greater  portion  of  the  total  project  cost. 
Taxpayers  directly  benefit  from  these  cost-sharing  projects:  they 
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pay  for  themselves  by  reducing  our  petroleum  consumption  and 
imports  and  increasing  economic  savings  to  the  national  economy. 
DOE'S  Energy  Efficiency  and  Conservation  programs  will  provide: 

affordable  and  comfortable  housing  by  saving  American 
families  $10  billion  in  residential  energy  costs  by  2000 
and  $35  billion  by  2010; 

higher  profits  and  more  available  capital  for  American 
businesses  by  saving  $6.6  billion  in  commercial  energy 
costs  by  2000  and  $15  billion  by  2010; 

pollution  prevention  and  greater  productivity  for 
American  industries  by  saving  $3  billion  in  industrial 
energy  and  pollution  control  costs  by  2000  and  $13 
billion  by  2010; 

lower  energy  costs  for  taxpayers  by  saving  $400  million 
each  year  by  2000  and  $1  billion  annually  by  2005  in 
reduced  Federal  energy  costs;  and 
•  new  entrepreneurial  opportunities,  new  industries,  and 
new  jobs  by  producing  about  310,000  jobs  in  the  year  2000 
and  more  than  1,900,000  jobs  in  the  year  2010. 

Researchers  at  DOE's  Lawrence  Berkeley  Laboratory  worked  with 
small  companies  in  the  late  1970s  to  develop  low-emissivity  (low-E) 
window  coatings.  These  coatings  reduce  heat  loss  through  windows  by 
about  one-third.  First  introduced  in  the  marketplace  in  the  1980s, 
low-E  windows  are  now  available  from  virtually  every  window 
manufacturer  and  their  market  share  has  reached  about  35  percent. 
Consumers  (who  are  also  taxpayers)  are  expected  to  save  $400 
million  due  to  low-E  windows  already  installed,  with  this  savings 
growing  rapidly  in  the  future.  DOE  has  continued  to  work  on 
advanced  "superwindows"  with  companies  such  as  Andersen  Windows, 
Pella  Windows,  Cardinal  IG,  and  Southwall  Technologies. 

In  addition  to  providing  economic  benefits,  these  technologies 
protect  human  health  and  the  environment.  More  than  fifty  million 
Americans  live  in  counties  that  regularly  violate  air  quality 
standards.  The  production  and  use  of  energy  cause  more 
environmental  damage  than  any  other  human  activity  in  the  world. 
doe's  transportation,  industry,  and  buildings  energy  conservation 
programs  will  produce  savings  of  over  49  million  metric  tons  of 
annual  carbon  equivalent  emissions  by  the  year  2000;  180  million 
metric  tons  by  2010;  and  330  million  metric  tons  by  2020. 

EESI  recognizes  the  need  for  periodic  evaluation  of  federally- 
funded  programs  and  the  budget  constraints  within  which  you  must 
function.  These  factors  must  be  weighed  against  the  tangible 
benefits  of  DOE's  Energy  Conservation  programs  and  the  promises 
they  hold  for  the  future.  The  partnerships  entered  into  by  DOE  with 
the  private  sector  have  produced  technological,  cost-cutting 
breakthroughs  that  enable  these  industries  to  successfully 
implement  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  and  President  Clinton's 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  If  we  choose  not  to  invest  in  this 
promising  future,  we  can  look  forward  to  increasing  our  oil  imports 
to  65%  by  the  year  2010,  according  to  the  Energy  Information 
Administration.  This  dependence  will  only  aggravate  the  trade 
deficit  and  leave  the  American  economy  vulnerable  to  oil  price 
shocks  and  rob  our  economy  of  billions  of  dollars  being  paid  for 
energy,  pollution,  and  oil  imports  rather  than  being  invested  in 
more  productive  ways. 

Americans  support  energy  efficiency  and  conservation  and 
public-private  partnerships  like  DOE's  Energy  Conservation 
projects.  A  public  opinion  survey  conducted  in  December,  1994, 
found  that  half  of  the  1,000  people  polled  (and  equal  numbers  of 
Republicans  and  Democrats)  thought  that  energy  efficiency  and 
conservation  should  receive  the  highest  or  second-highest  priority 
for  R&D  funding.  Even  more  people  -  85%  -  agreed  that  the  federal 
government  should  "support  partnerships  with  American  business  to 
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promote  sales  of  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy 
technologies  through  research  and  development  and  programs  to  open 
new  domestic  and  international  markets." 

These  programs  create  jobs.  They  protect  the  environment  and 
the  nation's  economic  security.  They  work,  and  the  American  people 
want  them.  I  urge  you  to  support  these  worthwhile  programs  to  help 
preserve  and  further  this  nation's  economy,  environment,  and 
future. 


STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  H.  KNIGHT,  DIRECTOR  OF  CULTURAL 
STUDIES,  THE  FAMILY  RESEARCH  COUNCIL 

After  years  of  debate  and  attempted  reform,  it  has  become  clear  that  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  is  beyond  reclamation  and  should  be  zero-budgeted  by  the  1 04th  Congress. 

Particularly  with  regard  to  the  visual  arts  (drawing,  painting  and  sculpting)  and 
"performance"  arts  (theater,  film,  live  acts),  the  NEA  has  been  a  platform  for  attacks  on  religion, 
traditional  art  forms,  traditional  families  and  traditional  values,  and  a  forum  for  the  promotion  of 
homosexuality.    In  the  name  of  tolerance,  the  NEA  has  shown  increasing  intolerance  toward 
standards  of  any  kind,  including  ordinary  standards  of  artistic  skill.   Its  peer  review  process  has 
long  been  a  buddy  system  for  awarding  grants  to  colleagues,  friends  and  clients  of  panel  members, 
who  are  almost  uniformly  hostile  to  traditional  culture. 

However,  even  if  the  federal  agency  did  manage  to  clean  up  its  act,  government  sponsorship 
of  art  is  a  bad  idea.    Whenever  the  government  decides  to  subsidize  one  artist  and  not  another,  the 
government,  in  effect,  determines  what  is  art  and  what  is  not.    Such  undue  interference  skews  the 
marketplace  of  ideas,  including  aesthetic  expression. 

Unlike  any  other  arts  sponsor,  the  federal  government  has  imique  authority  and 
responsibility.   Its  powers  derive  from  its  claim  to  represent  all  Americans  and  its  money  comes 
from  mandatory  taxes.    NEA  defenders  like  to  note  that  taxpayers  only  ante  up  less  than  a  dollar 
per  capita  to  support  the  endowment,  but  this  is  irrelevant.  One  could  say  the  same  about  almost 
any  individual  federal  program  outside  of  national  defense  and  Social  Security.    The  NEA  exudes 
influence  and  power.    In  a  June  1994  letter  to  Rep.  Sherwood  Boehlert,  Chairman  Jane  Alexander 
boasts  of  her  agency:  "For  every  dollar  we  award  we  leverage  11  to  20  from  other  public  and 
private  sources  in  a  community."  Now  that  is  enormous  power. 

And  what  has  the  NEA  done  with  this  awesome  responsibility? 

Since  its  founding,  the  NEA  has  openly  favored  the  avant-garde  ~  defined  by  Webster's 
Third  New  International  Unabridged  Dictionary  as:  "Those  who  create,  produce  or  apply  new, 
original  or  experimental  ideas,  designs,  techniques... and  sometimes:  a  group  that  is  extremist, 
bizane,  or  arty  and  affected."   Unfortunately,  the  NEA  seems  to  have  taken  the  latter  portion  of  the 
definition  to  heart.   There  is  a  place  for  experimental  art,  but  it  should  be  funded  privately,  not  by 
taxpayers  whose  money  often  is  used  to  disparage  their  most  deeply  held  beliefs. 

As  a  federal  agency,  the  NEA  should  not  be  fostering  a  bias  toward  one  particular  art  style 
over  another.    In  fact  its  own  grant  guidelines  specifically  forbid  it  to  do  so  or  attempt  to  direct 
artistic  content. 

Under  the  chairmanship  of  actress  Jane  Alexander,  the  NEA  has  not  curbed  its  hostility 
toward  traditional  values.   The  NEA  functions  all  too  often  as  a  piggy  bank  for  homosexual 
activists  and  other  anti-family  voices.   Alexander  told  the  homosexual  magazine  The  Advocate  that 
she  intended  to  use  the  NEA  to  "introduce  people  gently  to  gay  themes  all  across  the  country.  And 
I  mean  gently,  because  if  you  start  with  a  kind  of  very  overt  thing,  people  get  scared....   You  gently 
bring  in  gay  people  and  introduce  them  to  the  world  through  art."   How  many  taxpayers  think  that 
is  a  better  use  of  their  money  than  what  they  might  spend  on  their  own  families?   When  asked, 
"What  sorts  of  grants  would  you  reject  out  of  hand,"  Alexander  answered:  "It's  hard  to  say  at  this 
point  if  there  is  any  grant  that  I  might  reject." 

Indeed,  Alexander  later  defended  a  performance  in  February  1994  at  the  NEA-fiinded 
Walker  Art  Center  in  Minneapolis  in  which  an  HIV-positive  performer,  Ron  Athey,  sliced  into 
another  man's  back  with  a  knife,  mopped  up  the  blood  with  towels  and  sent  them  on  clotheslines 
over  the  horrified  audience.   He  also  had  two  female  assistants  weave  acupuncture  needles  through 
his  own  scalp  and,  in  turn,  pierced  the  women's  cheeks  with  steel  spikes. 

Asked  by  a  reporter  what  she  thought  of  the  performance,  Alexander  replied  that  she  trusted 
the  judgment  of  the  Walker  management,  and  said,  "Not  all  art  is  for  everybody....   Americans  are 
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certainly  not  used  to  seeing  bloodletting,  except  in  films,  and  when  it  happens  in  person,  it  must  be 
surprising." 

Athey  then  performed  his  act  at  another  NEA-funded  theater.  New  York's  P.S.  122.   "With 
full  knowledge  of  this,"  culture  critics  David  Horowitz  and  Laurence  Jarvik  note,  "The  NEA  again 
funded  both  P.S.  122  and  the  Walker  Art  Center  in  the  most  recent  grant  cycle.    Plainly,  the  agency 
is  deaf  to  the  concerns  of  Congress  and  the  public." 

Some  of  the  more  serious  problems  at  the  NEA  include: 

•  Bias  against  religion  and  the  traditional  family;  rejecting  positive  portrayals  of  religion  as 
violating  the  separation  of  church  and  state,  but  funding  attacks  on  religion  as  "artistic  expression"; 

•  Elevation  of  "freedom  of  expression"  and  "artistic  merit"  as  the  main  criteria  for  grants, 
ignoring  the  NEA's  charter  legislation  of  1965,  which  set  "encouragement  of  excellence"  as  the  No. 
1  criterion,  followed  by  "access  to  the  arts  for  all  Americans"; 

•  Confusion  about  the  NEA's  primary  mission; 

•  Conflicts  of  interest  in  the  grant-awarding  process; 

•  A  bureaucracy  openly  hostile  to  public  scrutiny; 

•  Bias  against  traditional  forms  of  art  and  traditional  values  in  general. 

The  First  Amendment  prohibits  Congress  (and  federal  agencies  authorized  by  Congress)  to 
infringe  on  religious  liberties.   It  is  clearly  unconstitutional  to  use  federal  tax  dollars  to  create  and 
distribute  an  attack  on  religious  beliefs.    Yet  the  taxpayer-supported  NEA  funds  works  that  degrade 
or  mock  religious  belief,  particularly  Christianity.  For  example,  in  June,  1993,  the  Whitney  Museum 
of  American  Art,  which  received  $200,000  from  the  NEA  during  1992-1993,  displayed  Abject  Art: 
Repulsion  and  Desire  in  American  Art.   The  show  included  works  by  Joel-Peter  Witkin,  who 
received  four  fellowship  grants  from  the  NEA:  Fiscal  year  1980,  $3,000;  FY  1981  $12,500;  FY 
1986,  $15,000;  FY  1992,  $20,000.   Witkin's  work  includes  "Maquette  for  Crucifix,"  a  naked  Jesus 
Christ  surrounded  by  sado-masochistic  obscene  imagery,  and  many  grotesque  portrayals  of  corpses 
and  body  parts.   Another  Whitney  exhibit  was  a  film  by  Suzie  Silver  titled  "A  Spy,"  which  depicts 
Jesus  Christ  as  a  woman  standing  naked  with  breasts  exposed.   The  Whitney  also  included  "Piss 
Christ,"  Andres  Serrano's  photograph  of  a  crucifix  in  a  jar  of  urine. 

Anti-Christian  material  is  distributed  through  the  NEA-supported  Video  Data  Bank  at  the 
School  of  the  Art  Institute  of  Chicago.   One  video  offering,  Popular  Thought,  equates  the  "moral 
majority"  with  totalitarianism.   The  Data  Bank's  own  catalog  says  the  video   "reverberates  with  the 
interweaving  of  archival  footage  of  Nazi  Youth,  book  burnings  and  modem  day  Ohio  Youth  for 
Jesus  creating  an  audiovisual  fabric  of  hatred." 

By  validating  the  pro-homosexual  viewpoint  through  taxpayer-supported  government  grants, 
the  NEA  has  helped  legitimize  pro-homosexual  theater  in  general.   New  York  Newsday  arts  critic 
Linda  Winer  notes  that:  "The  fact  is,  much  of  the  theater  these  days  is  gay....   Indeed,  much  of  it 
has  been  for  a  very  long  time....   This  season  there  have  been  so  many  gay  projects  that  I've  been 
searching  for  an  alternative  to  the  term  'straight  play'  when  describing  a  nonmusical."   NEA-fiinded 
venues  such  as  The  Woolly  Mammoth  Theatre  in  Washington,  D.C.,  The  Franklin  Furnace  and  The 
Kitchen  in  New  York,  Highways  in  Los  Angeles,  and  countless  other  NEA-funded  theater  groups 
around  the  country  present  works  promoting  homosexuality  and  blasting  traditional  morality.   For 
example,  in  April,  1994,  Woolly  Mammoth  staged  NEA  grant  recipient  Tim  Miller's  one-man 
performance.  "My  Queer  Body,"  in  which  he,  among  other  things,  describes  what  it's  like  to  have 
sex  with  another  man,  climbs  naked  into  the  lap  of  a  spectator,  and  finally  arouses  himself  sexually 
in  full  view  of  the  audience.   The  NEA  also  supports  pro-homosexual  projects  shown  on  the  Public 
Broadcasting  Service.   In  January,  1994,  PBS  showed  Tales  of  the  City,  a  three-part  miniseries 
celebrating  homosexual  life  in  San  Francisco  in  the  1970s.   The  series  was  full  of  gratuitous  nudity, 
crudity,  lewdness  and  dozens  of  instances  of  foul  language.   Families  are  lampooned  and 
homosexuality  is  portrayed  as  superior.   The  series  was  co-produced  by  American  Playhouse,  which 
received  $750,000  in  NEA  funds  in  1993.   NEA  received  an  on-screen  credit  as  a  supporter  of  the 
film. 

In  August  1994,  PBS  aired  One  Nation  Under  God,  a  misleading,  one-sided  documentary  by 
two  homosexual  activists  that  attempts  to  discredit  ex-gay  therapy  and  counseling.    The  NEA  is 
credited  as  a  main  sponsor  for  the  film,  which  links  Christian  ministries  to  Nazi  techniques  such  as 
shock/aversion  therapy,  a  practice  which  has  long  been  denounced  by  the  ex-gay  movement.    The 
film  misportrays  several  homosexual  activists,  misrepresents  Evelyn  Hooker's  psychological  studies 
of  homosexual  men  in  the  1950's,  and  uses  Biblical  references  out  of  context.   The  film  also  takes 
quotes  from  several  therapists  and  former  homosexuals  out  of  context.   In  one  clip,  a  former 
homosexual  explains  that  he  used  to  think  that  "God  hates  homosexuals,"  but  that  he  now  knows 
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that  God  loves  them.    The  nimmakers  include  only  the  fragment,  "God  hates  homosexuals  " 
reversmg  the  man's  mtended  meaning.   Dr.  Elizabeth  Moberly,  author  of  Psichogenesis  and 
founder  of  a  Pennsylvania-based  ex-gay  ministry,  says  the  filmmakers  misrepresented  themselves 
and  severely  distorted  what  she  and  other  therapists  had  said.   Taxpayers  should  not  be  forced  to 
support  the  production  of  vicious  propaganda. 

The  federal  deHcit  is  out  of  control,  and  Congress  must  find  ways  to  cut  back  without 
endangermg  mfrastructure.    Before  1965,  the  United  States  got  along  fine  without  federal  art 
subsidies,  which  are  a  product  of  massive  government  expansion.    NEA  grants  are  distributed  in  a 
grossly  distorted  fashion,  with  certain  areas  such  as  New  York,  Los  Angeles  and  Minnesota 
receiving  far  more  money  than  other  states  and  cities.   And  many  grants  go  to  successful  artists 
who  do  not  need  the  money. 

Deftinding  the  NEA  would  curb  cultural  imperialism;  an  alienated  elite  could  no  longer  use 
Washington  to  tell  the  rest  of  the  nation  what  is  art  and  what  isn't.  Communities  should  be  free  to 
support  arts  that  the  people  in  those  communities  actually  want. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  FEDERATED  STATES  OF  MICRONESIA 

In  1986  the  U.S.  Congress  passed  enabling  legislation  to  put  into  effect  a  1982  treaty 
known  as  the  Compact  of  Free  Association,  between  the  United  States  and  the  Federated  States 
of  Micronesia  (FSM).  In  exchange  for  delegating  to  the  United  States  long-term  exclusive 
defense  rights  throughout  its  vast  Pacific  region,  FSM  received  a  comprehensive  package  of 
U.S.  economic  assistance  spread  out  over  fifteen  years  designed  to  strengthen  and  stabilize 
FSM's  newly-adopted  democratic  political  institutions  by  encouraging  economic  development 
and  movement  toward  greater  self-sufficiency. 

The  U.S.  assistance  package  presented  for  Congress'  approval  was  a  carefully  negotiated 
program  of:  grants  for  operations  and  capital  development;  transitional  programmatic  assistance 
for  education,  health  and  public  safety;  and,  incentives  aimed  at  maintaining  close  future 
relations  between  the  two  countries  through  increased  U.S.  private  investment. 

The  investment  incentives  component  of  the  negotiated  agreement  was  to  have  played  a 
large  role  in  FSM's  struggle  for  self-sufficiency.  It  included  trade  provisions  according  FSM 
a  status  equivalent  to  U.S.  territories,  as  well  as  provisions  related  to  the  U.S.  Tax  Code 
designed  to  attract  U.S.  investors.  The  U.S.  Congress,  however,  substantially  rewrote  the  trade 
provisions  to  limit  their  scope,  and  stripped  out  most  of  the  tax  incentives. 

There  followed  a  lengthy  negotiation  involving  the  U.S.  Executive  Branch,  the  Congress 
and  the  FSM,  to  identify  appropriate  compensation  to  the  FSM  for  this  significant  loss.  Finally, 
the  FSM  proposed  that  compensation  be  accomplished  through  an  "Investment  Development 
Loan  Fund"  that  would  attract  investment  from  U.S.  sources,  and,  in  time,  build  a  revenue  base 
to  permit  greater  self-sufficiency  and  lesser  needs  for  U.S.  direct  assistance.  The  idea  was 
accepted,  and  the  Congress  provided  an  initial  appropriation  of  $20  million  for  the  Fund. 
Recognizing  that  amount  was  likely  to  be  inadequate  to  provide  full  compensation,  the  Congress 
also  authorized  up  to  another  $40  million  to  be  appropriated  upon  a  showing  by  FSM  of  adverse 
impact  exceeding  the  original  $20  million. 

As  expected,  the  Fund  has  been  a  significant  encouragement  to  joint  U.S. /FSM  private 
sector  development  efforts.  To  date,  some  $19.9  million  in  loans  have  been  made,  concentrating 
on  projects  in  the  fishing  and  tourism  sectors  in  line  with  priorities  laid  out  in  the  National 
Development  Plan.  The  program  is  administered  through  the  FSM  Development  Bank,  and  loan 
repayment  experience  has  been  excellent.  It  is  also  very  significant  that  the  $19.9  million  in 
loans  has  leveraged  an  additional  $54.8  million  in  companion  debt  or  equity  in  the  projects. 

Useful  as  these  initial  funds  have  been,  the  fact  remains  that  the  tax  and  trade  provisions 
originally  agreed  to  by  the  U.S.  would  have  been  of  far  greater  value  in  stimulating  joint 
U.S. /FSM  private  sector  cooperation  for  development.  Thus,  the  FSM  hereby  respectfully 
makes  application  for  the  appropriation  of  the  additional  $40  million  referred  to  in  Section 
1 1 1(d)  of  the  Compact  of  Free  Association  Act  of  1985. 
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From  the  FSM's  perspective,  the  question  of  what  it  would  cost  to  "make  FSM  whole' 
for  Congress*  changes  in  the  agreement  has  always  been,  "How  much  will  it  cost  FSM  to  attract 
by  other  means  an  amount  of  U.S.  private  investment  equivalent  to  that  which  would  have  been 
attracted  by  the  original  tax  and  trade  concessions?"    In  1985,  FSM  estimated  that  cost  to  be  in 
the  range  of  $95  million,  broken  down  as  follows: 

a).  Conservatively,  FSM  had  earlier  estimated  a  need  for  $128  million  in  U.S.  private 
investment  over  the  first  fifteen  years  of  the  Compact  as  one  of  five  basic  approaches 
including  enhanced  local  revenue  collections,  to  overcome  a  much  larger  shortfall  in 
development  funding  requirements  identified  in  the  National  Plan.    Sections  242,  243, 

253,  254,  and  255  of  the  original  Compact,  all  working  together,  would  have  been 
effective  in  drawing  the  necessary  amount  of  U.S.  investment  to  meet  this  need.  But 
without  those  provisions  we  suggested  then,  as  we  do  now,  that  applying  a  very 
ambitious  3-to-l  ratio,  about  $42.5  million  in  U.S.  funding  for  the  IDF  might  be 
sufficient  to  leverage  the  $128  million  in  needed  U.S.  private  investment  over  the  fifteen- 
year  period.  (It  is  important  to  note  that  FSM's  experience  so  far  with  the  initial  $20 
million  has  produced  a  leveraging  effect  very  close  to  the  ratio  originally  assumed.) 

b).  As  for  the  FSM's  additional  loss  estimation  of  $50  million  made  in  1985,  it  was 
admittedly  difficult  to  assign  dollar  figures  prospectively  to  the  dilution  of  negotiated 
trade  and  tax  advantages  that  would  have  made  FSM  attractive  to  U.S.  investors  as  a 
friendly,  U.S. -affiliated  offshore  center  for  small  industries  assembling  goods  for  the  US 
market.  Nevertheless,  the  fact  that  certain  U.S.  industry-related  lobbying  interests 
responded  so  strongly  against  what  they  mistakenly  perceived  as  a  "foreign"  threat  is 
clear  testimony  to  the  fact  that  FSM's  loss  resulting  from  the  success  of  these  oppositions 
was  very  substantial.  Wholly  without  regard  to  the  right  or  wrong  of  protectionist 
impulses  at  the  time,  it  is  indisputable  that  a  very,  very  valuable  opportunity  for  FSM 
to  generate  development  income  in  partnership  with  U.S.  private  investment  was  lost 
when  its  negotiated  status  of  equality  with  U.S.  possessions  was  drastically  cut  back  by 
the  U.S.  Congress.  Now,  eight  years  later,  the  almost  total  absence  of  small 
manufacturing  activity  for  export  from  FSM  provides  irrefutable,  empirical  evidence  that 
FSM  has  suffered  substantial,  uncompensated  setbacks  in  its  development  program.  To 
be  sure,  the  quantification  of  such  setbacks  will  always  be  difficult  if  not  impossible  -  but 
fi'om  a  standpoint  of  equity  and  fairness,  this  factor  amounts  to  a  clear  showing  of 
entitlement  in  the  context  of  the  present  request  for  appropriation  against  the  original 
authorization. 

c).  A  recent  study  by  FSM  focuses  on  a  third,  and  possibly  even  greater  adverse  impact 
of  the  Congressional  revisions  to  the  negotiated  Compact,  namely,  the  original  Section 

254,  which  would  have  attracted  wealthy  U.S.  citizens  to  come  and  participate  firsthand 
in  the  development  of  our  islands  by  offering  them  the  opportimity  to  reside  in  FSM  for 
183  or  more  days  per  year,  and  be  taxed  on  their  total  income  by  the  FSM,  rather  than 
by  the  US.  In  1985,  some  argued  that  the  then-current  state  of  living  conditions, 
transportation  and  communications  in  FSM  made  it  unlikely  that  significant  numbers  of 
US  taxpayers  would  avail  themselves  of  this  provision,  and  that  it  thus  represented  little 
value  to  FSM  if  taken  away.  Ironically,  they  were  the  same  people  who,  out  of  the  other 
side  of  their  mouths,  pointed  to  the  "grave  concern  for  potential  U.S.  tax-avoidance" 
(Chairman  Rostenkowski  in  a  letter  to  Speaker  O'Neill,  March  7,  1985)  raised  by  this 
Compact  provision.  While  this,  again,  necessarily  defies  precise  definition  in  terms  of 
loss  to  FSM,  the  FSM  study,  which  has  been  made  available  to  the  Members,  postulates 
a  very  conservative  scenario  recognizing  the  great  strides  since  made  in  establishing 
modem  and  comfortable  living  conditions  and  communications  in  FSM,  to  show  that  the 
FSM  will  have  lost,  over  fifteen  years,  aLl^Jlt  $87  million  over  a  range  of  sectors 
including  investments,  revenues,  housing  and  overall  expenditures,  is  the  result  of  having 
lost  the  opportukiity  to  host  no  more  than  five  additional  wealthy  U.S.  citizens  during 
each  of  the  first  fifteen  years  of  the  Compact. 


651 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  brief  outline  of  the  basis  for  FSM's  request  for  an  appropriation 
of  $40  million  as  provided  in  Section  111(d)  of  the  Compact  of  Free  Association  Act  of  1985. 
We  believe  that  these  points  can  leave  no  doubt  in  the  mind  of  any  fair-minded  person  that  FSM 
in  fact  suffered  far  greater  losses  from  the  changes  made  by  Congress  to  the  original  Compact 
than  even  were  estimated  by  FSM  at  the  time.  FSM  does  not  seek  here  to  reopen  the  question 
of  full  compensation,  but  we  respectfully  insist  that  the  conditions  are  more  than  met  to  justify 
the  appropriation  of  the  full  amount  authorized. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  FOND  DU  LAC  RESERVATION 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members,  the  Fond  du  Lac  Band  of  Lake  Superior  Chippewa  would 
like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  Fiscal  Year  1996  Appropriations  Request 
to  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Interior  and  Related  Agencies,  for  our 
Fond  du  Lac  Ojibwe  School,  and  our  Natural  Resources  and  Forestry  Project  Proposals.  The 
continued  support  for  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  funded  programs,  including  Education,  the 
Tribal  College,  Conservation  Enforcement,  Natural  Resources,  Forestry,  Tribal  Courts,  and 
Aid  to  Tribal  Government  is  also  very  important. 

The  Fond  du  Lac  Reservation  is  one  of  six  Chippewa  Bands  in  the  Minnesota 
Chippewa  Tribe.  The  Reservation  was  established  in  1854  by  a  Treaty  with  the  United  States 
Government.  Currently,  there  are  about  3,350  Fond  du  Lac  Band  Members.  The  Fond  du  Lac 
Reservation  encompasses  approximately  100,000  acres,  and  is  located  20  miles  west  of  Duluth, 
Minnesota 

Our  highest  priority  is  for  an  appropriation  to  the  Fond  du  Lac  Band  for  building  a  new 
pre-K  through  12  school  to  house  approximately  365  students.  The  existing  school  is  a 
decrepit  building  which  is  in  violation  of  building  codes  and  BIA  space  guidelines.  The  1992 
BIA  Construction  Validation  Report  stated  that,  "The  building  poses  a  clear  and  immediate 
danger  to  its  occupants.  Any  attempt  to  continue  to  use  this  facility  on  other  than  a  short-term, 
interim  basis,  is  imprudent."  The  K-6  children  have  classes  in  two  temporary  portable 
buildings.  The  construction  of  a  new  pre  K-12  school  to  serve  approximately  365  students 
would  be  possible  by  amending  the  Fond  du  Lac  Band's  PL  100-297  grant  agreement.  This 
would  provide  a  line  item  estimated  at  SS.SS  Million  for  the  construction  phase  of  the  school. 

The  highest  priority  appropriations  request  for  managing  the  natural  resources  of  the 
Fond  du  Lac  Reservation  is  for  the  Natural  Resource  Program  and  Forest  Management 
Proposals  These  proposals  would  require  a  $300,000  increase  to  the  existing  Natural 
Resources  and  Forestry  Program  budgets.  Our  second  highest  Natural  Resources 
appropriation  priority  is  for  continuing  the  funding  of  Fond  du  Lac's  waterfowl  projects  within 
the  "Circle  of  Flight"  Tribal  waterfowl  and  wetland  initiative  for  $40.000.  The  fisheries, 
wildlife,  wild  rice,  and  forest  resources  on  Fond  du  Lac  are  very  important  to  the  3,350  Band 
Members  for  their  culture,  employment,  and  recreation. 

We  urgently  request  that  the  U.S  Congress  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  fulfill  their 
Trust  responsibility  to  the  Fond  du  Lac  Band  by  assisting  in  our  efforts  to  educate  our  children 
and  protect  our  natural  resources. 

The  direct  appropriation  add-on  requests  for  FY-96  would  total  $8.85  Million  for  the 
Fond  du  Lac  Ojibwe  School  and  the  Natural  Resource  and  Forestry  Program  Proposals. 

The  Fond  du  Lac  Band  proposes  that  the  Appropriations  Committee  continue  to 
provide  base  funding  for  the  Office  of  Indian  Education  Programs  including:  Indian  School 
Equalization  Program  (ISEP);  Student  Transportation;  Substance  Abuse,  Effective  Schools; 
Family  and  Child  Education  (FACE);  Johnson-OMalley  (JOM),  Facilities  Operation  and 
Maintenance;  and  the  Administrative  Cost  Grant.  Funding  should  also  be  continued  for  flow 
through  programs  serving  tribes  including:  Chapter  1;  Individuals  with  Disabilities  Act 
(IDEA),  Substance  Abuse  and  Title  V.  Many  of  these  programs  operate  75%  or  less  of  actual 
need  To  institute  budget  cutting  measures  now  would  severely  impact  existing  Indian 
Education  programs. 

The  Fond  du  Lac  Tribal  and  Community  College  is  unique  in  the  United  States  as  it  is 
jointly  a  tribal  college  and  a  member  of  the  Arrowhead  Community  College  Region  in 
Minnesota.  The  continued  financial  support  for  American  Indian  students  and  educational 
programs  at  this  Tribal  College  is  vitally  important. 
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The  Fond  du  Lac  Band  also  supports  the  three  initiatives  of  the  Great  Lakes  Region  of 
the  Native  American  Fish  &  Wildhfe  Society: 

1 )  The  Circle  of  Flight  Tribal  wetlands  and  waterfowl  enhancement  plan  will  require  a  total 
of  $1,307,500  in  FY-96  to  implement  this  cooperative  regional  Tribal/state/and  Federal  plan 
Again,  the  Fond  du  Lac  wetland  restoration  and  enhancement  projects  within  this  regional 
plan  would  require  $40,000. 

2)  We  flilly  support  the  "Great  Lakes  Tribal  Environmental  Protection  Program"  that 
implements  the  Indian  Environmental  General  Assistance  Program  of  1992.  The  baseline 
funding  for  the  30  Tribes  in  USEPA  Region  5  is  $2.25  million  for  FY-96. 

3)  Fond  du  Lac  also  supports  the  continuation  of  the  Tribal  Conservation  Officer  Training 
Standards  Board,  which  is  a  joint  Tribal/federal  endeavor  with  the  BIA-Minneapolis  Area 
Office.  This  would  require  $75,000  in  funding  to  continue  this  partnership. 

We  also  feel  it  is  important  to  support  the  funding  of  the  BIA's  Forest  Development, 
and  Inventory  and  Management  Planning  add-on  funds. 

The  Fond  du  Lac  Band  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  approved  the  Fond  du  Lac 
Natural  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Assessment  in  July  of  1990.  The 
Natural  Resource  and  Forest  Management  Proposals  will  further  the  implementation  of  this 
Integrated  Resource  Management  Plan.  The  Natural  Resources  and  Forest  Management 
Proposals  presented  to  you  today  are  the  highest  priorities  as  identified  in  the  Integrated 
Natural  Resource  Management  Plan  (IRMP).  The  level  of  funding  requested  is  a  realistic 
assessment  of  the  resource  management  needs  of  the  Fond  du  Lac  Band. 

FY-1996  APPROPRIATION  REQUEST 

The  appropriation  of  $8.55  Million  for  the  construction  of  a  new  Fond  du  Lac  Oiibwe  School 
is  our  highest  priority  request  to  the  Subcommittee.  These  fiinds  should  be  amended  to  our 
PL  100-297  grant  agreement  for  the  construction  phase  of  a  new  pre-K  through  12  school 

Fond  du  Lac  is  requesting  $300,000  as  an  increase  to  the  Natural  Resource  Program  and 
Forestry  Program  budgets. 

The  total  appropriation  request  for  the  construction  of  the  new  school  and  for  our  natural 
resources  proposals  is  $8.85  Million. 

FOND    DU    LAC   OJIBWO   SCHOOL    PROPOSAL 

The  Pond  du  Lac  Band  of  Lake  Superior  Chippewa  proposes  lo  construct  and  equip  a  new  facility 
for  its  tribaliy-conirolled  schooL  the  Ojibwe  School,  in  order  to  replace  its  present,  decrepit 
facility. 

The  existing  Ojibwe  School  is  a  grant  school  under  the  Tribally  Conirolled  Schools  Act  of  1988 
(PL  100-297,  TiUe  V.  Part  B;  the  'Tribally  Controlled  Schools  Act")  serving  approximately  210 
children  in  grades  K-12.  The  facility  is  old  and  decrepit.  It  utilizes  two  temporary  portable 
buildings  to  house  grades  K-6.  It  is  not  large  enough  to  handle  existing  enrollment  The  facility  is 
in  violation  both  of  applicable  building  codes  and  BIA  space  guidelines.  The  1992  BIA 
Construction  Validation  Report  stated  that,  "The  building  poses  a  clear  and  immediate  danger 
to  its  occupants.  To  not  replace  the  facility  could  be  construed  as  negligence  In  the  event  a  fire 
occurred.  Any  attempt  to  continue  to  use  this  facility  on  other  than  a  short-term.  Interim  basis,  is 
imprudent."   Obviously,  the  condition  of  the  facility  has  deteriorated  since  the  report  was  issued. 

Notwithstanding  these  physical  handicaps,  the  school  has  been  able  to  provide  high  quality 
educaUon  to  the  studenu  it  is  able  to  admit  The  school  has  been  in  operation  since  1980  with  a 
current  annual  operating  budget  of  $3. 3m. 

NEW  SCHOOL: 

The  new  90.000  square  foot  school  proposed  by  Fond  du  Lac,  to  be  built  at  a  cost  of  $8.SSm. 
would  serve  approximately  365  students  in  grades  K-12.  It  would  be  built  on  the  Reservation,  near 
the  existing  school,  in  accordance  with  BIA  educational  space  guidelines.  North  Central 
Accreditation  Standards  and  educational  space  recommendations  of  the  Minnesou  Department  of 
Education. 
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STRUCTURE: 


In  1992  the  Fond  du  Lac  Reservation  submitted  an  application  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  for 
New  School  Construction.  Following  an  October  1992  Construction  Validation  Study  and  Final 
Report,  the  Fond  du  Lac  Ojibwe  School  was  ranked  #14  on  the  "Education  Facilities  Construction 
Priority  List  of  FY  1993."  Fond  du  Lac  Is  now  In  the  process  of  applying  for  a  PL  100-297  Grant  for 
the  planning  and  design  phase  of  the  school  project 

After  construction  funds  have  been  appropriated  and  the  planning  and  design  phases  have  been 
completed,  the  project  would  enter  the  three-stage  construction  phase:  Pre-Constructlon; 
Construction;  and  Post  Construction. 

The  three  stages  deal  with  the  contract  for  inspection  and  architectural/engineering  services; 
soliciting  bids  for  construction  of  the  project;  award  contract  to  a  construction  firm;  organize  pre- 
construction  conference,  monitor  progress  of  the  construction  project;  process  construction  change 
orders;  final  inspection  in  order  to  accept  facility;  Inspect  the  facility  at  the  end  of  the  warranty 
period;  monitor  obligation  of  funds  including  initial  appropriations  and  change  order  requests. 

The  Fond  du  Lac  Band  and  the  federal  government  will  amend  the  Band's  PL  100-297  grant  agreement 
to  provide  a  line  item  for  the  construction  phase  of  the  school  project. 

ACTION     NEEDED: 

THE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE  SHOULD  PROVIDE  FUNDING  FOR  THE 
CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  NEW  FOND  DU  LAC  RESERVATION  OJIBWE  SCHOOL, 
CURRENTLY  I4TH  ON  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR'S  NEW  SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM  PRIORITY  LLST.  THE  BAND'S  PL  100-297  AGREEMENT 
WOULD  BE  AMENDED  TO  INCLUDE  A  LINE  ITEM  FOR  NEW  SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION    ESTIMATED    AT    $8.55    MILLION. 


STATEMENT  OF  DAVID  O.  WEBB,  SENIOR  VICE  PRESIDENT,  POLICY 
AND  REGULATORY  AFFAIRS,  THE  GAS  RESEARCH  INSTITUTE 

Gas  Research  Institute  (GRI)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  submit 
testimony  for  the  Record  to  the  Interior  &  Related  Agencies  Subcommittee  to 
present  GRI ' s  views  and  recommendations  for  federal  funding  of  research, 
development,  and  demonstration  (RDiD)  programs  within  the  Department  of  Energy 
(DOE) .   GRI  is  convinced  the  federal  government  has  a  vital  role  as  the  primary 
funder  of  long-term,  basic  research  and  that  DOE,  in  partnership  with  industry, 
has  a  continuing  role  in  applied  energy  RDSD.   Based  on  this  policy,  GRI 
supports  doe's  FY  1996  gas-related  RDSD  budget.   Through  an  orderly  transition 
over  the  next  five  years,  the  DOE  budget  for  applied  energy  RDSD  can  be  reduced 
by  obtaining  more  cofundlng  from  industry  and  rigorous  prioritization  of  RDSD. 
A  five-year  transition  is  important  to  allow  current  jointly-funded  projects 
with  industry  to  be  completed  and  to  allow  industry  time  to  adjust  its  RDSD 
plans  and  budgets  to  accomodate  a  reduced  federal  role. 

GRI  is  the  RDSD  management  organization  of  the  natural  gas  industry.   Its 
mission  is  to  discover,  develop,  and  deploy  technologies  and  information  that 
measurably  benefit  gas  customers  and  enhance  the  value  of  gas  energy  service. 
GRI  jointly  plans  and  cofunds  many  projects  with  DOE  Fossil  Energy  and  Energy 
Efficiency  program  offices.   Therefore,  any  change  in  policy  or  reduced  levels 
of  federal  funding  of  RDSD  has  an  impact  on  GRI  and  the  gas  industry's 
cooperative  research  program. 

GRI  supports  the  goals  and  funding  level  proposed  by  DOE  in  their  FY1996 
natural  gas  RDSD  budget  request.   This  budget  was  put  together  with  input  from 
the  industry  and  with  the  goal  of  completing  important  on-going  projects  in  a 
timely  manner.   Industry  support  of  this  budget  is  evidenced  through  significant 
cost-sharing  of  many  of  the  projects.   Generally,  these  are  projects  industry  is 
unable  to  do  themselves  because  of  our  own  tight  budgets,  regulatory  barriers, 
or  because  the  companies  involved  are  too  small  to  have  their  own  RDSD 
departments  and  budgets.   The  proposals  set  out  by  DOE,  if  supported  by 
Congress,  will  result  in  completion  and  commercialization  of  technologies  which 
will  contribute  significantly  to  the  nation's  goals  as  we  pursue  all  of  our 
energy  options.   In  addition,  many  of  the  products  which  result  from  this  RDSD 
are  excellent  candidates  for  export  to  other  countries,  thereby  increasing  the 
U.S.  position  in  global  competitiveness. 
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ENERGY  SDCD  POLLICY:   GRI ' s  policy  is  to  obtain  an  industry  partner  and  industry 
cofunding  once  a  project  reaches  proof  of  concept  or  within  three  years  after 
project  initiation.   This  is  to  ensure  the  products  developed  enter  the 
marketplace.   Since  GRI  does  not  manufacture  or  market  the  final  product,  it  is 
essential  that  a  manufacturer  or  other  financial  partner  be  included  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  commercialization  of  a  technology.    Congress  should  consider 
using  similar  criteria  for  funding  applied  energy  RDSD  and  encourage  DOE  to  form 
partnerships  with  industry  as  part  of  the  effort  to  reduce  federal  spending. 

RDSD  sets  the  future  direction  for  development  and  use  of  our  nation's 
valuable  energy  resources.   The  role  of  the  federal  government  in  energy  RDSD  is 
critical  as  a  basis  for  decision-making  by  industry  as  it  competes  in  an  ever 
increasingly  competitive  world  market.   As  you  review  the  role  of  the  federal 
government  in  energy  RDSD,  I  would  urge  you  to  recognize: 

1.  The  need  for  a  greater  level  of  funding  support  between  basic  research  and 
applied  RSD, 

2.  the  need  for  a  reasonable  transition  period  as  federal  budgets  are  reduced, 

3.  the  need  to  adhere  to  a  consistent  policy  across  all  energy  sectors,  and 

4.  the  need  to  allocate  budgets  in  proportion  to  energy  use  in  the  U.S.  economy 
across  all  energy  sectors;   i.e.  eliminate  current  sector  bias. 

BASIC  RESEARCH:   The  federal  government  must  continue  to  have  the  primary  role 
and  responsibility  for  funding  and  managing  fundamental,  long-term  basic 
research.   Society  receives  large  and  continuing  benefits  from  fundamental 
research.   However,  in  today's  competitive  environment,  individual  private 
companies  are  market  driven  and,  in  nearly  all  instances,  cannot  capture  the 
economic  rent  associated  with  any  benefits  derived  from  basic  research  to  their 
bottom  lines.   Therefore,  government's  role  as  a  primary  funder  of  basic  long- 
term  research  is  both  appropriate  and  essential  because  private  industry  will 
not  and  cannot  fund  the  level  of  basic  research  necessary  to  achieve  national 
goals  and  objectives. 

APPLIED  ENERGY  RD£D:   Both  government  and  industry  have  a  joint  responsibility 
to  plan,  conduct,  and  fund  applied  RDSD  to  meet  national  goals.   Industry  should 
be  brought  in  early  to  assist  in  the  planning,  financing,  and  management  of  the 
applied  research.   The  partnership  of  private  industry  in  federally  sponsored 
RDSD  accomplishes  several  goals. 

1.  If  the  research  is  an  industry  priority,  industry  will  cofund.   Without 
industry  support  after  three  years,  government  should  question  their  own  role 
in  the  research. 

2.  Industry  will  bring  rigorous  cost/benefit  analysis  to  prioritize  RDSD. 

3.  Once  industry  buys  into  the  research  and  participates  financially  and 
managerially,  the  commercialization  path  will  be  shorter,  because  industry 
must  get  benefits  from  the  research  to  survive. 

4.  When  the  project  is  ready  for  commercialization,  industry  is  already  on 
board  and  has  a  significant  stake  in  ensuring  the  technology  reaches  the 
marketplace,  thus  ensuring  success  from  government  and  industry  investments. 

5.  Finally,  duplication  of  research  will  be  eliminated. 

Government- funded  applied  RDSD  projects  should  not  proceed  beyond  proof  of 
concept  or  go  beyond  a  few  years  (for  instance,  three)  without  some  industry 
cofunding.   If  industry  cofunding  reaches  50  percent  of  a  project's  cost,  the 
industrial  partner  should  assume  responsibility  for  the  daily  management  of  the 
project. 

DOE/GRI  MQ40RAN0DM  OF  UNDERSTANDING:   A  good  example  of  a  successful  industry 
and  federal  government  partnership  is  illustrated  by  the  DOE/GRI  MOU  signed  last 
May.   While  GRI  does  not  contract  with  the  federal  government  and  does  not 
accept  government  funds,  it  does  participate  with  the  federal  government  through 
joint  planning,  cofunding,  and  cooperative  funding  of  research.   Under  the  MOU, 
representatives  from  DOE  and  GRI  meet  several  times  each  year  to  outline  their 
programs  and  identify  future  cofunding  areas  of  interest. 

Over  the  past  few  years,  GRI  and  DOE  have  worked  together  successfully  to 
produce  results  which  have  benefited  both  the  gas  industry  and  this  nation. 
Among  these  successes  are: 
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1.  The  Phosphoric  Acid  Fuel  Cell--A  commercially  available  200  kw  cogeneration 
package  which  provides  very  high  efficiency  power  generation  on  site. 

2.  Secondary  Gas  Recovery--This  technology  taps  into  bypassed  gas  zones  and 
partially  drained  reservoir  compartments  in  existing  gas  fields  for  increased 
gas  reserves.   The  initial  research  was  so  successful  in  the  Texas  field 
tests  that  GRI  and  DOE  have  now  moved  to  the  mid-continent  region. 

3.  Gas  Reburn--This  technology  involves  injecting  natural  gas  into  conventional 
coal  boilers  to  reduce  nitrogen  oxides,  therefore  allowing  previously  non- 
compliant  utility  boilers  to  now  meet  Phase  I  compliance  targets  under  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

DOE  and  GRI  are  currently  conducting  or  have  committed  to  joint  research 
totaling  nearly  S30  million  in  1996.   Many  of  these  projects  are  slated  for 
completion  in  the  1996-98  time  frame.   Most  of  the  projects  have  at  least  50 
percent  cost  sharing  derived  not  only  from  GRI  but  many  other  participating 
members  of  the  gas  industry.   These  projects  cover  the  full  realm  of  the  gas 
industry,  from  the  exploration  and  production  of  gas  to  the  final  end  use  of  the 
product  in  the  areas  of  cooling,  power  generation,  and  natural  gas  vehicles. 
Some  examples  of  projects  GRI  is  cofunding  with  DOE  include: 

1.  Greater  Green  River  Basin  study  and  follow-on  research  of  low  permeability 
reservoirs; 

2.  the  development  at  Johns  Hopkins  University  Applied  Physics  Laboratory  of  an 
advanced  natural  gas  prototype  passenger  vehicle  with  a  range  of  300  miles 
without  refueling;   and 

3.  Fracturing  Fluid  Characterization  Facility  (FFCF)  at  the  University  of 
Oklahoma  to  better  characterize  hydraulic  fracturing  fluids  and  proppant 
transport  to  allow  improved  fracture  treatment  designs  for  tight  formations. 

TRANSITION  TO  NEW  FEDERAL  POLICY:   During  your  consideration  of  DOE's  budget  for 
applied  energy  RDSD,  we  ask  you  to  consider  several  factors  which  would  be 
helpful  to  industry. 

1.  A  phasing  out  of  projects  rather  than  an  immediate  termination  to  give 
industry  and  DOE  an  opportunity  to  finish  projects. 

2.  Give  industry  time  to  adjust  their  own  budgets  and  reorder  priorities. 
Without  adequate  time  (3  years)  to  adjust,  industry  cannot  fund  even  all  of 
the  highest  priority  projects  terminated  by  Congress. 

3.  If  Congress  expects  industry  to  conduct  more  of  the  RD4D  for  this  nation, 
then  some  kind  of  incentive  needs  to  be  given,  especially  to  the  regulated 
industry,  in  order  to  make  increased  private  sector  RD&D  a  reality.   For 
instance,  the  RDSD  tax  credit  is  set  to  expire  mid-1995.   A  permanent 
extension  of  this  tax  credit  with  a  flat  20  percent  credit  for  funding  of 
collaborative  research  would  be  one  way  to  assise  private  industry  in  meeting 
the  needs  of  this  country  to  continue  RDSD.   This  would  be  especially 
beneficial  to  regulated  industries. 

GRI  thanks  the  Subcommittee  for  its  invitation  to  testify.   As  you 
finalize  the  federal  budgets,  we  ask  that  you  be  responsive  to  the  need  for  a 
three-to-five  year  transition  since  immediately  cutting  programs  will  preclude 
industry  from  taking  over  even  the  most  important  RDSD.   A  reasonable  ramp  down 
allows  industry  to  make  adjustments  in  their  own  budgets  and  RDSD  programs  in 
order  to  continue  the  highest  priority  projects. 


STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  C.  GORMAN,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  ADVANCED 
TECHNOLOGIES,  GENERAL  ELECTRIC  POWER  GENERATION 

Introduction 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  this  testimony  for  the  record  in  support  of  the 
Department  of  Energy's  request  for  $44  million  for  the  Office  of  Fossil  Energy  to  fund  the 
Advanced  Turbine  System  (ATS)  Program  in  FY  1996. 

The  ATS  Program  is  an  industry  cost-shared  program  to  develop  highly  efficient  gas 
turbines  for  utility  and  industrial  electric  power  generation.  The  utility  turbine  program  in  which 
GE  is  participating  is  the  focus  of  this  testimony.  Gas  turbines  are  rapidly  becoming  the  choice 
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for  current  and  future  power  generation  systems.  They  have  gained  wide  acceptance  because  they 
offer  efficient  fuel  conversion  and  lower-cost  electricity.  The  key  to  the  success  of  gas  turbine 
systems  in  the  future  is  a  strong  technology  base  focused  in  three  critical  areas:  advanced  gas 
turbine  operating  conditions,  environmental  compatibility  and  fuel  flexibility. 

The  ATS  Program  addresses  all  these  critical  areas  and  in  addition,  the  ATS  Program  can 
help  U.S.  companies  like  GE  demonstrate  improved  utility  gas  turbine  technology  for  our 
domestic  market.  In  so  doing,  the  program  will  support  continuing  U.S.  global  leadership  in  this 
important  technology.  U.S.  leadership  in  this  technology,  in  turn,  supports  thousands  of  U.S. 
jobs  and  will  contribute  positively  to  the  U.S.  balance  of  payments. 

Status  of  the  Program;  Investments  Made  and  Planned 

This  program  began  in  1992  and  GE  was  competitively  selected  and  has  received  $5 
million  from  DOE  for  the  development  of  enabling  technologies.  GE  itself  has  invested  more  than 
$40  million  in  parallel  technology  development  and  machine  design  activities.  In  order  to  bring 
an  advanced  power  generation  system  from  a  technology  readiness  status  to  a  demonstration  at 
a  utility  level,  an  industrial  investment  of  over  $400M  would  be  required.  GE  has  proposed  a 
joint  activity  with  DOE  to  achieve  this  objective  under  the  ATS  Program  by  1999  and  seeks  DOE 
funds  for  less  than  one-third  of  the  total  cost.  This  is  a  program  with  a  clear  set  of  deliverables 
and  an  identified  completion  date. 

The  Department  of  Energy's  contribution  through  the  ATS  Program,  however,  goes 
beyond  funding.  DOE's  involvement  in  the  demonstration  phase  reduces  the  substantial  risks 
inherent  in  the  commercialization  of  new  technologies.  This  is  especially  important  when  dealing 
with  a  utility  system  that  must  perform  reliably  and  economically.  The  ATS  Program  provides 
a  "bridge  to  commercialization"  by  sharing  the  risk  with  an  electric  utility  industry  that  has  been 
buffeted  by  changes  in  regulation  and  the  role  it  plays  in  servicing  the  community.  The 
government-industry  partnership  formed  through  the  ATS  Program  fosters  sharing  of  information, 
expertise,  and  research  facilities.  This  provides  suppliers  with  better  information  on  critical 
supporting  technologies.  By  effective  communication  to  the  ultimate  users,  customer  acceptance 
of  advanced  technologies  like  the  ATS  will  be  encouraged.  Finally,  this  partnership  helps  focus 
university  researchers  on  critical  needs  because  information  is  more  rapidly  available  about 
technological  challenges  met  and  not  met. 

Even  for  a  company  as  large  as  GE,  the  challenge  involved  in  bringing  to  market  a  new 
utility  system  is  daunting.  With  the  ATS  Program,  we  are  convinced  that  we  can  develop  and 
commercialize  an  advanced  turbine  system  sooner  and  more  efficiently  than  our  foreign 
competitors.  This  is  why  GE  has  made  the  ATS  Program  an  integral  part  of  our  product 
development  strategy  and  is  relying  on  the  ATS  Program  to  demonstrate  the  commercial  viability 
of  this  new  and  innovative  advanced  turbine  system  within  four  years.  The  timing  for 
commercialization  of  this  new  generation  of  power  system  is  critical  in  order  to  match  a  market 
opportunity  which  will  develop  by  the  end  of  the  decade. 

Economic  Advantages 

The  ATS  Program  will  generate  U.S.  jobs  and  reduce  the  trade  deficit.  With  the  support 
of  the  ATS  Program,  U.S.  manufacturers  like  GE  will  be  better  able  to  compete  in  the  global 
utility  turbine  marketplace  -  a  marketplace  in  which  foreign  competitors  frequently  receive 
significant  assistance  from  their  governments.  » 

Although  the  domestic  utility  market  is  considered  mature  by  some  observers,  this  industry 
is  facing  demanding  challenges  in  the  next  decade  to  meet  an  increasing  load  demand  in  an 
uncertain  regulatory  environment.  Advanced  Turbine  Systems  provide  substantial  flexibility  for 
future  load  additions.  Moreover,  a  $1  trillion  international  market  in  electricity  generating 
systems  is  expected  to  develop  over  the  next  decade.     This  country  has  a  large  stake  in 
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maintaining  U.S.  global  leadership  in  utility  gas  turbine  technology  because  tens  of  thousands  of 
Americans  currently  work  to  manufacture  gas  turbines  and  to  provide  components  for  these 
turbines.  For  example,  in  Greenville,  South  Carolina,  GE  Power  Systems  employs  over  2,000 
people  to  manufacture  gas  mrbines,  roughly  half  of  which  are  exported.  In  Schenectady,  New 
York,  another  1,125  people  are  employed  in  research  and  engineering  related  to  gas  turbines. 
Overall,  the  number  of  employees  directly  involved  in  GE's  U.S.  gas  turbine  operations  exceeds 
5,000.  In  addition,  GE  estimates  that  component  suppliers  to  GE's  gas  turbine  operations  employ 
between  3,000  and  3,700  people.  Located  around  the  country,  many  of  these  suppliers  are  small 
businesses.  Put  another  way,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  estimates  that  every  $1B  of 
exports  support  20,000  direct  jobs  ~  GE  Power  Systems  exported  $2-3B  in  products  in  '94. 

The  high  technology  jobs  created  by  this  Government/Industry  partnership  are  those  which 
are  highly  sought  by  govenunents  worldwide.  In  this  brutally  competitive  environment, 
partnership  of  this  sort  will  create  high  value  jobs  which  will  contribute  significantly  to  advances 
in  the  U.S.  Govemment/U.S.  Industry  partnership.  If  foreign  utility  gas  turbine  manufacturers 
are  able  to  obtain  superior  gas  turbine  technology,  thousands  of  U.S.  jobs  will  be  lost.  If  the 
United  States  is  to  maintain  its  leadership  in  turbine  technology,  and  enhance  our  nation's 
economic  competitiveness,  the  ATS  Program  should  be  supported. 

Fuel  Savings  and  Environmental  Advantages 

Modem  natural  gas  fired  combined  cycle  systems  which  are  now  operating  on  utility  grids 
can  achieve  efficiencies  as  high  as  55  percent.  Technologies  developed  through  the  ATS  Program 
are  intended  to  reach  efficiencies  of  60%  with  a  capability  to  evolve  to  even  higher  levels.  This 
will  produce  major  reductions  in  fiiel  consumption  and  associated  emissions.  These  fuel  savings 
will  lower  energy  costs  to  consumers  and  enhance  the  global  competitiveness  of  American 
industry.  Moreover,  natural  gas  fired  gas  turbines  are  the  cleanest  fossil  power  source.  They 
produce  no  particulates,  ash,  heavy  metals,  toxins,  or  sulfur  oxides. 

Of  importance  to  the  energy  security  interests  of  the  United  States,  the  ATS  Program  will 
permit  greater  utilization  of  domestic  natural  gas  resources  to  meet  power  generation  needs.  The 
more  efficiently  natural  gas  can  be  burned  to  generate  electricity,  the  more  competitive  it  will  be 
in  the  marketplace  and  the  more  likely  it  is  that  this  fuel  will  continue  to  back  out  imported  oil  for 
electricity  generation.  This  enhances  our  energy  security  and  reduces  the  outflow  of  dollars  for 
foreign  oil.  The  Interstate  Natural  Gas  Association  of  America  and  the  American  Gas  Association 
have  testified  in  support  of  the  ATS  Program. 

This  advanced  technology  will  also  be  fiiel  flexible.  It  will  be  applied  to  coal  fired 
systems.  Integrated  Gasification  Combined  Cycle,  and  will  result  in  a  significant  performance 
increase  and  emissions  reduction  compared  to  conventional  coal  fired  steam  plants. 

Conclusion 

For  all  of  the  foregoing  reasons,  GE  strongly  supports  the  ATS  Program  as  a  wise 
investment  in  the  future  with  near  term  payoffs.  This  industry -government  partnership  will 
enhance  U.S.  competitiveness,  increase  U.S.  energy  security,  and  advance  our  leadership  in  an 
important  energy  technology  for  decades  to  come.  In  the  end,  the  American  consumer,  the 
American  taxpayer,  and  U.S.  industry  will  benefit. 
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STATEMENT  OF  FATHER  WILLIAM  L.  GEORGE,  S.J.,  SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT  TO  THE  PRESIDENT,  GEORGETOWN  UNIVERSITY 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

I  am  Father  William  L.  George,  S.J.,  Special  Assistant  to  the  President  fo  Georgetown 
University,  the  Reverend  Leo  J.  O'Donovan,  S.J.   I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  the  30- Foot  Fuel  Cell  Powered  Bus  Program.    I  am  pleased  to 
report  that  the  promise  of  fuel  cell  technology  to  meet  the  transit  industry's  need  for 
environmentally  clean,  fuel  efficient  power  is  now  being  demonstrated  on  the  world's  first 
liquid-fueled  30- foot  fuel  cell  powered  bus.    Your  vision  of  fiiel  ceils  for  transportation  is 
now  becoming  reality.    The  continuing  support  of  this  Committee  for  the  three  prototype  test 
bed  buses  has  brought  the  program  through  the  development  test  phase  and  to  the  point  of  in- 
service  type  evaluations.    The  first  bus  has  been  put  through  an  extensive  engineering  test 
program  and  is  now  at  Georgetown  where  it  will  run  the  same  routes  as  our  standard  buses 
to  provide  comparative  operational  performance  data.   The  second  and  third  buses  are 
nearing  completion  and  both  will  be  under  a  rigorous  test  program  by  the  summer. 

We  request  that  $800K  of  the  Department  of  Energy  fuel  cell  testing  funding  be  directed 
towards  the  testing  of  two  of  the  fuel  cell  test  bed  buses  in  the  nation's  capitol  to  document 
their  performance  against  the  standard  diesel  buses  operated  by  the  university.    This  would 
establish  necessary  technical  benchmarks  and  climax  a  very  successful  development  program. 

Last  year  began  the  education  process  for  the  Government,  transit  operators,  and  the  general 
public  on  this  nationally  important  technology.   The  first  bus  has  been  successfully 
demonstrated  at  key  technical  symposia  and  public  displays  including  three  days  at  DOT's 
Technology  Fair  at  the  mall  here  in  Washington  last  fall.   This  bus  operates  cleanly,  quietly 
and  efficiently.   Georgetown  has  also  produced  and  distributed  three  high-quality  videos  to 
advance  awareness  of  the  development  and  promise  of  fuel  cell  technology.   The  message  is 
getting  through  and  the  national  interest  is  being  raised  as  we  had  hoped. 

Although  public  understanding  and  acceptance  are  important  results,  the  30-Foot  Fuel  Cell 
Bus  Prototype  is  serving  an  even  more  critical  function;  providing  the  technical  direction  and 
assurance  to  proceed  with  the  commercialization  of  the  technology.   The  efforts  initiated  here 
fostered  the  follow-on  program  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  to  develop  a 
commercially  viable  40-foot  fuel  cell  bus  using  a  domestic  fuel  cell  manufacturer.    The  goal 
is  to  bring  the  fuel  cell  technology  to  a  state  of  commercial  production  with  the  promise  that 
the  technology  will  serve  as  the  pathfinder  to  the  automotive  market.    The  work  to  date 
provides  confidence  that  the  ambitious  goals  of  the  fuel  cell  bus  program  will  be  achieved 
and  fuel  cell  technology  will  find  its  way  into  the  automobile  marketplace  yielding  great 
economic  and  environmental  benefits  to  the  nation. 


STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  H.  SCHLENDER,  EXECUTIVE  ADMINISTRATOR, 
GREAT  LAKES  INDIAN  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  COMMISSION 

AGENCY  INVOLVED:  USDA  FOREST  SERVICE 

APPROPRIATIONS  REQUESTED:  $272,931 

SUMMARY  OF  FY  1996  FUNDING  PRIORITIES:  Given  federal  budget  constraints,  the 
Commission  is  not  requesting  an  add-on.  as  such.  Rather,  it  requests  that  existing  funds  be  directed 
to  the  Commission  within  three  existing  Forest  Service  budget  categories  for  the  purpose  of 
addressing  the  following  tribal  needs: 

National  Forest  System  Budget  Category  -  $60,714:  Staff  a  U.S.  Forest  Service  position  at  the 
Great  Lakes  Indian  Fish  and  Wildlife  Commission  to  assist  tribes  in  providing  biologically  and 
culturally  based   input   into  the  Forest  Service  planning  process  that  directly  impacts  the 
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administration  of  10.000  square  miles  of  land  within  the  Chippewa  1836,  1837,  1842,  and  1854 
ceded  territories.  These  are  public  lands  upon  which  the  federal  courts  have  ruled  that  Chippewa 
tribes  retain  the  right  to  hunt,  fish,  and  gather  plant  resources  under  treaties  with  the  United  States 
government. 

Research  Budget  Category  -  $99314:  Provide  contract  funds  to  the  Great  Lakes  Indian  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Commission  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  walleye  exploitation  study  on  Butternut  and 
Kentuck  lakes  within  the  Nicolet  National  Forest;  continue  wild  rice  and  furbearer  research;  and 
initiate  a  research  program  to  assess  long  term  bio-magnification  trends  of  mercury  in  walleye. 

State  and  Private  Forestry  Budget  Category  -  $1 12,903:  Provide  funds  under  the  Special  Projects 
budget  line  item  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  ecological  community  types  which  contain  plants 
and  animals  traditionally  harvested  by  Chippewa  tribes  and  assess  the  status  of  these  communities. 
In  detennining  the  sustainable  yields  of  plant  species,  tribes  will  be  able  to  more  effectively  ascertain 
the  economic  feasibility  of  promoting  commercial  enterprises  based  upon  tribal  harvest  activities. 

Background 

Comprised  of  eleven  (11)  sovereign  tribal  governments  located  throughout  Minnesota, 
Wisconsin,  and  Michigan,  the  Commission's  purpose  is  to  protect  and  enhance  treaty  guaranteed 
rights  to  hunt,  fish,  and  gather  on  territories  ceded  under  the  Chippewa  treaties  of  1 836,  1 837,  1 842. 
and  1 854;  to  protect  and  enhance  the  treaty  guaranteed  fishing  on  the  Great  Lakes;  and  to  provide 
cooperative  management  of  these  resources. 

Amid  the  controversy  surrounding  tribal  treaty  rights,  the  Commission  has  built  a  strong 
conservation  partnership  with  the  Chequamegon  and  Nicolet  National  Forests  that  includes 
participation  in  Forest  Service  strategic  plemning  meetings;  re-establishment  of  wild  rice  beds  on 
National  Forest  lakes;  a  cooperative  furbearer  research  project;  re-establishment  of  sharp-tailed 
grouse  on  National  Forest  lands:  and  cultural  sensitivity  workshops  for  Forest  Service  staff.  An 
initiative  presently  underway  brings  together  Commission  member  tribes,  the  Forest  Service  Eastem 
Regional  Office,  and  six  National  Forests  in  Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  and  Michigan.  This  initiative 
is  intended  to  solidify  an  govemment-to-govemment  relationship. 

The  Commission  seeks  $272,931  under  three  Forest  Service  budget  categories  to  build  upon 
these  tribal/Forest  Ser^'ice  successes. 

National  Forest  System  Budget  Category  -  $60,714 

The  Commission  seeks  funds  to  staff  a  Forest  Service  position  at  the  Commission  to  assist 
1 1  Chippewa  Tribes  in  providing  biologically  and  culturally  based  input  into  the  planning  process 
for  the  Superior,  Chequamegon,  Nicolet,  Ottawa,  Hiawatha,  and  Huron-Manistee  National  Forests. 

Forest  management  plans  have  far  reaching  impacts  upon  the  abundance  of  natural  resources 
harvested  by  tribal  members  and  upon  tribal  culture.  Providing  the  tribes  with  the  ability  to  address 
issues  of  concern  in  the  picmning  phase  will  help  prevent  resource  and  cultural  conflicts. 

Anticipated  costs  include:  A  one  time  start  up  cost  for  capital  equipment  and  supplies  at 
$8,571  (a  computer  system,  modem,  and  laser  printer  at  $5,093;  software  at  $1,228;  and  office 
furniture  and  supplies  at  $2,250),  and  on-going  annual  costs  at  $52,143  (salary  and  fringe  at  $41,143; 
phone  at  $3,000;  office  rent  at  $2,000;  copying  and  postage  at  $1,000;  and  travel  and  training  at 

$5,000). 

Research  Budget  Category  -  $99314 

The  Commission  proposes  to  conduct  four  cooperative  research  projects:  1)  a  $55,100 
Walleye  Exploitation  Study  on  two  lakes  within  the  Nicolet  National  Forest  in  Wisconsin  ~ 
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Butternut  Lake  and  Kentuck  Lake  --  involving  a  walleye  population  estimate  on  the  lakes, 
assessment  of  the  abundance  of  non-target  species,  a  creel  census,  a  fall  juvenile  recruitment  survey, 
and  entry  of  fisheries  information  into  a  computer  data  base;  2)  a  $20,000  contribution  toward  an 
on-going  Commission  directed  study  on  northern  flirbearers  to  determine  various  demographic  and 
life  history  characteristics,  habitat  requirements,  and  special  environmental  features  required  by  each 
species;  3)  a  $10,000  contribution  for  the  continuation  of  wild  rice  research  efforts  and  monitoring 
past  enhancement  efforts  in  the  Nicolet,  Chequamegon  and  Ottawa  National  Forests;  and  4)  a 
$14,214  study  to  conduct  an  annual  series  of  tests  on  Butternut  and  Kentuck  Lakes  to  assess  long 
term  bio-magnification  trends  regarding  methyl  contamination  of  walleye  populations  harvested  by 
tribal  members. 

State  and  Private  Forestry  Budget  Category  -  $112,903 

The  Commission  seeks  funds  to: 

•  determine  the  ecological  community  types  which  contain  plants  and  animals 
traditionally  harvested  by  Chippewa  tribes  through  plant  inventories  and  sur\'eys; 

•  establish  the  sustainable  yield  of  plants  which  are  being  commercially  han'ested, 
especially  commercially  harvested  species;  and 

•  conduct  studies  to  better  understand  the  impacts  of  harvesting,  logging,  and  land  use. 

Wild  plants  are  important  to  the  tribes  for  the  role  they  play  in  providing  a  biologically 
diverse  ecosystem  as  well  as  their  subsistence,  cultural,  and  commercial  purposes.  Plants  are  the 
base  of  the  food  chain  for  other  culturally  important  species  and  thus  impacts  upon  plant 
communities  will  be  felt  by  other  members  of  the  ecological  community.  Likewise,  herbivores  and 
other  animals  have  impacts  on  native  vegetation.  While  progress  has  been  made  by  the  Forest 
Service  and  Commission,  managers  agree  that  there  remains  a  clear  need  to  collect  additional 
information  about  wild  plant  and  animal  distribution,  abundance,  and  interactions  among  members 
of  the  biotic  community. 

This  biological  information  is  also  essential  for  tribes  in  determining  the  economic  feasibility 
of  developing  commercial  enterprises  that  are  based  upon  the  harvesting,  processing,  and  marketing 
of  plant  products  under  federal  court  affirmed  treaty  rights  such  as  Christmas  wreath  materials,  pine 
cones,  and  moss.  In  determining  the  sustainable  yields  of  plant  species,  tribes  will  be  able  to 
ascertain  the  economic  feasibility  of  promoting  commercial  enterprises.  Without  this  knowledge, 
it  would  be  possible  to  overharvest  a  given  species.  Overharvest  would  eventually  have  serious 
economic  results  for  any  tribal  business  including  loss  of  market  share  and  the  need  to  finance  excess 
production  and  processing  capacity. 

Start-up  costs  have  been  estimated  at  $18,533  ($14,783  for  a  PC  based  computer  system 
capable  GIS  applications  and  $3,750  for  office  furniture  and  supplies)  and  operating  costs  of  the 
initiative  include  $33,501  for  salary  and  fringe  to  staff  a  field  biologist  and  $4,700  for  phone/office 
rent.  A  reservation  based  education  program,  explaining  the  tribal  self-regulatory  system  being 
developed  jointly  between  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Commission,  would  be  supported  with  $10,000 
for  travel  and  $33,00  to  refine  and  print  tribal  harvesting  maps. 

AGENCY  INVOLVED:  U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

APPROPRIATIONS  REQUESTED:  $220,793' 

SUMMARY  OF  FY  1996  FUNDING  PRIORITIES:  Given  federal  budget  constraints,  the 
Commission  is  not  requesting  an  add-on,  as  such.  Rather,  it  requests  that  existing  funds  be  directed 
to  the  Commission  to  expand  vital  fishery  survey  work  in  the  1837  ceded  territory  of  Minnesota  in 
a  proactive  effort  to  prevent  the  controversy  experienced  in  Wisconsin.  The  Commission's  FY  1996 
request  centers  on  two  major  items: 


'Includes  indirect  costs  at  an  OIG  approved  rate  of  14.2%. 


661 

Priority  1:  Establish  a  Tribal  Fisheries  Modeling  Program  to  assist  in  managing  the  harvests 
by  tribal  members  at  a  cost  of  $64,323. 

Priority  2:  Equip  and  support  a  Commission  fisheries  assessment  ofilce  at  the  Mille  Lacs 
Reservation  to  conduct  field  studies  on  Miile  Lacs  Lake  and  other  designated  waters 
within  the  1837  ceded  territory  in  Minnesota  at  a  cost  of  $156,470. 

PROGRAM  JUSTIFICATION:  The  Commission  is  requesting  funding  for  activities  that  will 
assist  in  the  management  and  protection  of  fisheries  resources  in  the  1837  ceded  territory  of 
Minnesota  --  an  essential  function  of  the  federal  governmental.  The  approach  selected  by  the 
Commission  is  cost  effective  and  achieves  its  purpose  with  85.8%  of  the  funding  requested  going 
directly  to  field  activities.  This  funding  will  also  enable  tribes  to  establish  cost  share  partnerships 
and  undertake  cooperative  resource  monitoring  and  enhancement  activities  with  federal  agencies, 
state  agencies  and  local  non-profit  conservation  organizations. 

Background 

Comprised  of  eleven  (II)  sovereign  tribal  governments  located  throughout  Minnesota. 
Wisconsin,  and  Michigan,  the  Commission's  purpose  is  to  protect  and  enhance  the  treaty  guaranteed 
rights  to  hunt,  fish,  and  gather  on  inland  territories  ceded  under  Chippewa  treaties  of  1836,  1837, 
1 842,  and  1 854;  to  protect  and  enhance  treaty  guaranteed  fishing  on  the  Great  Lakes;  and  to  provide 
cooperative  management  and  protection  of  these  resources. 

In  1 994.  a  federal  court  affirmed  Chippewa  ofT-reservation  treaty  rights  within  the  portion 
of  the  1837  ceded  territory  located  in  Minnesota.  Prior  to  this,  the  Minnesota  legislature,  under 
widespread  pressure  from  anti-treaty  groups,  rejected  an  agreement  that  would  have  resolved  this 
case,  which  now  involves  the  Mille  Lacs  Band  and  the  six  Wisconsin  Chippewa  Tribes.  This 
litigation,  and  a  similar  pending  case  involving  the  Fond  du  Lac  Tribe  to  reaffirm  off-reser\ation 
treaty  rights  within  the  1837  and  1854  ceded  territories  in  Minnesota,  have  many  similarities  to  the 
earlier  Voigt  decision  in  Wisconsin  which  engendered  considerable  controversy  over  the  exercise 
of  treaty-reserved  fishing  rights.  This  controversy  was  fueled  by  racism  that  exploited  unfounded 
fears  regarding  depletion  of  the  ceded  territories'  fishery  resource. 

To  alleviate  these  fears  and  promote  cooperative  management  of  the  fishery  resource,  a  joint 
fishery  assessment  of  the  Wisconsin  ceded  territory  was  completed  and  published  by  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Ser\'ice.  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  State  of  Wisconsin  Department  of  Natural  Resources. 
Great  Lakes  Indian  Fish  and  Wildlife  Commission,  and  the  Wisconsin  Chippewa  Tribes  (Casting 
Light  Upon  the  Waters:  A  Joint  Fisheries  Assessment  of  the  Wisconsin  Ceded  Territory  (United 
States  Department  of  the  Interior,  1991)).  This  assessment  determined  that  Chippewa  spearfishing 
has  not  resulted  in  over  harvest,  and  found  that  northern  Wisconsin's  fishery  resources  are  dynamic 
and  are  stressed  by  many  factors,  particularly  environmental  degradation  and  harvest  by  all  user 
groups.  All  parties  agreed  that  "the  fishery  require(s)  a  continuation  and  further  expansion  of  joint 
monitoring  and  assessment  efforts. " 

Since  1 990.  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  surveyed  inland  Wisconsin  lakes  under  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  the  Commission.  In  1994,  the  Commission.  Tribes, 
and  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  completed  walleye  population  estimates  on  17  Wisconsin  lakes 
and  3  Michigan  lakes.  In  addition,  walleye  juvenile  recruitment  surveys  were  conducted  on  100 
Wisconsin  lakes,  4  Michigan  lakes,  and  Mille  Lacs  lake  in  Minnesota.  In  comparison,  from  1980 
to  1987,  the  Wisconsin  Department  of  Natural  Resources  completed  only  34  population  estimates 
on  Wisconsin's  682  ceded  territory  walleye  lakes. 

The  Commission  is  requesting  that  Congress  provide  funds  to  expand  vital  fishery  survey 
work  in  the  1 837  ceded  territory  of  Minnesota  similar  to  those  efforts  currently  underway  in 
Wisconsin.  This  proactive  approach  is  essential  if  the  tribes'  trustee  --  the  Federal  government  — 
is  likely  to  prevent  the  controversy  experienced  in  Wisconsin. 
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Tribal  Fisheries  Modeling  Program 

At  the  cost  of  $64,323,  the  Tribal  Fisheries  Modeler  would  review  existing  indirect  methods 
of  assessing,  modeling,  and  monitoring  fish  populations  and  if  necessary',  refine  the  methods  to  be 
used  in  the  1 837  ceded  territory  of  Minnesota.  This  is  needed  because  of  the  immense  size  of  Mille 
Lacs  [.akc  (132.516  acres)  where  it  may  not  be  practical  for  biologists  to  directly  estimate  the 
walleye  populations.  The  modeler  would  inventory  existing  data  sources,  assess  their  accuracy, 
identify'  fishery  data  shortcomings,  and  refine  walleye  population  models.  Work  completed  by  the 
Tribal  Fisheries  Modeler  will  form  the  basis  for  determining  the  types  and  scopes  of  studies  to  be 
conducted  by  the  Mille  Lacs  Fisheries  Assessment  Program.  These  efforts  will  result  in  improved 
fisher>'  management  models  that  provide  more  effective  tribal  harvest  management  and  enhanced 
protection  of  the  fishery  resource. 

Mille  Lacs  Fisheries  Assessment  Program 

The  Commission  requests  funding  of  $156,470  to  equip  a  Commission  fisheries  biologist 
stationed  at  the  Mille  Lacs  reservation  in  Minnesota,  and  support  scientific  field  assessments. 
Among  studies  likely  to  be  undertaken  in  1837  ceded  territory  waters  include  assessments  in  Mille 
Lacs  lake  (as  per  the  recommendation  of  the  Tribal  Fisheries  Modeler),  spring  walleye  population 
estimates  in  other  lakes,  and  fall  juvenile  recruitment  surveys.  These  studies  would  provide  the 
foundation  for  cooperative  resource  monitoring  and  enhancement  efforts  between  the  tribes,  the  State 
of  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  federal  agencies,  and  local  non-profit  conservation 
organizations. 

Costs  include:  One  time  start-up  costs  for  capital  equipment  at  $74,550  (a  boomshocker 
boat  at  $25,000,  truck  at  $18,500.  two  (2)  fyke  net  boats/motors/trailers  at  $17,600,  a  Pentium 
computer  at  $5,000.  a  scale  reading  microscope  at  $450.  and  10  fyke  nets  at  $8,000);  on-going 
annual  operational  costs  at  $41,040  (labor  and  fringe  for  limited  time  employees  at  $17,940.  vehicle 
and  boat  operation  at  $4,500.  crew  travel  at  $3,600,  and  creel  clerks  at  $15,000);  and  $30,000  to 
expand  its  present  MOU  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Benefits 

The  allocation  of  funding  to  expand  expertise,  staffing,  and  equipment  will  enable  the 
Commission  to  provide  an  essential  government  function  -  monitoring  of  tribal  harvests  and  their 
impacts  upon  fishery  stocks.  It  is  imperative  that  the  federal  government  maintain  adequate  funding 
to  carry  out  its  trust  responsibilities,  especially  to  tribes  who  are  the  beneficiaries  of  that  trust,  and 
in  particular  to  those  tribes  whose  rights  have  been  affirmed  by  federal  court  orders. 

Funding  for  this  initiative  also  will  help  prevent  the  conflicts  experienced  in  Wisconsin  from 
repeating  themselves  in  Minnesota.  The  Commission  emphasizes  that  this  fiinding  request  does  not 
duplicate,  but  rather  complements  on-going  programs  currently  ftinded  by  the  tribes  and  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs. 

AGENCY  INVOLVED:  BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

FY  1996  APPROPRIATIONS  REQUESTED:  $3,882,000  (includes  the  Admmistration's  base 
funding  of  $3.27 1.000  for  rights  protection,  $175.000  for  Wisconsin  .lomt  Fish  Assessments,  re- 
programmmg  $336.000  from  BlA's  contract  support,  and  restoration  of  $100.000  cut  by  the 
Administration) 

SlMiMARV  OF  FY  1996  FUNDING  PRIORITIES:  Given  federal  fiscal  constraints,  the 
Commission  is  not  requesting  an  mcrease  over  its  FY  1995  funding  levels  despite  a  significant 
mcrease  in  demands  for  senices  associated  with  the  affirmation  of  Chippewa  off-reservation  treaty 
rights  within  the  1837  and  1854  ceded  territories  in  Minnesota. 
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Priority  #1:        Maintain    the   Administration's    proposed    FY    1996   funding   levels   for 
Commission  programs  to  meet  requirements  of  federal  court  orders. 

Priority  #2:        Rc-program  $336,000  from  BIA  contract  support  funds  into  the  Commission's 
BIA  Base. 

Priority  #5:        Restore  $100,000  in  funding  provided  in  FY  1995  to  enable  tribes  to  address 
mining  issues  within  the  ceded  territories  of  Wisconsin. 

PROGRAM  JUSTIFICATION:  The  Commission  is  an  intertribal  organization  which  implements 
Federal  Court  Orders  governing  tribal  harvest  of  off-reservation  fish,  game,  and  plant  resources 
within  the  Chippewa  1837  and  1842  ceded  territories.  It  was  established  by  tribal  governments  in 
1984  as  the  only  cost  efficient  option  to  effectively  self-regulate  harvests  of  natural  resources 
shared  among  treaty  signatory  Tribes. 

Background 

Comprised  of  eleven  (II)  sovereign  tribal  governments  located  throughout  Minnesota, 
Wisconsin,  and  Michigan,  the  Commission's  purpose  is  to  protect  and  enhance  treaty  guaranteed 
rights  to  hunt,  fish,  and  gather  on  inland  territories  ceded  under  the  Chippewa  treaties  of  1 836,  1 837, 
1 842,  and  1 854;  to  protect  and  enhance  treaty  guaranteed  fishing  on  the  Great  Lakes;  and  to  provide 
cooperative  management  of  these  resources 

The  Commission  provides  an  essential  governmental  function  by  enabling  tnbes  to  implement 
federal  court  orders  affirming  treaty  rights  to  hunt,  fish,  and  gather  in  ceded  territories.  Tribes  must 
meet  high  standards  for  self-regulation,  and  it  is  imperative  that  the  federal  government  maintain 
adequate  funding  to  cany  out  its  trust  responsibilities  to  those  tribes  whose  rights  have  been  affirmed 
by  federal  court  orders. 

Priority  #1:       Maintain    the   Administration's   proposed   FY    1996   funding   levels   for 
Commission  programs  to  meet  requirements  of  federal  court  orders. 

The  Commission  requests  Congress  to  maintain  the  Administration's  proposed  FY  1996 
funding  level  because  of  the  Commission's  delegated  authority  to  implement  treat)'  rights  in 
Wisconsin,  and  expanding  demands  arising  fi-om  continued  affirmation  of  treaty  rights  in  Minnesota. 

The  Commission  effectively  achieves  its  purpose  by  providing  an  intertribal  self-regulatory 
structure  under  tribal  direction  and  control  in  ceded  territories  shared  by  the  treaty  signatory  tribes. 
The  Commission's  Board  of  Commissioners  -  elected  Tribal  Chairs  of  each  member  tribe  ~ 
establishes  organizational  goals,  determines  budget  priorities,  monitors  program  accomplishments, 
and  provides  a  level  of  cost  and  program  efficiency  that  cannot  be  achieved  through  a  system  of 
individual  tribal  block  grants. 

The  Commission  also  participates  in  a  wide  range  of  cost  share  and  partnership  activities  with 
local,  state,  federal,  foreign  governments,  local  lake  associations,  universities,  and  non-profit 
organizations. 

The  Commission  faces  continuing  tribal  needs  to  implement  treaty  rights  in  Wisconsin,  and 
expanding  demands  arising  from  affirmation  of  treaty  rights  in  Minnesota  in  two  pending  court 
cases  In  one  case,  after  the  Minnesota  legislature's  rejection  of  a  negotiated  settlement,  a  federal 
court  has  reaffirmed  that  the  Mille  Lacs  Tribe  continues  to  retain  rights  to  hunt,  fish,  and  gather  in 
the  1837  ceded  territory  in  Minnesota.  Six  other  Chippewa  Bands  have  been  granted  intervention 
in  this  case  in  order  to  jointly  litigate  the  regulatory  issues  in  dispute.  In  another  case,  the  Fond  du 
Lac  Tribe  is  seeking  to  reaffirm  off-reservation  rights  in  the  1837  and  1854  ceded  territories  in 
Minnesota.  These  cases,  mvolving  seven  of  the  Commission's  member  tribes,  will  likely  lead  to  an 
expanded  exercise  of  the  treaty  rights  ~  and  thus  an  increased  need  for  the  Commission's  services. 
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The  Commission  and  its  staff  of  professional  biologists,  public  education  specialists,  and 
conservation  wardens  need  to  remain  a  constructive  and  stabilizing  force  during  controversies 
associated  with  implementation  of  off-reservation  harvesting  rights  in  Wisconsin  and  Minnesota. 


Priority  ftl:       Re-program  $336,000  from  BIA  contract  support  funds  into  the  Commission's 
BIA  Base. 

The  Commission  seeks  the  re-programming  of  its  contract  support  funding  to  its  BIA  base, 
so  that  it  can  leave  the  issue  of  internal  budgeting  between  direct  and  indirect  costs  to  its  member 
tribes.  This  will  stabilize  BIA  contract  support  funding,  minimize  the  impact  of  funding  shortfalls, 
and  enable  the  Commission  to  maintain  its  historically  low  OIG  indirect  cost  rate  that  has  averaged 
14.2%  over  the  last  5  years.  Because  of  overall  contract  support  funding  shortfalls,  the  Commission 
experienced  an  FY  1994  $78,814  contract  support  funding  shortfall  and  presently  estimates  an  FY 
1995  contract  support  shortfall  of  $93,086. 

Priority  (t3:        Restore  5100,000  in  funding  to  enable  tribes  to  address  suiride  mining  issues 
within  the  ceded  territories. 

In  FY  1995,  Congress  provided  the  Commission  $100,000  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
scientific  assessments  of  proposed  mining  development  withm  the  1 837  and  1 842  ceded  territories. 
More  than  15  mineral  deposits  have  been  identified  with  one  copper  mine  recently  opening  at 
Ladysmith,  Wisconsin  and  another  beginning  a  Federal  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Process 
near  Crandon,  Wisconsin. 

The  extraction  of  these  resources  ~  copper,  zinc,  lead,  uranium,  and  vanadium  ~  pose 
significant  environmental  dangers  and  must  be  highly  scrutinized  both  politically  and  scientifically. 
The  Commission  is  requesting  that  these  funds  be  restored  to  its  FY  1996  budget  given  the  ongoing 
nature  of  technical  studies  initiated  in  1995. 

Benefits 

The  Commission's  request  presents  an  effective  and  cost  efficient  way  to  fulfill  t^vo  long- 
standing federal  policies  in  the  area  of  treaty  guaranteed  hunting,  fishing  and  gathering  rights  ~ 
tribal  self-determination  and  the  federal  trust  responsibility.  The  Commission's  structure,  the 
tribes'  chosen  intertribal  self-regulatory  system,  ensures  control  and  accountability  by  those  most 
directly  involved  ~  the  tribes  themselves.  This  approach  maximizes  opportunities  for  cost- 
sharing  partnerships  between  tribes,  states,  the  federal  government,  universities  and  non- 
governmental organizations. 


STATEMENT  OF  BART  KOEHLER,  ASSOCIATE  PROGRAM  DIRECTOR, 
THE  GREATER  YELLOWSTONE  COALITION 

The  following  comments  are  submitted  to  you  on  behalf  of  GYC.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  highlight  our  FY  96  funding  recommendations  for  a  variety  of  programs  which  profoundly 
affect  the  integrity  of  the  Greater  Yellowstone  Ecosystem. 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  FUND  ACQUISITIONS 

We  urge  your  Subcommittee  to  provide  funding  for  our  priority  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  acquisitions,  which  are  described  in  detail  in  a  booklet  that  has  abeady  been  submitted 
for  the  record,  (cover  page  and  booklet  attached)  Please  make  this  booklet  part  of  the  record. 

Secure  Porcupine/S.Cottonwood  &  other  key  areas: 

The  most  urgent  of  our  priorities  is  completing  the  acquisition  of  the  Porcupine/S.Cottonwood 
areas  before  the  option  agreement  runs  out.  We  are  very  pleased  that  the  Administration  has 
chosen,  once  again,  to  place  Porcupine  at  the  top  of  their  nationwide  LWCF  priority  list  -  listed 
as  "Greater  Yellowstone  Area"  in  their  budget  request.  The  support  for  securing  Porcupine  is  wide 
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and  deep and  includes  enthusiastic  bi-partisan  support  from  the  entire  Montana  Delegation.  We 

greatly  appreciate  this  subcomminec's  past  steadfast  support  for  funding  the  purchase  of  the 
Porcupine.  This  year,  we  respectfully  urge  you  to  approve  $  6  million  of  LWCF  monies  to 
complete  this  landmark  effort.  Once  Porcupine  is  secured,  we  can  all  look  back  and  agree  with 
this  statement  by  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation,  "Future  generations  will  view  this 
acquisition  as  one  of  the  wildlife  conservation  achievements  of  the  century." 

Completing  the  purchase  of  the  Porcupine/S.Cottonwood  area  is  not  the  only  project  in  our  region 
which  definitely  deserves  funding.  Key  deserving  projects  include  the  following:  IDAHO:  South 
Fork  of  the  Snake  River;  Sands  Elk  Range;  Caribou  Mtn.;  Lander  Cutoff  Trail;  Malan,  Lucky 
Dog,  and  Squirrel  Meadows  (in  Wyoming,  but  lots  of  support  in  Idaho);  MONTANA:  Red  Rock 
Lakes  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (ranked  41  in  national  priority);  Crazy  Mtns.;  &  Lower  Jack 
Creek;  WYOMING:  Buffalo  Valley;  Squinel  Meadows  (complements  Rep.  Crapo's  land 
exchange  bill);  Sunlight  Basin/Clarks  Fork;  R  Bar  D  Ranch;  Darwin  Ranch;  Box  Y  and  Young 
Ranches  along  the  Greys  River,  and  Cokeville  Meadows  National  Wildhfe  Refuge.  (For  details 
concerning  these  projects,  please  refer  to  our  LWCF  booklet.) 

U.S.  FOREST  SERVICE 

Protect  Roadless  Areas 

At  the  very  least,  we  recommend  that  no  funding  be  granted  for  any  road  building  and/or  timber 
harvest  planning  or  activity  within  any  roadless  area  in  Montana  which  was  approved  for 
Wilderness  designation  by  the  House  of  Representatives  in  1994.  We  recommend  tliat  all  roadless 
areas  in  Montana.  Idaho  and  Wyoming  be  placed  off-limits  from  roads  and  logging.  However,  at 
the  very  least,  protection  of  the  above-mentioned  areas  in  Montana  would  be  consistent  with  the 
will  of  the  House  of  Representatives  during  the  last  Congress. 

Restoration  Wok: 

We  strongly  support  efforts  aimed  at  restoring  lands,  waterways,  and  habitat  areas  in  Greater 
Yellowstone.  Not  only  do  such  efforts  benefit  the  landscape,  fish  and  wildlife  over  the  long  run, 
but  such  efforts  also  provide  jobs  -  long  lasting  and  sustainable  jobs.  Therefore,  we  urge  you  to 
grant  full  funding  for  restoration/rehabilitation  projects  on  the  Targhce,  Gallatin,  Caribou,  and 
Bridger-Teton  National  Forests,  as  requested  by  the  Forest  Service.  (These  projects  include 
restoring  the  Shields  River  watershed  in  the  Crazy  Mountains,  closing  roads  and  restoring  Grizzly 
Bear  habitat  on  the  Targhee,  restoring  streamside  areas  near  Caribou  Mountain,  and  watershed 
restoration  work  along  La  Barge  Creek.. ..there  are  many  other  worthwhile  examples.) 

Clarification  of  so-called  "Stewardship  Contracts": 

Last  year  we  clarified  our  comments  on  this  topic  by  suggesting  that  this  pilot  program  be  re- 
examined and  re-named  "sustainable  forestry-restoration  contracts".  We  are  not  supporting  the  use 
of  "stewardship  contracts"  as  envisioned  by  big  timber  operations  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  We 
recognize  that  there  are  problems  with  the  current  program  as  stated  by  concerned  conservation 
groups  in  the  Southwest.  We  still  harbor  the  hope  that  -  conducted  on  a  truly  small-scale,  with 
adequate  constraints,  active  Forest  Service  oversight  and  careful  public  review  —  the  basic  concepts 
could  be  useful  in  Greater  Yellowstone.  Small  amounts  of  timber  could  be  harvested  while  a  much 
larger  emphasis  could  be  placed  on  closing  roads,  restoring  habitat,  maintaining  sorely-neglected 
trail  systems,  and  putting  people  to  work  in  the  woods  -where  working  in  the  woods  has  been  a 
longstanding  tradition.  In  this  light  we  strongly  support  the  testimony  submitted  to  the  Agriculture 
Committee  last  September  by  Henry  Carey,  on  behalf  of  The  Forest  Trust 

Rural  Conimupity  Assistance: 

We  understand  that  Chief  Thomas  has  proposed  this  as  "a  pathway  toward  working  with  people 
and  an  essential  tool  linking  our  plans  and  actions  with  communities  and  the  landscape."  We 
support  comments  submitted  to  you  by  the  Forest  Trust,  regarding  this  matter. 

Below  Cost  Sales,  and  Saving  Taxpayer  Money: 

Large  scale,  below-cost  timber  sales  and  costly  roadbuilding  plans  continue  to  plague  Greater 
Yellowstone.  We  recommend  that  all  funding  be  eliminated  for  road  building  projects  in  roadless 
areas,  impoitant  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  areas,  wildlife  corridors  and  ecosystem  linkages  with 
other  large  wildland  ecosystems,  all  occupied  grizzly  bear  habitat,  and  key  recreation  areas  in 
Greater  Yellowstone. 
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A  True  Small  Timber  Sale  Program: 


As  we  did  last  year  in  our  testimony,  we  again  urge  you  to  direct  the  Forest  Service  to  dedicate 
more  timber  sale  time,  money,  and  effort  to  Special  Salvage  Timber  Sales  (SSTS).  These 
offerings  are  geared  toward  outfits  which  have  25  employees  or  less,  and  help  provide  timber  to 
truly  small-scale  operations.  We  remind  your  subcommittee  that  generally,  under  the  current  so- 
called  SBA  rules,  a  mill  with  499  employees  can  bid  for  the  same  timber  against  a  mill  which 
employs  10  or  20  workers.  Somehow,  we  need  to  correct  this  unfair  treatment.  Additionally, 
we'd  like  to  see  timber  sales  be  made  more  readily  available  to  small,  family-owned  operations  by 
offering  multi-product  sales  (value-added  products)  in  small  workable  units  parcelled  out  over 
longer  periods  of  time.  Lastly,  you  should  direct  the  Forest  Service  to  revise  their  bidding 
practices,  which  currently  hurt  small  independent  outfits. 


US  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

We  recommend  the  following  actions  regarding  this  agency: 

Defund  the  Implementation  of  the  Grizzly  Bear  Recovery  Plan:  The  final  plan  fails  to  protect 
habitat,  fails  to  establish  scientifically  supportable  recovery  targets,  fails  to  ratify  sufficient 
recovery  zone  boundaries  -  it  short,  it  fails  all  the  way  around,  and  should  not  be  funded. 

Fund,  as  fully  as  possible,  the  endangered  species  programs  in  Greater  Yellowstone  especially  the 
restoration  of  the  wolves  to  their  former  homeland. 

Fully  fund  the  trumpeter  swan  recovery  effoits  in  the  tri-state  area. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

We  recommend  the  following  actions  regarding  diis  agency: 

Defund  the  Moran  to  Flagg  Ranch  portion  of  the  Continental  Divide  Snowmobile  Trail. 

Block  any  funding  for  Yellowstone  National  Park  campsite  replacement. 

Provide  full  funding  for  completion  of  the  1988  Fishing  Bridge  mitigations. 

Provide  funding  to  conduct  carrying  capacity  studies  needed  to  set  long-overdue  Winter  use  limits. 

Please  provide  full  funding  for  implementation  of  the  Yellowstone  Controlled  Groundwater  Area, 
as  authorized  in  the  Yellowstone  Compact,  signed  by  Secretary  Babbitt  in  January  of  1994.  We 
understand  that  these  funds  have  been  included  in  the  National  Park  Service  operating  base. 

BISON  AND  THE  BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

GYC  supports  the  InterTribal  Bison  Cooperative  appropriations  request  to  develop  a  Brucellosis 
Quarantine  Facility  related  to  Yellowstone  NationaJ  Park  bison.  The  project  would  involve 
quarantine  and  testing  of  bison  from  the  brucellosis-infected  Yellowstone  herds;  the  bison  would 
be  held  until  they  test  brucellosis-free  according  to  federal  disease  requirements  and  then  could  be 
used  to  establish  brucellosis-free  herds  on  Tribal  lands.  Associated  research  would  focus  on 
development  of  an  acceptable  bison  vaccine  and  improving  die  efficacy  of  brucellosis  testing 
procedures  on  bison. 

We  believe,  however,  that  the  quarantine  facility  should  be  located  outside  Yellowstone  National 
Park,  and  we  do  not  support  any  authorization/appropriation  that  requires  such  a  facility  to  be 
located  on  national  park  land.  We  have  proposed  to  tlie  agencies  involved  in  developing  a 
Yellowstone  Bison  Management  Plan  that  trapping  facilities  could  be  located  both  inside  and 
outside  of  Yellowstone  National  Park. 

CONCLUSION 

We  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  offer  our  testimony  for  you  and  your  Subcommittee's 
careful  review.  We  firmly  believe  that  your  approval  of  our  recommendations  would  go  a  long 
way  toward  ensuring  that  the  integrity  of  the  Greater  Yellowstone  Ecosystem  will  long  endure. 
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STATEMENT  OF  JOANN  JONES,  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  HO-CHUNK 
NATION  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  JoAiui  Jones,  President  of  the  Ho-Chunk  Nation  in  Wisconsin.  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  Committee  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  the  funding  needs  of  the  Ho-Chunk 

Nation. 


I.  HO-CHUNK  NATION  OF  WISCONSIN 

The  Ho-Chunk  Nation,  with  4900  members,  has  a  land  base  spread  through  sixteen  counties 
in  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  Although  the  Nation  has  made  economic  strides  in  recent  years,  the 
poverty  rate  among  the  members  of  the  Ho-chunk  Nation  today  is  still  too  high.  While  we  are 
working  to  address  this  problem,  the  fact  is  that  today  many  of  our  people  are  still  in  need  of 
assistance.  We  are  here  today  to  alert  the  Committee  to  the  fact  that  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  in  its 
FY  1 996  Budget,  is  expected  to  eliminate  two  key  programs  on  which  our  people  rely  -  Relief  for 
Needy  Indians  and  Medical  Assistance  Elimination  of  these  programs  will  cause  great  pressure  on 
at  least  two  federal  programs  -  BIA  general  assistance,  and  IHS  contract  care  -  that  are  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Committee.  We  urge  the  Committee  to  take  steps  to  assure  that  the  elimination 
of  assistance  programs  by  Wisconsin  does  not  cause  hardship  to  our  people. 


U.        WISCONSIN  ELIMINATION  OF  RELIEF  FOR  NEEDY  INDIANS  AND  MEDICAL 
ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

In  his  FY  1996  State  Budget,  Wisconsin  Governor  Thompson  eliminated  the  State's  Relief 
for  Needy  Indians  Program  (RNIP)and  the  State's  Medical  Assistance  Program  The  RNIP  program 
provides  assistance  to  indigent  Indians  who  are  not  eligible  for  AFDC  -  including  single  persons  The 
State's  Medical  Assistance  Program  is  essentially  the  medical  component  of  RNIP  -  providing 
inpatient,  outpatient  and  pharmaceutical  services  for  Indians  on  the  RNIP  program.  Together,  these 
Programs  serve  the  poorest  of  poor  -  providing  modest  cash  assistance  and  medical  expenses 

The  resuh  of  elimination  of  RNIP  and  State  Medical  Assistance  will  be  a  massive  influx  of 
individuals  currently  on  these  State  programs  To  federal  assistance  programs  Unless  some  provision 
is  made,  available  federal  funds  for  these  programs  will  soon  be  depleted,  leaving  many  needy  Indians 
without  any  safety  net  programs  at  all. 

A.        BIA  General  Assistance  Program 

Elimination  of  RNIP  will  cause  great  additional  pressure  on  the  BIA's  General  Assistance 
Program  As  you  know,  the  BIA's  General  Assistance  Programs  has  three  components:  l)funds  for 
food,  shelter,  and  clothing;  2)  funds  for  tribal  work  experience  programs,  and  3)  funds  for  indigent 
burials  BIA  general  assistance  is  essentially  an  assistance  program  of  last  resort  -  the  place  where 
indigent  Indians  may  seek  assistance  when  there  is  no  other  program  that  will  help  them. 

Until  now,  indigent  Indians  in  Wisconsin  who  were  single,  or  otherwise  ineligible  for  AFDC, 
were  covered  by  RNIP.  Once  RNIP  is  eliminated,  these  individuals  will  seek  assistance  through  BIA 
general  assistance  -  which  will  then  be  the  only  program  available  to  them.  This  will  place  an 
increased  strain  on  a  program  that  is  currently  operating  at  capacity  In  anticipation  of  the  additional 
case  load  expected  once  the  Wisconsin  Tribes  enroll  in  the  General  Assistance  Program,  we  request 
that  the  Committee  include  a  $3.8  million  increase  in  the  TPA  account  to  be  specifically  earmarked 
for  the  Wisconsin  Tribes'  General  Assistance  needs.  This  increase  will  permit  BIA  General 
Assistance  to  meet  the  most  basic  needs  of  our  people  in  Wisconsin  without  reducing  funds  for  other 
needy  Indian  people  nationwide. 
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B.         Contract  Care 

We  face  a  similar  crisis  with  regard  to  health  care  funds.  Indigent  Indians  who  are  now  on  the 
RNIP  program  also  participate  in  the  State's  Medical  Assistance  Program  Elimination  of  this 
program  will  force  these  individuals  to  seek  heaUh  services  through  the  Indian  Health  Service  In 
Wisconsin,  where  there  are  no  IHS  hospitals,  we  are  heavily  dependent  on  contract  care.  Therefore, 
the  elimination  of  State  Medical  Assistance  will  create  additional  pressure  particularly  on  IHS 
contract  care  funds. 

As  the  Committee  is  aware,  contract  care  funds  are  already  insufficient  to  meet  existing  need, 
and  Tribes  in  most  areas  are  forced  to  ration  those  dollars.  The  shortage  in  contract  care  funds  has 
led  to  an  inhumane  sort  of  rationing  -  withholding  needed  care  until  a  person  must  have  emergency 
care  This  causes  great  hardship  to  our  people,  and  is  not  an  effective  way  to  provide  cost-effective 
health  care. 

In  short,  there  is  a  serious  existing  shortage  of  contract  care  funds  The  elimination  of  the 
Wisconsin  Medical  Assistance  program  will  increase  the  shortfall  In  light  of  this,  we  urge  the 
Committee  to  increase  contract  care  funding  by  at  least  $10  million  above  the  Administration's 
request 

ra.       FUNDING  FOR  ALCOHOLISM-PROGRAMS 

Additionally,  the  Governor's  budget  will  take  state  funded  programs  regarding  Indian  alcohol 
and  substance  abuse  and  use  them  to  serve  all  minority  groups  in  the  state.  This  will  deplete 
resources  available  to  tribes  and  seriously  hamper  our  efforts  to  treat  the  problem  of 
substanceabuseamong  our  members.  Recent  data  indicates  that  alcoholism  is  still  the  number  one 
health  problem  for  the  Ho-Chunk  people,  followed  by  diabetes  The  IHS  will  again  be  forced  to 
undertake  the  treatment  of  these  individuals  once  the  Governor's  proposal  is  enacted. 


rV.       PROPOSED  STREAMLINING  OF  IHS 

The  Ho-Chunk  Nation  opposes  any  streamlining  of  the  IHS  that  results  in  the  reduction  of 
health  services  to  Indian  people.  The  services  that  are  available  under  current  funding  levels  are  far 
from  adequate  Within  the  Ho-Chunk  Nation  alone,  we  have  lost  fifteen  of  our  elders  in  the  last  few 
months  -  and  in  our  view  the  lack  of  adequate  direct  health  care  services  may  have  contributed  to  this 
loss.  Efforts  to  examine  the  functioning  of  IHS  should  focus  not  on  cutting  costs,  but  on  providing 
better  services,  consistentwith  the  Government's  trust  responsibility. 

V.         CONCLUSION 

I  urge  the  Committee  to  take  a  close  look  at  what  is  happening  in  Wisconsin  -  as  the  State 
proposes  to  take  away  needed  services  from  Indian  people  With  the  current  debate  ongoing  with 
regard  to  welfare  reform  and  block  granting  various  programs  to  states,  the  Wisconsin  example 
should  serve  as  a  note  of  caution.  Where  States  have  flexibility  with  respect  to  social  programs,  there 
is  a  very  real  danger  that  the  needs  of  Indian  people  will  not  be  met.  If  Indian  people  are  to  be 
adequately  served,  it  must  be  through  their  Tribes,  and  the  federal  government  -  not  the  States. 


STATEMENT  OF  PLINY  MCCOVEY,  SR.,  VICE  CHAIRMAN,  HOOPA 
VALLEY  TRIBE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  Hoopa  Valley  Tribe,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony. 
Summary  of  Hoopa  Tribal  Appropriations  Priorities 

1.  Provide  $1,200,000  to  IHS  for  Drug/ Alcohol  Treatment  Center. 

2.  Provide  $200,000  for  IHS  to  plan  and  engineer  the  Tish  Tang  Water  project. 
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3.  Provide  $200,000  to  BIA  to  develop  a  Hoopa  Law  Enforcement  Plan. 

4.  Provide  $80,000  to  BIA  for  Hoopa  Integrated  Resources  Plan. 

5.  [Maintain  BIA  Forest  Development  Funds  at  the  FY9S  levels. 

6.  Add  $199,000  to  BIA  for  Hoopa  Presuppression  Fire  Program. 
Houpa  Tribal  Concerns  and  Recommendations: 

1 .  Continue  support  for  BIA  and  IHS  Self-Governance  base  budgets. 

2.  Provide  $500,000  to  BIA  for  the  recently  established  Klamath  River  Inter-Tribal  Fish  Commission. 

3.  Support  California  Advisory  on  Indian  Policy  request. 

4.  Support  Inter-Tribal  Timber  Council  Forestry  requests. 

.'^.  Support  for  full  funding  of  Contract  Support/Indirect  Cost  for  Tribal  Governments  in  BIA  and  IHS 

budgets. 

6.  Support  iiirrcascs  in  IHS  and  BIA  funding  for  Lummi  Self-Governance  Communication  and  Education. 

7.  Support  merger  Interior  OS  and  OAIT. 

8.  Support  increases  in  funding  for  the  IHS  OTSG  and  IPA  of  Paula  Williams  t"0  the  OTSG  Director 

pusilicm. 

BACKGROUND 

The  Hoopa  V.illey  Indian  Resen'aiion,  at  90,000  acres,  the  largest  in  the  Stale,  is  located  in  Nonhwestem 
California.  Prior  to  1988  and  the  passage  of  the  Hoopa-Yurok  Settlement  Act  and  PL.  100-472  Title  III  Self- 
Governance  Demonstration  Project,  the  Hoopa  Reservation  was  mired  in  constant  litigation  involving  the  ownership 
and  man.igement  of  trust  assets  on  our  Reservation.  Today,  under  Self-Governance,  the  Tribe  had  developed  many 
state-of-the-art  programs  and  is  participating  in  setting  management  practice  standards  for  the  entire  Northern 
Cllifomia  region. 

Self  Govem.ince  provides  a  meaningful,  substantive  process  for  implementing  many  of  the  provisions  in  the  Contract 
with  Americans  and  Re-inventing  Government  initiatives  with  Tribal  Nations,  consistent  with  our  govemment-to- 
govemment  relationship.  Indian  Tribes  across  the  Nation  have  demonstrated  that  they  have  the  capabilities  to  take 
control  of  bureaucr.ntically  controlled  Federal  programs  and  transform  them  into  viable  and  meaningful  service  to 
Indian  people.  With  the  recent  expansion  of  Self-Governance  to  all  Interior  Departments  in  P.L.  103-413,  we  look 
forward  to  applying  our  capabilities  and  expertise  to  activities  performed  by  Interior  agencies  which  manage 
resources  that  are  of  geographic,  cultural  and  historic  significance  to  our  Tribe.  It  is  through  these  types  of 
arrangements  th.it  Indian  Tribes  and  the  United  States  can  restore  a  cooperative  and  meaningful  relations  between 
our  Nations.  Self-Governance  saves  as  a  model  for  Federal  bureaucratic  reform  and  for  transferring  control  of 
Federal  programs  to  local  levels. 

NARRATIVE  FOR  FUNDING  REQUESTS 

1.  $1.200.000  For  Drug/Alcohol  Treatment  Center.  In  1986,  the  Congress  directed  the  IHS  to  establish 
Drug/Alcohol  treatment  centers  in  each  region  of  the  Nation.  For  California,  no  site  and  facilities  has  been 
identified  for  the  center.  Instead,  the  IHS  distributed  the  funds  to  each  contracting  service  unit.  Our  Tribe  used 
these  funds  to  hire  professional  counselors  and  to  maintain  pre-care  and  after-care  programs  which  support 
rehabilitation  services.  In  1995,  the  IHS  redirected  these  funds  into  a  single  treatment  center  contract  which  will 
result  in  de-funding  the  Tribe's  local  program  in  future  years.  The  Hoopa  Tribe  has  set  aside  land  and  developed 
architectural  plans  to  establish  a  treatment  center  on  the  Hoopa  Reservation.  The  Tribe  requests  that  the  Committee 
provide  $1,200,000  in  the  IHS  budget  for  operating  the  Hoopa  treatment  center. 

2.  Provide  $200.000  for  IHS  to  plan  and  engineer  the  Tish  Tang  Water  Project.  In  1980,  the  Tribe  established  our 
Public  Utilities  District  and  took  over  our  Reservation's  domestic  water  systems  from  the  IHS.  Today,  we  serve 
approximately  3,000  people  through  550  water  connections  and  approximately  30  miles  of  transmission  lines.  The 
current  system  is  inadequate  and  overtaxed.  Due  to  community  development  over  the  past  three  years,  we  have 
experienced  an  increase  in  water  consumption  from  12  to  17  million  gallons  per  month.  The  Tribe  and  IHS  have 
explored  various  water  sources  and  have  recommended  the  development  of  Tish  Tang  as  one  of  the  primary  water 
sources  for  our  Reservation's  domestic  water  supply.  We  request  that  the  Committee  provides  $200,000  in  the  IHS 
budget  to  plan  and  engineer  this  water  system. 
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3.  Provide  $200.000  to  develop  a  Hoopa  Law  Enforcement  Plan.  Our  reservation  is  experiencing  a  crisis  in  the 
area  of  law  enforcement.  The  Humboldt  County  Sheriffs  office  has  informed  the  Tribe  that  further  state/county 
budgets  will  result  in  the  closure  of  the  Reservation's  substation  and  removal  of  a  law  enforcement  personnel. 
Because  of  California's  P.L.  83-280  status,  the  BIA  does  not  operate  law  enforcement  programs  in  California.  In 
1980.  our  Tribe  established  a  law  enforcement  program  using  Tribal  resources  and,  in  1986,  we  contracted  for  the 
BIA  fisheries  law  enforcement  of  $94,000.  However,  even  the  combined  programs  do  not  provide  sufficient  law 
cnforccnieni  personnel  or  services  to  our  community.  We  request  that  $200,000  be  provided  in  FY96  to  develop 
a  Hoopa  Reservation  Law  Enforcement  Plan  and  to  assist  in  stabilizing  our  law  enforcement  program. 

4.  Hoopa  Valley  Tribe  Integrated  Resources  Management  Plan.  The  Hoopa  Valley  Indian  Tribe,  in  partnership  with 
World  Wildlife  Fund,  is  developing  an  Integrated  Resource  Management  Plan  (IRMP)  for  the  Hoopa  Reservation. 
The  goal  of  the  IRMP  is  to  fully  integrate  the  conservation  of  biological  diversity  and  resource  protections  into  the 
Tribe's  logging  and  timber  management  program,  while  protecting  the  Tribe's  cultural  and  providing  the  Tribe  with 
additional  means  of  generating  revenue.  Significant  progress  has  already  been  made  in  developing  the  IRMp. 
including  complciing  a  detailed  Needs  Assessment  for  the  plan.  We  are  requesting  $80,000  be  provided  in  the  BIA 
budget  to  complete  the  IRMP. 

5.  Maintain  Forest  Development  Funding  at  the  FY95  Levels.  The  Tribe  currently  receives  $235,000  annually  for 
forest  development  work  and  requests  the  funding  be  maintained  in  1996.  The  Tribe  supplements  the  BlA's  funds 
through  Tribal  timber  taxes  to  maintain  a  $400,000  annual  program,  which  provides  for  precommercial  thinning 
of  harvested  cutblocks.  The  Hoopa  Reservation  presently  has  a  backlog  of  over  $30,000  acres  that  was  developed 
when  the  BIA  operated  the  program.  The  current  BIA  funding  allows  for  thinning  about  900  acres  each  year  and 
provides  approximately  6  seasonal  jobs.  In  addition,  precommercial  thinning  of  conifer  stands  increases  tree  growth 
by  about  1 ,000  MBF  per  year  and  generates  $600,000  in  annual  timber  value  at  today's  prices. 

6.  Add  $199.000  to  Fire  Presuppression  Program.  In  1990.  the  Tribe  became  the  first  in  the  Nation  to  a.ssume 
control  of  a  Fire  Presuppression  program  under  Self-Governance.  Unfortunately,  since  then,  the  BIA  has  reduced 
our  operating  budget  each  year.  Today,  our  fire  program  is  funded  at  70  per  cent  of  the  federally  mandated  level 
and  does  not  allow  us  to  maintain  qualified  personnel  commensurate  to  the  Federal  standards.  We  request  that  the 
Committee  direct  the  BIA  to  add  $199,000  to  our  program  budget,  based  on  the  BIA's  national  fire  program  survey. 

Hoopa  Tribal  Concerns  and  Recommendations:    Regional  and  National  Levels 

1.  The  Tribe  urges  the  Committee  to  continue  supporting  the  development  of  BIA  and  IHS  base  budgets  for  Self- 
Governance  Tribes.  Base  budgets  provide  the  most  viable  budgeting  process  to  ensure  successful  implementation 
of  Self-Governance. 

2.  The  Tribe  supports  providing  $500,000  for  the  recently  established  Klamath  River  Inter-Tribal  Fish  Coimnission. 

3.  The  Tribe  support  the  budget  request  of  the  California  Advisory  Council  on  Indian  Policy  to  maintain  their 
activities. 

4.  The  Tribe  supports  the  requests  of  the  Inter-Tribal  Timber  Council,  as  follows:  I)  maintain  the  current 
Endangered  Species  ACT  (ESA)  funding  at  $210,000  for  Hoopa  ($1,829,499  nationally);  2)  maintain  the  ESA 
funding  within  the  Branch  of  Forestry,  rather  than  transferred  to  an  endangered  species  office;  3)  support  the  Indian 
Forest  Management  Assessment  Team's  (IFMAT)  budgetary  recommendations  for  increased  funding  for  forestry 
for  Indian  Tribes,  as  reported  to  Congress  in  February.  1994;  and  4)support  the  IFMAT  recommendation  of  a  one 
time  investment  of  $200  million  to  correct  deficiencies  in  road  systems  which  will  promote  a  stable  transportation 
network  and  improve  watershed  conditions. 

5.  Hoopa  supports  full  funding  of  Contract  Support/Indirect  Cost  for  Tribal  Governments  in  the  BIA  and  IHS 

budgets. 

6.  Hoopa  supports  increased  funding  in  the  BIA  and  IHS  budgets  for  the  LUMMI  Self-governance  Communication 
and  Education  Project  due  to  increased  activity  related  to  the  passage  of  permanent  Self-Governance  legislation  and 
the  increase  in  the  number  of  Tribes  participating. 

7.  Hoopa  requests  that  the  Committee  support  the  merger  of  the  interior  Office  of  Self-Governance  and  Office  of 
American  Indian  Trust.  In  addition,  the  Tribe  requests  that  the  Committee  direct  the  Secretary  to  consult  directly 
with  Tribes  in  determining  the  most  appropriate  location  of  the  OS/OAIT  Office,  presently  located  in  Denver.  The 
Tribe  believes  that  by  combining  these  offices  both  will  acquire  the  needed  support  for  performing  both  the  OS  and 
OAIT  responsibilities. 

8.  Hoopa  supports  increased  funding  for  the  IHS  OTSG  due  to  the  increases  in  workload  and  responsibilities 
resulting  from  adding  new  Tribes  each  year.  In  addition,  we  support  the  immediate  IPA  of  Paul  Williams  from  the 
Sac  and  Fox  nation  to  the  Director  of  the  OTSG  until  the  permanent  Director  is  hired. 

In  conclusion,  we  appreciate  your  continued  support  for  Self-Governance  and  for  providing  opportunities  for  Tribal 
Governments  to  continue  to  assume  control  of  Federal  programs. 
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STATEMENT  OF  FERRELL  SECAKUKU,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  HOPI  TRIBE 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee.  I  am  FerrellSecakuku,  Chairman  of  the  Hopi  Tribe.  I 
appreciate  this  opportunity  to  provide  the  Committee  with  the  Hopi  Tribe's  fiinding  priorities  for  Fiscal  Year 
1996 

1.  Hopi  Health  Care  Center  ($.4  million  to  complete  design  facility;  Sl.O  million  for  staff 
quarters  design;  S9.9  million  for  site  preparation  and  first  phase  of  construction). 

In  1980,  Congress  mandated  that  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  "assign  the  highest 
priority"  to  the  construction  on  a  new  Hopi  Medical  Center  This  provision,  contained  in  the  Navajo/Hopi  Indian 
Relocation  Amendments  of  1980  (Public  Law  96-305),  expressed  Congress'  determination  that  a  new  Hopi 
Hospital  was  desperately  needed  and  should  be  built  promptly.  Since  that  time,  the  need  has  grown  substantially, 
but  no  Hospital  has  yet  been  constructed.  While  it  is  not  ail  that  was  promised  to  us,  we  are  now  underway  with 
the  design  for  our  new  outpatient  Hopi  Health  Care  Center. 

The  Hopi  Health  Care  Center  will  provide  health  care  services,  including  preventive  and  rehabilitative 
services  for  the  Hopi  service  area.  It  will  include  a  birthing  center,  and  a  full  range  of  ambulator>'  care,  including 
spccialt>'  care,  community  health  services  and  others  Significantly,  it  will  provide  needed  health  care  to  all 
residents  of  the  service  area,  including  Hopis  and  Navajos  alike. 

Congress  has  supported  the  beginning  of  our  design  phase,  including  an  earmark  of  $  1  1  million  last 
year  The  design  contract  was  awarded  in  February.  For  this  year,  an  additional  $.4  million  is  needed  to  complete 
the  design  of  the  facility.  Designing  staff  quarters  -  an  integral  part  of  the  project  needed  to  attract  qualified  staff 
to  our  isolated  Reservation  -  will  require  an  additional  $  1  0  million  We  also  request  $9.9  million  to  undertake 
the  initial  phase  of  construction  -  including  site  preparation  and  foundation  work  -  which  is  set  to  begm  m  the 
spring  of  1996. 

2.  Second  Mesa  Day  School  (S320, 000,  Design  Phase). 

More  than  three  years  ago,  the  Hopi  Second  Mesa  Day  School  was  closed  by  the  BIA  as  a  result  of  life 
threatening  safety  problems  At  the  time,  the  BIA  assured  the  Hopi  Tribe  that  the  closure  was  intended  only  to 
address  the  safety  emergency,  and  that  a  permanent  replacement  facility'  would  be  given  the  highest  prionty.  We 
can  report  that  the  planning  contract  for  this  project  has  been  awarded  and  the  facility  planning  will  soon  be 
underway.  We  request  $320,000  in  the  FY  1996  BIA  budget  to  complete  the  design  phase  of  the  project. 

As  a  result  of  the  school  closure,  today  about  250  of  our  students  are  attending  classes  in  substandard 
buildings  and  temporary  modular  classrooms.  These  facilities  are  essentially  isolated,  poorly  heated  boxes  with 
no  windows  Moreover,  these  makeshift  facilities  send  an  inappropriate  signal  to  our  students  with  respect  to 
the  importance  and  permanence  of  school.  We  need  a  real,  permanent  school  to  replace  the  one  which  the  BLA 
closed  three  years  ago.  That  is  what  was  promised  by  the  BIA  when  it  closed  the  old  school.  While  the 
Administration's  Budget  states  that  fiinds  are  available  for  the  project  design  for  our  school,  no  amount  is 
specified  We  urge  the  Committee  to  ensure  -  perhaps  through  Committee  report  language  -  that  $320,000  is 
available  in  FY  1996  to  complete  the  design  of  this  important  project. 

3    Hopi  Sexual  Abuse  Project  ($225.000, 1 HS)($  150,000,  BIA). 

The  Hopi  Tribe  has  suffered  greatly  from  the  1987  discovery  that  a  BIA  teacher  sexually  abused  more 
than  140  of  our  children  To  address  this  tragic  situation  -  which  devastated  our  communities  -  we  developed  the 
Hopi  Child  Sexual  Abuse  Project  This  Project  is  heralded  as  one  of  the  best  in  the  Nation  The  Project  is 
providing  needed  counseling  and  support  to  the  victims  and  their  families,  as  well  as  commimity  education  and 
prevention  programs,  so  our  people  will  not  again  be  victimized  by  this  kind  of  terrible  abuse. 

The  Project  is  helping  our  people  through  individual  and  family  therapy,  as  well  as  through  unique 
culturally  sensitive  education  and  prevention  programs.  The  Project  is  implemented  through  a  distinctive 
combination  of  professionals,  support  staff  and  community  liaisons,  who  together  have  created  an  important 
program  to  serve  our  people  Beginning  in  the  fall  of  1994,  the  Project  expanded  its  services  to  include  individual 
and  group  therapy  for  adult  sex  offenders.  The  need  for  this  program  component  became  evident  as  several  adult 
offenders  were  released  from  prison  and  returned  to  their  homes  on  the  Reservation,  having  received  little  or  no 
treatment. 

Few  tragedies  impact  the  lives  of  the  victims  and  entire  communities  as  sexual  abuse  does.  The  Project 
is  vitally  important  to  those  who  have  suffered  from  this  tragedy.  To  continue  the  work  of  the  Project  we  request 
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$225,000  from  the  IHS  budget  for  mental  health/psychotherapy  services  and  $150,000  from  the  BIA  budget  for 
community  liaison  and  support  services. 

4.  Law  Enforcement  Services  ($722,400  increase) 

The  need  for  law  enforcement  services  on  the  Hopi  Reservation  has  been  growing  significantly,  while 
resources  to  meet  these  critical  needs  have  remained  stagnant.  We  request  a  $722,400  add-on  for  the  Hopi 
Agency  Law  Enforcement  Services  to  meet  these  needs. 

The  Hopi  Indian  Reservation  has  doubled  in  size  the  last  ten  years.  The  Reservation  now  encompasses 
over  1 .5  million  acres.  The  total  population  for  the  Reservation  is  over  1 4,000  people,  and  expanding  rapidly  - 
and  a  significant  portion  of  this  population  is  between  the  ages  of  14-22  Moreover,  our  people  live  in  widely 
dispersed  villages  -  which  makes  law  enforcement  coverage  more  complex.  With  our  land  base  and  Reservation 
population  both  expanding,  it  is  not  surprising  that  the  figures  for  1993  an  1994  show  a  steady  rise  in  reported 
law  enforcement  incidents  on  the  Hopi  Reservation.  In  addition,  our  officers  serve  not  only  Hopi  villages  and 
Hopi  people,  but  they  are  frequently  called  on  to  serve  the  needs  of  Navajo  families  living  on  Hopi  Partitioned 
Lands 

The  Reservation  includes  over  250  miles  of  improved  roadways  and  another  1 ,000  miles  in  imimproved 
roadways  and  trails.  We  have  a  serious  need  for  additional  patrols,  to  ensure  that  safety  and  enforcement  needs 
are  being  adequately  met.  On  the  Reservation  we  also  have  eight  elementary  schools  and  one  high  school,  at 
which  our  law  enforcement  officers  arc  engaged  in  inpottant  community  education  projects.  Participation  by  law 
enforcement  personnel  in  our  schools  provides  strong'suppoit  for  the  Tribe's  crime  prevention  efforts  and  permits 
the  police  to  serve  as  positive  role  models  for  our  youth. 

While  our  law  enforcement  needs  arc  extensive  and  growing,  the  law  enforcement  services  provided  to 
the  Reservation  have  remained  unchanged  There  are  only  18  fiill  time  police  officers  for  our  entire  Reservation. 
There  are  times  when  there  is  only  one  officer  who  is  on  duty  to  cover  our  entire  1.5  million  acre  Reservation. 
While  we  are  authorized  to  add  five  additional  oflicer  positions,  there  are  no  fimds  available  to  fill  the  positions. 
In  other  words,  we  are  forced  to  get  by  with  about  a  third  fewer  officers  than  the  BIA  recognizes  we  need. 

In  order  to  provide  adequate  police  coverage,  police  communication,  and  detention  services  for  our 
Reservation  we  request  a  $722,400  increase  in  the  FY  1996  budget  for  the  Hopi  Agency  Law  Enforcement 

Services 

5.  Attorneys  fees  for  1882  Reservation  case  and  1934  Act  Land  case  ($350,000  for  1882 
Reservation  case,  $50,000  for  1934  land  case). 

Litigation  arising  from  the  Hopi-Navajo  land  dispute  remains  ongoing.  Considerable  progress  has  been 
made,  and  much  of  the  activity  is  now  at  the  appellate  level.  Nevertheless,  substantial  work  will  be  required  to 
protect  the  Hopi  Tribe's  interests  in  this  vitally  important  litigation  during  FY  1996.  Congress  has  recognized 
the  federal  responsibility  with  regard  to  this  litigation  -  for  example,  by  specifically  authorizing  the  payment  of 
attorneys  fees  to  the  Tribes  in  the  1934  Act  land  case.  25  U.S.C.  640(d)-7(e).  These  cases  arose  through  no  fault 
of  the  Hopi  Tribe,  and  should  not  be  allowed  to  cause  the  depletion  of  the  Tribe's  limited  resources.  The  Hopi 
Tribe  requests  $350,000  for  attorneys  fees  in  connection  with  the  1882  Reservation  case  and  $50,000  for 
attorneys  fees  in  connection  with  the  1934  case. 

6  Negotiation  of  Little  Colorado  River  Water  Rights  case  ($400,000) 

The  Hopi  Tribe  is  a  party  to  the  Little  Colorado  case  -  a  general  stream  adjudication  to  determine  the 
water  rights  to  ail  parties  in  the  Little  Colorado  watershed.   The  Tribe  is  giving  first  priority  to  settlement 
discussions  of  this  case,  and  has  developed  a  proposal  jointly  with  the  Navajo  Tribe  to  augment  the  supply  of 
water  which  is  currently  available  to  each  tribe.  A  settlement  whic 
includes  development  of  a  new  source  of  water  would  enhance  the  quality  of  life  for  both  Tribes. 

The  Judge  in  the  Little  Colorado  case  has  stored  a  substantial  portion  of  the  litigation  to  allow  settlement 
negotiation  to  continue.  The  Tribe  needs  fiinds  to  refine  technical  proposals  and  to  provide  the  legal  support 
needed  toconduct  ongoing  negotiations  with  the  other  parties  in  the  case. 

The  Tribe  requests  $400,000  to  continue  the  settlement  process  in  the  Little  Colorado  case. 

7  Health  Services  for  Hopi  High  School  ($56,650) 
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Currently,  the  daily  health  needs  of  our  students  at  Hopi  High  School  are  not  being  met  -  except  by 
physicians  from  the  Keams  Canyon  Service  Unit  who  visit  once  a  week  for  half  of  a  day  Otherwise,  there  are 
no  medical  services  available  to  the  500  students  at  the  High  School.  When  the  students  are  in  need  of  any 
medical  scr\'ices  they  are  forced  to  leave  school  and  seek  care  at  the  Keams  Canyon  Hospital.  It  is  estimated  that 
this  may  cause  the  loss  of  about  500  student  school  days  each  year. 

A  school  nurse  could  meet  this  need,  providing  health  care  on-station  at  the  High  School.  We  request 
an  increase  of  $56,650  for  a  school  nurse  at  Hopi  High  School 

Conclusion 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  needs  of  the  Hopi  people 


STATEMENT  OF  WAYNE  PACELLE,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  GOVERNMENT 
AFFAIRS  AND  MEDIA,  THE  HUMANE  SOCIETY  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Wayne  Pacelle,  Vice  President  for  Government  Affiairs  and  Media 
ofThe  Humane  Society  of  the  United  States  (HSUS).    I  represent  the  more  than  2.3 
million  members  and  constituents  of  The  HSUS  and  Humane  Society  International.    My 
testimony  focuses  on  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  National  Biological  Service, 
and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

nSH  AND  WILDUFE  SERVICE  (ServiceVEndangered  Species 

The  HSUS  emphatically  supports  a  strong  and  generous  reauthorization  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA).   We  believe  that  many  of  the  ESA's  supposed 
deficiencies  can  be  laid  at  the  door  of  inadequate  funding;  consequently,  generously 
funding  the  ESA  will  significantly  improve  its  success  and  help  avoid  or  mitigate 
conflicts  that  may  arise.    We  fully  support  the  Administration's  requested  budget  of 
$77.7  million  for  implementation  of  the  ESA  by  the  Service,  plus  $30  million  for 
Section  6  implementation.   These  appropriations  will  allow  the  Service  to  protect 
candidate  species  to  forestall  future  listings;  continue  to  make  up  the  backlog  in  listings 
and  in  the  development  of  recovery  plans;  and  speed  the  preparation  and 
implementation  of  Habitat  Conservation  Plans. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE/Refuge  Operations  and  Maintenance 

The  HSUS  supports  generous  funding  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  national 
wildlife  refuges,  especially  with  respect  to  habitat  protection  and  restoration  for  non- 
game  and  endangered  species.   We  recommend  that  a  significant  fraction  of  the  $32.3 
million  in  cuts  proposed  in  the  Administration's  budget  for  maintenance  be  restored, 
especially  those  funds  used  for  maintaining  public  use  facilities  such  as  trails, 
observation  towers,  and  information  kiosks.   We  recommend  that  these  cuts  be  taken 
instead  from  the  operations  budget,  especially  from  hunting,  fishing,  and 
environmental  education.    In  our  view,  environmental  education  efforts  will  be  of  little 
use  if  facilities  to  support  public  wildlife  viewing  are  not  maintained. 

nSH  AND  WILDUFE  SERVICE/Land  Acquisition 

The  HSUS  recommends  the  earmarking  of  $830,000  for  direct  acquisition  and  conservation  easements  for 
Red  Rock  Lakes  National  Wildlife  Refuge.   This  magnificent  refuge  is  the  heart  of  Montana's  Centennial 
Valley,  a  paradise  for  waterfowl  and  large  mammals,  as  well  as  a  critical  corridor  between  populations  of 
threatened  grizzly  bears  and,  potentially,  endangered  gray  wolves.    Red  Rock  Lakes  is  under  immediate 
threat  of  development  on  its  boundaries,  development  that  will  degrade  its  wetlands  and  sharply  reduce 
its  value  to  wildlife. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE/Office  of  Management  Authority 

The  HSUS  believes  that  additional  funding  in  the  amount  of  $100,000  is  needed  for  the  Service's  Office 
of  Management  Authority  for  permitting  activities  related  to  the  Wild  Bird  Conservation  Act  (WBCA). 
Implemented  in  1992  after  a  unanimous  Congressional  vote,  the  WBCA  promotes  the  conservation  of 
exotic  birds  in  trade  by  ensuring  that  imports  into  the  United  States  do  not  jeopardize  wild  populations. 
Prior  to  its  enactment,  the  U.S.  was  the  world's  largest  importer  of  birds  and  a  contributor  to  the  decline 
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of  many  species  in  the  wild.   The  implementation  of  the  WBCA  in  FY96  requires,  among  other  things,  the 
monitoring  of  trade  levels  and  the  biological  status  of  species  in  the  wild,  the  approval  of  sustainable  use 
management  plans  submitted  by  foreign  countries,  and  the  processing  and  granting  of  import  permits 
and  petitions  for  actions  pursuant  to  the  WBCA. 

We  also  request  $500,000  for  the  Exotic  Bird  Conservation  Fund  esublished  by  the  WBCA.   These  funds 
would  be  used  to  assist  other  countries  in  the  conservation  of  their  indigenous  wild  birds.    Funding  this 
initiative  will  provide  the  Service  with  an  additional  tool  to  encourage  conservation  of  exotic  birds  in 
their  countries  of  origin. 

nSH  AND  WILDUFE  SERVICE/Law  Enforcement 

Additional  funding  in  the  amount  of  $13,850,000  is  required  to  improve  the  Service's  ability  to  effectively 
monitor  wildlife  trade,  intercept  illegal  trade,  and  improve  the  effectiveness  of  the  Clark  R.  Bavin 
National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Forensics  Laboratory. 

Millions  of  animals,  and  their  parts  and  producu,  travel  through  U.S.  ports  each  year.   The  United  States 
is  the  world's  largest  wildlife  trading  country,  importing  $773  million  and  exporting  $256  million  each 
year.   The  illegal  trade  into  and  out  of  the  U.S.  is  estimated  to  be  worth  between  $100  million  and  $250 
million  annually.   The  Service  is  supposed  to  monitor  this  trade,  and  intercept  illegal  trade,  by  physically 
inspecting  wildlife  shipments.  About  77,000  shipments  are  processed  annually. 

A  December  1994  United  States  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  report  gave  the  Service  poor  marks  for 
monitoring  wildlife  trade  and  intercepting  illegal  wildlife  trade.  The  report  found  that  only  about  25 
percent  of  wildlife  shipments  are  physically  inspected,  and  as  a  result,  only  about  10  percent  of  illegal 
shipments  are  detected.    Under-staffing  and  limited  resources  were  given  as  the  reasons  for  poor  Service 
performance.     Consequently,  we  believe  that  an  additional  60  Special  Agents  and  12  Wildlife  Inspectors, 
and  commensurate  clerical  support,  are  needed  to  adequately  administer  the  law  enforcement  program. 

In  addition,  the  Bavin  Laboratory,  which  provides  wildlife  forensics  for  the  Service,  has  experienced  an 
over-whelming  increase  in  caseload  since  its  inception  and  will  need  to  double  its  current  staff,  an 
increase  of  30  persons,  and  will  need  $6  million  for  construction  of  additional  focilities. 

NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE  (NBSVFertility  Control  Funding 

Testimony  relating  to  the  overall  management  of  feral  horses  on  Federal  lands  has  been  submitted  on 
behalf  of  The  HSUS  by  the  American  Horse  Protection  Association  (AHPA);  however,  because  of  our 
specific  interest  in  the  application  of  immunocontraception  to  feral  horses  and  other  wildlife,  we  submit 
these  additional  specific  comments. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (Bureau)  ctirtently  spends  more  than  $1,000  for  each  vfild  horse  that  is 
removed  from  public  lands  and  processed  through  the  Adopt-a-Horse  program.   Even  at  that  level  of 
spending,  the  Bureau  cannot  guarantee  hiunane  treatment  and  adequate  care  to  the  7,000-8,000  wild 
horses  adopted  each  year. 

The  HSUS  believes  that  fertility  control,  if  used  as  part  of  an  informed  and  equitable  range  management 
program,  can  reduce  human-caused  stress  on  wild  horses  and  burros,  improve  care  for  animals  entering 
the  adoption  program,  and  reduce  the  costs  of  wild  horse  and  burro  management.  The  National  Park 
Service  has  already  begun  using  immunocontraception  to  control  feral  horse  herds  at  Assateague  Island 
National  Seashore. 

The  HSUS  and  its  immunocontraception  research  team  are  completing  the  third  year  of  a  five-year 
collaboration  with  the  Bureau  and  the  NBS  to  develop  a  practical,  cost  effective  immunocontraceptive 
vaccine  for  the  management  of  western  wrild  horses.   Funds  appropriated  by  Congress  in  FY93-FY95 
made  significant  contributions  to  the  development  of  a  one-shot  immunocontraceptive  vaccine  to  prevent 
pregnancy  in  feral  horses  for  at  least  one  year,  and  provided  principal  support  for  a  successful  trial  of  an 
immunocontraceptive  vaccine  on  131  free-ranging  wild  horses  in  northeastern  Nevada. 

Consequently,  we  request  $238,000  from  Congress  in  I^Y96  to  fund  the  fourth  year  of  the  five-year 
project.  These  funds  will  support  completion  of  laboratory  tests  to  refine  a  one-shot,  two-year  vaccine, 
and  the  initiation  of  a  second  field  project  in  Nevada  to  test  this  vaccine. 

Because  wild  horse  and  btirro  management  problems  exist  on  other  lands  managed  by  the  Department  of 
Interior  (DOI),  and  because  the  immunocontraception  vaccine  under  investigation  also  blocks 
pregnancies  in  white-tailed  deer  and  other  wildlife  managed  by  DOI,  the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
other  Federal  agencies,  we  believe  investment  in  this  technology  will  prove  highly  cost-effective. 


675 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  (BureauVNEPA  Compliance  for  ADC  Program 

We  request  that  the  subcommittee  earmark  $300,000  in  the  Bureau's  FY96  Wildhfe  budget  to  enable  the 
Bureau  to  achieve  and  maintain  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  with  respect  to 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture's  Animal  Damage  Control  Program  on  its  lands. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  INTEGRATED  PETROLEUM  ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSORTIUM 

The  Crisis  in  the  U.S.  Domestic  Pctrolcam  Indastiy 

The  declining  price  of  crude  oil  and  the  increasing  cost  of  compliance 
with  environmental  regulations  have  combined  to  produce  a  significant 
decrease  in  domestic  oil  production  in  the  U.S.  The  major  oil  companies 
have  scaled  down  their  domestic  operations  and  refocused  their 
exploration  and  production  activities  on  foreign  resources.  The  8,000 
independent  producers  are  faced  with  two  options  -  producing  from  the 
domestic  resource  base  or  going  out  of  business.  At  the  same  time,  the 
independents  are  increasingly  the  inheritors  of  mature  fields  and 
reservoirs  left  behind  by  the  majors.  Yet  compared  to  the  major 
producer  the  independent  is  the  most  vulnerable  to  the  declining  price 
of  oil  and  gas,  the  costs  of  environmental  compliance  and  unfavorable 
tax  policies.  The  independent  producer  has  only  one  source  of 
revenue — the  sale  of  oil  and  gas.  There  is  no  vertical  depth  to  his 
business.  These  factors  have  combined  to  not  only  greatly  reduce  the 
number  of  new  wells  drilled  but  also  to  accelerate  the  plugging  of 
marginal  or  stripper  wells.  In  the  U.S.  a  stripper  well  is  plugged 
every  30  minutes.  At  the  same  time  new  well  completions  are  at  a 
45-year  low. 

Clearly  this  trend  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  U.S.  in  terms  of 
energy  self-sufficiency  or  national  security.  We  are  turning  over 
control  of  our  cost  of  production,  in  terms  of  energy  costs,  to  foreign 
interests.  If  domestic  exploration,  production  and  refining  are  to 
continue  to  play  a  strategic  role  in  meeting  U.S.  energy  needs,  the 
domestic  petroleum  producer  will  require  access  to  low-cost  technology 
for  waste  minimization  and  environmental  remediation  in  exploration  and 
production  (E&P) ,  refining,  and  transportation.  A  reduction  in 
environmental  compliance  costs  will  have  the  greatest  impact  on  the 
national  economy  when  applied  at  this  level  -  the  level  of  the 
extraction  industries.  Lower  energy  costs  make  all  industry  more 
competitive. 

In  many  cases  this  technology  does  not  now  exist  in  a  cost-effective 
form.  Conventional  waste  treatment  and  pollution  control  technologies 
always  add  to  ESP,  refining  and  transportation  costs.  These  costs  are 
increasingly  out  of  proportion  with  the  economic  output  of  the  petroleum 
industry.  In  1992,  the  domestic  petroleum  industry  spent  $10.5  billion 
on  the  environment.  This  is  more  than  the  top  300  oil  and  gas  companies 
earned  in  profits  that  year  and  more  than  the  industry  spent  searching 
for  oil  and  gas  in  the  U.S.  in  1992.  With  oil  at  $16  per  barrel  at  the 
wellhead,  the  industry  spent  $4  on  environmental  protection  for  every 
domestically  produced  barrel  of  oil  -  $41  for  every  man,  woman  and  child 
in  America  (American  Petroleum  Institute) . 
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The  Integrated  Petrolenm  En^iroamental  Consortiam 

For  strategic  and  economic  reasons  the  U.S.  domestic  petroleum  industry 
must  be  able  to  compete  with  foreign  producers  and  refiners.  A  major 
sector  of  our  economy  and  our  national  interests  are  clearly  at  stake. 
In  response  to  this  problem  the  four  major  research  universities  in  the 
oil  and  gas  producing  states  of  Oklahoma  and  Arkansas  have  joined 
together  to  form  the  Integrated  Petroleum  Environmental  Consortium 
(IPEC) .  The  mission  of  IPEC  is  to  increase  the  competitiveness  of  the 
domestic  petroleum  industry  through  a  reduction  in  the  costs  of 
compliance  to  U.S.  environmental  regulations.  Objectives  specific  to 
meeting  the  goals  of  the  consortium  include  the  following: 

1.  Development  of  cost-effective  environmental  technologies  to  meet 
regulatory  challenges  to  the  competitiveness  of  the  domestic  petroleum 
industry 

2.  Training  of  environmental  professionals  as  an  investment  in 
technology  and  policy  development 

3.  Dissemination  of  information  regarding  technology  development, 
legal  and  regulatory  issues,  and  business  practices  which  can  impact  the 
competitive  of  the  domestic  petroleum  industry 

4.  Acting  as  a  resource  for  Congress,  federal  and  state  regulatory 
agencies  and  the  domestic  petroleum  industry  to  provide  an  objective 
assessment  of  existing  or  proposed  environmental  regulations  on  the 
basis  of  cost/benefit  and  risk  analysis. 

Organization  of  IPEC  and  operating  practices 

The  Integrated  Petroleum  Environmental  Consortium  is  a  consortium  of 
four  universities  in  Oklahoma  and  Arkansas:  The  University  of  Tulsa 
(TU)  ,  The  University  of  Oklahoma  (OU) ,  Oklahoma  State  University  (OSU) , 
and  The  University  of  Arkansas  (UA)  of  Fayetteville.  The  fiscal  center 
of  IPEC  is  the  University  of  Tulsa  which  is  the  sole  subcontractor  to 
BDM-Oklahoma,  which  is  the  M&O  contractor  for  the  Bartlesville,  OK 
Department  of  Energy  facility,  the  National  Institute  for  Petroleum  and 
Energy  Research  (NIPER) .  Through  NIPER,  BDM  Oklahoma  and  TU  are 
responsible  for  implementation  of  the  National  oil  Program  for  the  DOE. 

The  operational  activities  of  IPEC  will  be  directed  by  an  executive 
committee  composed  of  two  faculty  members  and  one  research  administrator 
from  each  of  the  four  universities  (TU,  OU,  OSU,  UA) .  The  chair  of  the 
executive  committee  will  rotate  annually  among  TU,  OU,  OSU,  and  UA.  The 
executive  committee  will  be  advised  by  an  industrial  advisory  board 
composed  of  technical,  legal  and  business  environmental  professionals 
from  major  oil  companies  and  independent  producers.  The  industrial 
advisory  board  will  have  the  last  word  on  funding  decisions  for 
technology  development  projects.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  advisory 
board,  a  proposed  project  does  not  help  fulfill  the  mission  of  the 
consortium  the  project  will  not  be  funded.  All  four  of  the  IPEC 
universities  have  signed  a  memorandum  of  understanding  forming  IPEC  and 
agreeing  to  this  organizational  and  operating  structure. 

The  South-central  Environmental  Resource  Alliance  (SERA) 

In  order  to  bring  in  additional  resources  into  IPEC  and  further  ensure 
the  success  of  its  programs,  IPEC  has  entered  into  an  alliance  with  the 
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Waste-management  Education  and  Research  Consortium  (WERC) .  WERC  was 
established  through  DOE  sponsorship  to  expand  the  nation's  capability  to 
address  waste  management  issues  through  education,  technology, 
development  and  technology  transfer.  WERC's  special  niche  is 
radioactive,  hazardous  and  solid  waste  management.  WERC  members  are  New 
Mexico  State  University,  University  of  New  Mexico,  New  Mexico  Institute 
of  Mining  and  Technology,  and  Navajo  Community  College  in  collaboration 
with  Sandia  National  Laboratories  and  Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory. 
Much  of  WERC's  success  is  due  to  its  organization  as  a  real  partnership 
of  the  members.  The  missions  of  IPEC  and  WERC  will  be  enhanced  by  a 
synergistic  collaboration  between  the  two  consortia  as  the  South-central 
Environmental  Resource  Alliance  (SERA) . 

Funding  of  IPEC 

IPEC  is  seeking  authorization  and  subsequent  appropriations  of  $4 
million  for  FY  1996  and  the  succeeding  fiscal  years  1997,  1998,  1999, 
and  2000  through  the  Department  of  Energy.  The  consortium  will  be 
responsible  for  private  sector  and  state  support  of  no  less  than  25%  of 
federal  appropriations  in  FY  1996  and  an  average  of  50%  of  federal 
appropriations  over  a  five  year  period.  The  consortium  will  be  subject 
to  review  as  of  September  30,  1997,  to  ensure  the  effective  production 
of  data,  regulatory  assessments,  and  technology  development  meeting  the 
stated  goals,  and  each  12  month  period  thereafter. 


STATEMENT  OF  R.  MAX  PETERSON,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT, 
INTERNATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  AGENCIES 

The  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies,  founded  in  1902,  is  a 
quasi-governmental  organization  of  public  agencies  charged  with  the  protection  and 
management  of  North  America's  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  The  Association's 
governmental  members  include  the  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  of  the  states,  provinces,  and 
federal  governments  of  the  US,  Canada,  and  Mexico.  All  50  states  are  members.  The 
Association  has  been  a  key  organization  in  promoting  sound  resource  management  and 
strengthening  federal,  state,  and  private  cooperation  in  protecting  and  managing  fish  and 
wildlife  and  their  habitats  in  the  public  interest.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  share  our 
perspectives  with  you  today. 

In  these  times  of  fiscal  constraint,  the  Association  recognizes  and  appreciates  the 
modest  inaeases  to  some  of  the  natural  resource  agencies'  budgets.  Accordingly,  we  have 
made  thoughtful  deliberations  over  our  recommendations  and  have  t)een  careful  to  support 
only  prudent  and  modest  increases  where  it  is  necessary. 


U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

The  Association  generally  supports  the  Administration's  FY  1996  budget  request 
for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The  funds  requested  demonstrate  a  strong 
commitment  to  the  nation's  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  Presented  below  are  the 
specific  Association  recommendations  for  the  FY  1996  USFWS  budget. 

General  Comments  -  We  recognize  that  in  our  current  environment  of  deficit 
reduction,  Congress  will  take  steps  to  reduce  appropriations  for  some  agencies. 
Programs  will  be  controlled,  reduced  or  eliminated.  A  serious  test  for  any  program  will 
be  whether  or  not  it  fits  the  basic  mission  of  the  Service  and  provides  substantial  public 
benefits.  The  Association  believes  the  programs  that  offer  the  following  characteristics 
are  consistent  with  the  basic  mission  of  the  Service  and  afford  the  highest  benefit  to 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  the  cooperating  state  agencies: 
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establish  tnje  state/federal  partnerships 

offer  significant  leverage  of  non-federal  funds  through  cooperative 

programs 

support  efforts  to  prevent  species  and  their  habitats  from  becoming 

threatened  or  endangered 

provide  fish  and  wildlife  associated  outdoor  recreation  opportunities 

including  hunting  and  fishing 

provide  important  economic  and  environmental  benefits  to  large  segments 

of  the  American  people 

reinvest  and  enhance  existing  public  land  holdings/refuges 

empower  states  to  best  determine  priority  management  action  at  the  state 

level 

provide  adequate  flexibility  for  local  program  adjustment. 

We  encourage  Congress  to  measure  programs  against  these  criteria  and  to 
ensure  that  programs  that  measure  up  are  funded. 

Wallop-Breaux  and  Pittman-Robertson  -  The  Association  uraes  Congress  to 
continue  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  Wallop-Breaux  and  Pittman-Robertson  user 
pay/user  benefit  programs  from  diversion  from  their  intended  purpose.  Public  support 
of  user  fee  programs  will  continue  if  the  funds  provided  are  used  only  for  the  purposes 
for  which  they  were  established.  The  Service  appropriation  request  apparently  would 
shift  Sport  Fish  Restoration  Funds  to  the  Boating  Safety  Fund.  That  would  require 
legislation.  Last  year  the  American  League  of  Anglers  and  Boaters  developed  a 
consensus  proposal  to  provide  permanent  funding  for  the  Boating  Safety  Account 
without  adversely  impacting  the  apportionment  to  the  states  for  sport  fish  restoration. 
Any  legislative  fix  to  the  Boating  Safety  Account  should  not  negatively  effect  the  Sport 
Fish  Restoration  program.  The  Association  remains  committed  to  the  ALAB  consensus 
proposal  and  is  concerned  that  the  Service  is  basing  an  appropriations  request  on 
proposed  legislation  that  does  not  reflect  the  ALAB  consensus. 

National  Biological  Service  -  The  Association  continues  to  be  concerned  about 
the  stability  and  productivity  of  programs  and  functions  that  were  transferred  from  the 
FWS  to  the  NBS.  More  than  80%  of  the  funds  and  90%  of  the  personnel  that  initially 
made  up  the  National  Biological  Service,  such  as  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Cooperative 
Units,  the  Southeastern  Cooperative  Wildlife  Disease  Study,  the  data  collection  and 
analysis  for  waterfowl  management  and  regulation,  and  substantial  other  necessary 
research  is  vital  to  the  ongoing  mission  and  operation  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  provide  vital  support  to  state  fish  and  wildlife  management.  In  the  event  there  is 
subseguent  congressional  action  that  would  alter  the  present  make-up  of  the  NBS.  the 
Association  urges  that  those  vital  fish  and  wildlife  research  and  support  functions  be 
returned  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  with  their  funding,  staff,  and  congressional 
authorization  intact. 

Wildlife  Nongame  Grants  to  States  -  The  Association  strongly  advocates 
Congressional  support  through  appropriation  of  the  full  authorized  funding  level  for 
both  the  1980  Fish  and  Wildlife  Conservation  (Nongame)  Act  (authorized  at  $5  million) 
and  the  1992  Partnerships  for  Wildlife  Act  (authorized  at  $6.25  million).  This  remains  a 
high  funding  priority  for  state  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  in  FY  1996;  the  Association  has 
supported  federal-state  nongame  funding  for  many  years.  Without  a  prevention 
strategy  for  these  species,  we  will  continue  to  see  species  move  into  the  threatened  or 
endangered  species  category  with  all  the  expenses  and  disruption  that  entails. 

The  Association  greatly  appreciates  the  Administration's  request  of  $1  million  for 
the  Partnerships  for  Wildlife  Act,  which  is  matched  by  the  states  and  by  private 
organizations.  That  amount  is  clearly  inadequate  and  the  need  for  this  program  is 
exemplified  by  its  success  in  its  two-year  history.  For  example,  in  FY  95,  the  FWS 
received  over  100  grant  proposals  from  35  states.  We  expect  these  cooperative 
proposals  to  increase  dramatically  in  the  years  ahead.  Because  increases  in  federal 
funds  are  matched  egually  by  both  state  and  private  monies,  this  is  a  very  effective 
program. 

The  Association  continues  to  strongly  advocate  the  expansion  of  the  Pittman- 
Robertson  user  benefit-user  pay  program  begun  in  1 937  to  additional  recreation 
equipment  to  support  an  adequate  non-game  program.  There  is  broad  based  support 
for  this  program.  This  extension  of  the  successful  user-pay/user-benefit  model  to  all 
outdoor  users  and  all  fish  and  wildlife  species  is  strongly  supported  by  the  Association. 
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We  are  actively  building  support  from  outdoor  recreationists,  conservationists,  and 
outdoor  recreation  industries  to  broaden  the  existing  user  fees  to  additional  sources. 

Through  the  cooperative  partnerships  between  the  state  fish  and  wildlife 
agencies  and  the  private  sector  created  by  these  programs,  we  can  begin  to  address 
preventive,  comprehensive,  and  broad  scale  management  to  ensure  the  vitality  of  fish, 
wildlife  and  plant  species  and  their  habitats.  Taking  prudent  actions  to  prevent 
endangerment  simply  makes  good  ecological  and  economic  sense. 

These  efforts  will  also  provide  expanded  recreational  and  educational 
opportunities  for  Americans  to  enjoy  wildlife  in  natural  settings  and  to  increase  their 
knowledge  of  fish  and  wildlife  and  their  life  needs  and  habitat  requirements.  Public 
demands  for  these  activities  continue  to  increase  and  are  unmet  under  existing 
programs. 

Endangered  Species  -  The  increase  of  $28  million  for  Endangered  Species, 
Section  6  Grants,  to  states  is  a  welcome  addition  to  this  proposed  budget.  These  funds 
would  help  resolve  contentious  issues  surrounding  endangered  species  and  should  be 
encouraged.  We  highly  recommend,  however,  that  these  funds  be  made  available  to 
the  states  through  the  Section  6  Cooperative  Agreement  process  and  not  be  restricted 
only  to  land  acquisition  for  approved  Habitat  Conservation  Plans.  Individual  states 
should  decide  the  best  mix  of  information,  incentives  and  acquisition  to  achieve  habitat 
conservation  and  recovery  objectives.  States  that  received  these  grants  would  develop 
and  implement  plans  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  that  would 
allow  incidental  take  permits  to  be  issued  without  necessarily  going  through  the  HCP 
process.  This  administrative  flexibility  will  encourage  states  and  private  property 
owners  to  develop  broader  recovery  activities  that  will  meet  the  conservation  goals  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act,  while  building  stronger  partnerships  for  the  future.  In 
addition  to  HCPs,  where  appropriate,  other  incentives  to  encourage  good  stewardship 
by  non-federal  landowners  such  as  conservation  easements,  purdiase  of  development 
rights  and  development  of  conservation  agreements  should  be  used. 

North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  Activities  —  The  Association 
recommends  that  the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  be  funded  at  the  full 
authorization  level  of  $20  million.  This  cooperative  program  that  requires  at  least  a  1:1 
non-federal  match  is  a  highly  successful  non-regulatory  incentive  based  program  that 
has  shown  substantial  results  in  restoring  waterfowl  and  other  migratory  bird 
populations.  While  the  $12  million  requested  in  the  budget  restores  the  program  to  its 
1994  base  level  it  remains  well  below  the  reauthorized  level  of  $20  million.  The 
tremendous  success  of  this  program  in  qeneratinq  in  excess  of  a  2:1  match  from  non- 
federal sources  plus  the  acreage  secured  or  enhanced  warrants  its  full  appropriation. 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  (BLM) 

The  BLM  has  begun  dov^sizing  and  reorganization  efforts,  and  some  positive 
results  from  this  effort  have  been  noted  at  the  state  level.  The  dispersal  of  staff  from 
the  Washington  office  has  resulted  in  some  confusion,  but  accomplishment  of  essential 
activities  seems  not  to  have  been  significantly  impaired  to  date.  Reductions  in  staff 
have  resulted  in  increased  demands  and  fewer  reports  on  accomplishments. 
Consolidation  of  accountable  budget  categories  from  48  to  19  has  made  it  increasingly 
difficult  for  state  fish  and  wildlife  partners  to  obtain  adequate  information  on  specific 
programs.  The  Association  is  concerned  about  these  changes,  and  particularly 
concerned  that  funding  for  such  programs  as  BLM's  riparian  initiative  and  Challenge 
Cost  Share  moneys  may  suffer  in  the  competition  for  funds  if  such  moneys  are  not 
dedicated  at  the  activity  level.  The  Association  believes  that  it  is  important  that  BLM 
track  and  report  annual  performance  objectives  and  accomplishments  on  these 
critically  important  sub-activities  in  their  budget. 

The  BLM  has  made  special  efforts  to  communicate  its  management  objectives 
through  such  documents  as  Fish  and  Wildlife  2000  and  national  habitat  management 
plans   These  plans  establish  measurable  objectives  for  fish  and  wildlife  programs  on 
public  lands  managed  by  BLM.  However,  the  current  budget  structure  is  so  broad  it 
fails  to  tie  these  objectives  to  the  budget  process.  The  Association  continues  to  believe 
that  it  is  essential  that  BLM  clearly  relate  its  manaqement  qoals  to  a  specific,  usable 
budqet  structure  and  measurable  performance  objectives. 
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Land  Resources  -  The  emphasis  on  Rangeland  Restoration  efforts  throughout 
the  west  is  essential  to  bring  these  lands  back  to  their  full  productive  capacity,  and  the 
Association  is  pleased  to  note  the  emphasis  on  this  program.  Similarly,  the  Association 
strongly  supports  BLM's  commitment  to  increase  cooperative  efforts  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico  under  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Act  of  1994.  However, 
management  of  Wild  Horses  and  Burros  has  been  a  concern  of  the  Association,  and 
information  available  to  the  states  indicates  that  the  proposed  reduction  in  funding  of 
$750,000  is  ill-advised  and  will  result  in  failure  of  ELM  to  successfully  implement  its 
Strategic  Plan  for  Management  of  Wild  Horses  and  Burros,  which  calls  for  achieving 
proper  management  levels  of  these  species  by  1998.  The  Association  urges  that 
Congress  direct  BLM  to  continue  funding  for  this  program  at  1994  levels  to  allow  BLM 
to  make  progress  towards  achieving  the  goals  identified  in  the  Strategic  Plan. 

Wildlife  and  Fisheries  -  The  Association  commends  BLM  on  identifying  the 
Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Program  as  a  budget  activity  separate  from  Threatened  and 
Endangered  Species.  In  particular,  the  Association  strongly  supports  the  proposed 
increase  of  $4  million  to  implement  BLM's  share  of  the  Recreational  Fisheries  Initiative. 
Public  demand  is  strong  for  continuing  fisheries  habitat  improvement  on  the  public 
lands  through  such  high  priority  partnership  agreements  as  the  Lake  Havasu  project,  in 
conjunction  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  states  of  California  and  Arizona,  and 
private  groups  including  Anglers  United.  This  type  of  effort  benefits  a  large  segment  of 
the  public,  and  provides  maximum  return  on  federal  expenditures.  Additionally,  the 
BLM  is  working  closely  with  state  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  on  both  Partners  in  Flight 
(terrestrial  nongame  birds)  and  watchable  wildlife  efforts.  We  urge  continuation  of 
these  important  prevention  programs. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  —  Management  of  a  number  of  candidate 
and  federally  listed  fish  populations  in  the  Columbia  and  Snake  River  Basins  of 
Oregon,  Washington,  and  Idaho  is  critical  to  avoid  further  declines  and  potential  listing 
of  some  species,  and  to  reduce  or  mitigate  impacts  to  others.  These  efforts  fall  largely 
under  the  agreements  resulting  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  Salmon  Summit  of  1992. 
BLM  efforts  to  improve  resource  conditions  and  to  implement  interagency  agreements 
are  strongly  supported,  and  will  reguire  $1.6  million  in  additional  funding  in  1996  for  full 
implementation,  which  the  Association  supports.  The  Association  is  concerned  by  the 
lack  of  funding  for  Desert  Tortoise  activities  throughout  the  western  range,  and  asks 
that  an  additional  $494.000  be  allocated  as  follows:  $78,000  to  complete  re-reading  of 
desert  tortoise  monitoring  plots  in  Arizona,  $16,000  to  close  several  roads  to  off- 
highway  vehicles  in  the  Beaverdam  Wash  Desert  Tortoise  Area,  and  $400,000  to  fully 
implement  the  BLM  portion  of  the  Desert  Tortoise  Recovery  Plan  in  cooperation  with 
Clark  County,  Nevada  and  the  Nevada  Habitat  Conservation  Plan. 

Recreation  Management  -  The  Association  commends  BLM  proposals  to 
coordinate  Interior  agency  management  of  public  lands  protected  under  the  California 
Desert  Protection  Act,  and  fully  supports  the  proposal  for  $5  million  to  implement  these 
activities. 

Energy  and  Minerals  —  The  Association  notes  the  proposed  reduction  of  $1 
million  in  BLM  leasing  programs  in  states  with  little  or  no  production,  and  supports 
these  significant  savings  for  the  Bureau. 

Resources  Protection  and  Maintenance  —  The  FY  96  budget  reflects  a  proposed 
decrease  of  $500,000  for  cleanup  of  hazardous  materials  on  public  lands.  Loss  of 
these  moneys  will  result  not  only  in  a  reduction  in  clean-up  activities  on  the  public 
lands,  but  also  in  reduced  training  and  reduced  likelihood  of  identification  of  potentially 
significant  hazards  to  not  only  fish  and  wildlife,  but  to  human  health  as  well.  The 
Association  is  concerned  about  this  proposed  reduction  in  funding  from  1994  levels. 

Finally,  the  Association  wishes  to  strongly  support  BLM  participation  in  such 
interagency  efforts  as  the  Eastside  Ecosystem  Management  Project  in  the  Columbia 
River  Basin.  Interagency  efforts  to  identify  resource  concerns  and  management 
options  at  that  level  should  provide  significant  benefits  to  decision-makers  as  they 
strive  for  balance  between  competing  land  uses.  The  Association  strongly  endorses 
BLM  participation  in  these  interagency  efforts,  and  firmly  believes  that  efforts  such  as 
these  will  result  in  improved  understanding  of  alternatives  facing  decision-makers 
concerning  the  wise  stewardship  of  public  lands. 
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U.S.  FOREST  SERVICE  (USPS) 

The  Association  urges  Congress  to  continue  to  move  toward  a  more  balanced 
budget  for  the  Forest  Service,  reflecting  the  full  range  of  needs  as  identified  in  forest 
plans.  The  public  benefits  economically  and  environmentally  as  a  result  of  equal 
consideration  for  all  National  Forest  resources. 

National  Forest  System  -  Trends  in  funding  for  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  on 
National  Forests  continue  to  be  encouraging.  The  Association  continues  to  support 
accelerated  investments  in  those  programs. 

"Get  Wild"  Program  -  The  "Get  Wild"  program  is  a  terrestrial  and  semi-aquatic 
wildlife  program  serving  as  an  umbrella  for  10  national  wildlife  emphasis  areas.   In  the 
President's  FY  96  budget,  this  program  was  reduced  by  $10  million.  It  is  estimated  by 
the  Forest  Service  that  full  implementation  of  these  opportunities  would  cost  $83.6 
million.  This  is  a  true  habitat  protection  and  restoration  program  that  maintains  wildlife 
populations  and  improves  rangelands  by  providing  the  proper  environmental  mix  on 
federal  lands.  It  is  the  Forest  Service's  effort  to  prevent  terrestrial  species  from 
becoming  threatened  and  endangered.  The  Association  supports  this  program  and 
recommends  that  Congress  provide  a  funding  level  consistent  with  FY  95  at  $38 
million. 

Challenge  Cost-Share  Program  -  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Challenge  Cost  Share 
program,  a  cooperative  partnership  effort,  is  funded  at  $17.7  million  for  FY  96.  This  is 
a  very  successful  program,  increasing  it's  cooperative  projects  from  57  in  FY  86  to 
2,996  in  FY  94    It  is  more  than  matched  by  non-federal  funds.  The  Association 
strongly  supports  this  program  as  an  aggressive  cooperative  effort  to  assist  fish  and 
wildlife  on  a  national  scale. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  Programs  -  The  Association  supports  the 
Administration's  proposed  funding  level  of  $30.9  million  for  threatened,  endangered, 
and  sensitive  species  habitat  management.  Assuring  compliance  with  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  for  state  and  private  forestry  programs  falls  on  the  states.  Consequently, 
funding  should  be  reserved  to  support  state  Endangered  Species  Act  consultation  with 
the  Forest  Service.  The  Association  urges  that  current  funding  be  used  to  support 
state  efforts  so  that  more  of  the  national  priority  needs  can  be  met. 

Inland  Fisheries  -  Within  the  Administration's  inland  fisheries  habitat 
management  proposal  of  $18.6  million,  the  funds  would  provide  for  habitat  initiatives 
that  protect  and  restore  aquatic  ecosystems  and  associated  aquatic  life.  The 
Association  supports  the  $18.6  million  proposed  level  of  funding  for  inland  fish  habitat 
management  that  will  enhance  the  productivity  of  National  Forest  System  aquatic 
resources. 

The  anadromous  fisheries'  reguest  is  $21.6  million  which  the  Association 
supports. 

Rangeland  Management  -  This  continues  to  be  one  of  the  most  needy  of  the 
Forest  Service  programs.  Therefore,  we  strongly  support  the  proposed  increase  of 
$24.1  million. 

Forest  Research  -  Scientific  studies  provide  the  scientific  infonnation  and 
technology  needed  to  protect,  manage,  use,  and  sustain  the  natural  resources  of  this 
nation.  The  Association  urges  Congress  to  continue  forest  research  funding  at  1995 
levels  that  will  continue  to  provide  natural  resource  decision  makers  with  a  wide  variety 
of  information  to  make  natural  resource  use  and  management  decisions. 

The  Association  agrees  that  there  is  a  need  to  provide  an  appropriate  level  of 
funding  for  the  Forest  Service  Ecosystem  Management  Program.  However,  during  the 
past  two  fiscal  years,  $54  million  have  been  transferred  from  the  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 
and  Range  programs  into  Ecosystem  Management.  We  have  not  been  informed  by  the 
Forest  Service  how  any  of  these  funds  will  be  used  for  the  planning,  monitoring  and 
survey  work  required  for  viable  fish,  wildlife  and  range  programs.  In  the  past,  these 
activities  were  funded  directly  from  the  individual  budgets  which  were  readily 
identifiable.   In  Ecosystem  Management,  the  goals  and  objectives  are  not  identified. 
The  Association  cannot  support  such  a  vague  approach  to  planning  and  monitoring. 
We  recommend  that  funds  transferred  to  Ecosystem  Management  be  returned  to  their 
original  programs  until  the  following  occurs: 
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1 .  It  can  be  determined  how  the  funds  will  be  spent  and  on  what  programs. 

2.  Goals  and  objectives  are  identified. 

3.  Needs  are  determined  by  program  and  an  evaluation  system  is  in  place. 

State  and  Private  Forestry.  -  The  Association  continues  to  be  strongly 
supportive  of  programs  that  assist  private  landowners  and  states  to  improve  and 
enhance  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat,  protect  watershed  values  and  contribute  to  the 
economic  and  environmental  well  being  of  urban  and  rural  America.  Therefore,  we 
support  the  proposed  increases  for  Forest  Stewardship.  Stewardship  Incentives.  Urban 
Forestry.  Forest  Legacy,  Cooperative  Lands  Forest  Health  Management  and 
Cooperative  Lands  Fire  Management. 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS  (BIA) 

The  Association  continues  to  be  concerned  by  the  wholly  inadequate  wildlife  and 
parks  budget  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  We  are,  however,  pleased  that  the  wildlife 
and  parks  base  request  of  $25.3  million  for  FY  96  demonstrates  a  positive  move  away 
from  the  traditional  process  of  requiring  that  the  tribes  request  individual  Congressional 
add-ons  to  meet  on-going  year-to-year  wildlife  and  parks  base  budget  needs.  The 
Association  strongly  supports  the  base  request  in  FY  96  of  $25.3  million. 

The  FY  1 996  budget  includes  $208,000  for  fish  hatchery  maintenance,  an 
amount  which  barely  recognizes  the  $14-15  million  backlog  in  required  hatchery 
maintenance.  The  Association  strongly  recommends  an  increased  funding  level  for  FY 
96  and  out  years  with  the  objective  of  eliminating  the  fish  hatchery  maintenance 
backlog  by  FY  99. 

The  Association  supported  the  Administration's  FY  95  request  for  fish  hatchery 
rehabilitation  to  rehabilitate  tribal  fish  hatcheries  and  replace  capitalized  equipment  for 
the  highest  priority  projects.  The  Association  strongly  recommends  continued  level 
funding  ($1 .497  million)  for  this  effort  in  FY  96. 

The  Association  believes  that  tribal  lands  are  integral  to  the  maintenance  and 
recovery  of  threatened  and  endangered  species.  Presently,  the  majority  of  tribes  are 
unable  to  be  parties  to  candidate  species  studies  and  conservation  agreements  due 
principally  to  lack  of  funding.  The  Association  supports  a  $1  million  wildlife  line  item  for 
the  tribes  to  participate  in  all  phases  of  the  endangered  species  recovery  process. 

While  the  Association  is  opposed  to  diversion  of  federal  aid  funds,  it  is 
committed  to  adeguate  federal  funding  to  provide  for  professional  management  of  tribal 
fish  and  wildlife  resources.  The  Association  believes  that  Native  American  tribes  have 
identified  legitimate  funding  needs  for  fish  and  wildlife  on  millions  of  acres  of  tribal 
lands  and  that  adequate  funding  will  preserve  and  enhance  the  cultural  heritage  of 
Native  American  Tribes  while  providing  positive  economic  benefits,  and  ensuring  the 
conservation  of  significant  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 


NATIONAL  BIOLOGICAL  SERVICE  (NBS) 

The  Association  supports  the  stated  goals  for  the  NBS,  and  we  believe  progress 
has  been  made  to  refine  the  mission  to  complement  existing  state  programs  and 
emphasize  partnerships.  A  meaningful,  co-equal  partnership  with  the  state  fish  and 
wildlife  agencies  is  essential  if  the  NBS  is  to  achieve  its  goal  of  facilitating  natural 
resources  conservation  based  on  sound  science.  To  continue  the  development  of  this 
stateVfederal  partnership,  the  Association  recommends  that  NBS  include  state  fish  and 
wildlife  agencies  in  setting  its  Science  Agenda  and  as  members  of  its  Policy  Board  in 
an  effort  to  enhance  the  interaction  with  state  agencies.  In  addition,  over  80  percent  of 
current  NBS  program  was  previously  vyithin  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  We 
continue  to  be  concerned  about  the  applied  fisheries  and  wildlife  research  activities 
associated  with  ongoing  management  programs  that  are  being  reduced  or  phased  out 
within  the  NBS. 

The  proposed  budget  includes  an  increase  of  $1 ,889,000  for  Information 
Transfer  activities  in  cooperation  with  State  programs  to  make  state  databases 
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available  electronically  and  to  allow  states  to  share  biological  information.  We  strongly 
support  this  item  as  a  means  to  standardize  information  and  provide  consistent  data 
nationwide. 

The  proposed  budget  includes  an  increase  of  $400,000  for  ecological 
classification  and  to  facilitate  better  definition  of  an  ecosystem.  An  ecosystem 
approach  to  natural  resource  management  is  a  concept  not  understood  by  many 
partners  and  the  environmental  community,  and  less  so  by  the  general  public.  The 
Association  supports  this  request  but  urges  Congress  to  direct  NBS  to  coordinate 
closely  with  state  natural  resource  agencies  to  insure  a  product  useful  to  all  partners. 

Cooperative  Research  Units  -  The  Association  supports  the  President's  FY  96 
budget  for  the  Coop  Units.  The  Coop  Units  continue  to  be  one  of  the  best  examples  of 
cooperative  research  for  wildlife  and  fisheries  in  ou*-  nation.  This  is  at  the  heart  of 
goals  of  providing  scientific  data  that  is  essential  for  land  management  decisions.  The 
Association  supports  the  Administration's  reguest  for  $490,000  to  create  two  new 
Cooperative  Research  Units  with  the  understanding  that  existing  Units  will  be  fully 
staffed  and  funded.  We  recommend  that  these  Units  be  part  of  the  fishehes  and 
wildlife  programs  and  that  thev  work  with  the  state  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  to  carry 
out  applied  research  on  fisheries  and  wildlife  issues. 

The  NBS'  bird  banding  laboratory  and  bird  research  office  at  Patuxent  is  critical 
to  the  multi-government  and  non-government  Partners  in  Flight  effort.  The  Association 
recommends  continuing  support. 

The  Association  is  concerned  that  the  NBS  budget  includes  a  reduction  in  its 
captive  propagation  program  of  $428,000.  While  we  understand  the  rationalization  that 
captive  breeding  for  reintroduction  may  be  outside  the  mission  of  NBS,  we  are 
concerned  that  this  program  is  not  picked  up  elsewhere  in  the  Department  of  Interior 
Budget.  The  Association  recommends  that  captive  breeding  of  endangered  species 
continue  and  that  appropnate  funding  be  included  in  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
budget. 

One  area  where  state-NBS  cooperation  is  critical  is  in  the  registration  of  fishery 
therapeutants.  The  NBS  has  received  $500,000  for  this  work  and  needs  to  make  every 
effort  to  use  these  funds  in  cooperation  with  state  contributions.  This  effort  will  take  at 
least  five  years  and  will  require  the  support  of  state  and  private  interests  to  support 
NBS'  research. 


NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE  (NPS) 

The  Association  is  encouraged  bv  the  proposed  $79.8  million  increase  in 
Operations  of  the  National  Park  System  and  supports  the  reguest  of  $25  million  in  state 
grants  for  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund. 

The  Association  supports  full  implementation  of  concessions  reform  providing 
those  funds  produced  remain  available  to  the  National  Park  Service.  Likewise,  we 
support  full  revision  of  fee  policies  to  allow  establishment  of  service  fees  on  the  basis 
of  facility  usage  and  operational  reguirements.  As  with  concessions  reform,  monies 
generated  bv  fee  restructuring  should  be  available  to  the  National  Park  Service  for 
specific  on-the-qround  activities. 

The  Association  recognizes  the  importance  of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  and 
supports  funding  for  restoration  efforts  in  the  Everglades  National  Park,  the  Big 
Cypress  National  Preserve,  and  the  South  Florida  Restoration  program.  We  support 
the  proposal  to  fund  the  Everglades  water  delivery  system  ($7.5  million)  as  supportive 
offish  and  wildlife  and  other  resource  "interests. 

The  Association  generally  supports  the  proposed  National  Park  Service  Land 
Acguisition  budget  ($47.1  million),  but  recognize  that  budget  reduction  may  prevent  this 
level  of  funding.  Specifically,  the  program  to  provide  public  lands  and  access  on  the 
Appalachian  National  Scenic  Trail,  the  completion  of  the  Saguaro  National  Park,  and 
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the  Salt  River  Bay  Ecological  Preserve  are  important  conservation  initiatives  in  the 
public  interest. 

The  Association  supports  proposed  funding  of  natural  resource  initiatives  ($7. 
million)  including  air,  water  quality,  habitat,  and  plant  and  wildlife  distribution 
assessments  provided  the  National  Park  Service  closely  coordinate  these  programs 
with  state  resource  management  agencies. 


STATEMENT  OF  WARREN  T.  DOOLITTLE,  PRESIDENT, 
INTERNATIONAL  SOCIETY  OF  TROPICAL  FORESTERS,  INC. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this 
testimony  on  the  FY  1996  President's  budget  for  the 
international  forestry  program  in  the  USDA  Forest 
Service.   My  name  is  Warren  T.  Doolittle;  I  am  the 
elected  President  of  the  International  Society  of 
Tropical  Foresters,  Inc.,  (ISTF) 

Background  on  ISTF 

ISTF  was  first  organized  in  1950  and  chartered  as  a 
non-profit  scientific  society  in  Washington,  D.C., 
in  1979.   ISTF  is  committed  to  the  management, 
protection,  and  wise  use  of  the  world's  tropical 
forests.   This  commitment  is  carried  out  through  a 
network  of  over  2000  members  in  117  countries  -- 
including  the  tropical,  developing  countries  and 
most  developed  countries. 

ISTF  publishes  a  quarterly  newsletter  in  English, 
Spanish,  and  French;  publishes  an  annual  Membership 
Directory;  distributes  publications  on  tropical 
forests;  sponsors  workshops  and  symposia;  organizes 
chapters  of  ISTF;  and  generally  serves  as  a  source 
of  information  for  ISTF  members. 

Research 

Over  the  years,  the  Forest  Service  has  carried  out  a 
modest  program  in  tropical  forest  research  with 
funding  included  as  part  of  the  regular  research 
budget  with  programs  for  the  International  Institute 
of  Tropical  Forestry  in  Rio  Piedras,  Puerto  Rico; 
the  Institute  of  Pacific  Island  Forestry  in 
Honolulu,  Hawaii;  and  the  Forest  Products  Laboratory 
in  Madison,  Wisconsin.   The  year  1995  is  shown  in 
Table  1  as  an  example  of  a  recent  funding  year  for 
tropical  forestry  research  at  these  locations. 

TABLE  1   TROPICAL  FORESTRY  RESEARCH  BUDGET  U. 

FY  1995 FY  1996  2/ 

International  Institute 

of  Tropical  Forestry   $3,199,000    $3,246,000 

Institute  of  Pacific 

Island  Forestry         1,667,000      1,688,000 

Forest  Products 

Laboratory  925.000       724.000 

TOTAL      $5,791,000     $5,658,000 

1/   Included  in  the  Research  line  budget. 
ZL     President's  1996  budget. 
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Major  concerns  include  forest  sustainability,  issues 
and  barriers  to  wood  products  trade,  protection  of 
forests  from  introduced  pests,  forest  health, 
tropical  deforestation,  remote  sensing, 
biodiversity,  and  the  ability  of  the  U.S.  to  remain 
competitive  in  the  international  arena.   The  two 
institutes  have  been  especially  active  in  research 
on  rehabilitating  degraded  and  cutover  forest  lands 
in  the  tropics.   And  the  Forest  Products  Laboratory 
has  been  active  in  improving  the  utilization  of 
lesser  known  tropical  hardwood  species  and  in 
establishing  liomber  grades  for  these  species. 

The  program  outlined  in  Table  2  covers  all  Forest 
Service  international  forestry  activities  funded 
under  the  International  Forestry  Line  Budget  --  for 
program  development,  coordination,  leadership, 
training,  technical  assistance,  and  cooperation. 

TABLE  2   International  Forestry  Line  Budget  1/ 

FY  1995         FY  1996  2± 

Sustainable  Forest 

Management  Policies   $1,000,000     $1,500,000 

Focus  Country  Program    3,000,000      4,200,000  IZ 

Flexible  Country  Program  1,500,000      2,000,000  4/ 

Sister  Forests  300,000        500,000  5/ 

International  Institute 

of  Tropical  Forestry  1,000,000      1,500,000 

Institute  of  Pacific 

Islands  Forestry        200.000        300.000 
TOTAL  $7,000,000     $10,000,000 

1/   Includes  mostly  tropical  countries,  but 
also  some  non-tropical   (e.g.  Russia) 

2/   President's  budget. 

3/   Includes  training,  technical  assistance, 
and  cooperation  with  special  focus 
countries  (Brazil,  Indonesia,  Mexico,  and 
Russia) . 

4/   Includes  cooperation  and  partnership  with 
organizations  in  other  countries  in  the 
tropics . 

5/   Includes  sister  country  forests  matched 
with  U.S.  National  Forests. 
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The  1990  Farm  Bill  and  International  Forestry 
Cooperation  Act  of  1990  mandate  the  Forest  Service 
to  expand  its  role  in  international  forestry.   The 
Forest  Service  is  the  main  advocate  for  scientific 
forestry  in  the  U.S.  government.   And,  the 
international  forestry  program  is  advancing 
sustained  management  of  forests  in  international 
negotiation  and  U.S.  foreign  policy.   This 
international  program  benefits  the  U.S.  in  several 
ways,  especially  by  helping  other  countries  comply 
with  management  practices  comparable  to  U.S. 
standards  --  thus,  maintaining  a  more  level  playing 
field  in  trade. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  INTERSTATE  COUNCIL  ON  WATER  POLICY 

The  Interstate  Council  on  Water  Policy  (ICWP)  is  the  independent  national  association  of 
state,  interstate,  regional,  and  local  water  administrators  concerned  with  water  quantity  and 
quality  management,  conservation,  and  development.  Since  1959,  ICWP  has  been  the  voice  for 
state  water  management  concerns,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  relationship  between  local, 
state,  and  federal  programs,  regulatory  authority,  and  information  exchange. 

ICWP  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  present  testimony  on  the  FY  1996  budget,  specifically 
the  appropriations  for  the  water  resources  programs  of  the  United  States  Geological  Survey. 
The  purpose  of  this  testimony  is  to  express  our  strong  support  for  water  resources  programs  of 
the  USGS. 

Specifically,  the  propo.scd  increase  in  the  funding  of  the  National  Water  Quality  Assessment 
is  strongly  supported  by  the  Council.  The  long  term  goals  of  this  program  are  to  describe  the 
status  and  trends  in  the  quality  of  a  large,  representative  part  of  the  Nation's  surface  and  ground 
water  resources  and  to  provide  a  sound  scientific  understanding  of  the  primary  natural  and 
human  factors  affecting  the  quality  of  these  resources.  In  meeting  these  goals,  the  program  will 
provide  a  wealth  of  water  quality  infomiation  that  will  be  useful  to  policy  makers  and  water 
resources  managers  at  the  national,  state,  and  local  levels.  Further,  this  type  of  program  is 
essential  to  evaluations  of  environmental  performance  as  envisioned  by  initiatives  such  as  the 
National  Environmental  Perfomiance  Policy  being  developed  by  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  and  the  Environmental  Council  of  the  States  (ECOS). 

ICWP  recognizes  that  the  federal  budget  is  being  reduced  and  that  there  is  a  need  to  review 
spending  in  all  areas  of  government.  We  are,  therefore,  pleased  that  the  Administration's 
propo.sed  budget  funds  the  water  resources  programs  of  the  USGS  at  the  same  levels  as  FY  95. 
ICWP  strongly  supports  the  Administration  position  that  this  funding  is  essential  in  developing 
the  solid  scientific  and  technical  bases  needed  to  establish  and  implement  national  environmental 
and  natural  resource  management  policy. 

ICWP  believes  that  environmental  progress  should  be  measured  in  terms  of  results  and  we 
must  continue  to  move  away  from  relying  on  permit/enforcement  activity  reports.  USGS  has 
been  and  should  continue  to  be  a  valuable  federal  partner  to  state  and  local  agencies  in  the 
development  of  environmental  goals  and  indicators  of  environmental  progress. 

Interstate  water  resource  decisions  are  regularly  predicated  on  USGS  data  and  analysis.  Any 
proposal  to  replace  the  Survey  with  state-hired  consultants  fails  to  understand  the  importance  of 
independent  fact  finding  in  developing  interstate  water  resources  agreements  and  plans.  Data 
collection  and  analysis  by  the  individual  states  would  introduce  uncertainty  and  the  perception  of 
bias,  leading  to  increased  litigation.  The  unique  status  of  the  USGS  as  a  nationally  respected 
government  agency  is  due  to  its  unchallenged  expertise  and  unbiased  scientific  methods  of  data 
collection  and  analysis.  The  Survey's  value  to  state  and  local  government  is  directly  linked  to 
this  status. 

ICWP  believes  there  is  an  essential  role  for  the  federal  government  to  play  in  water  resources 
management.  Water  resources  must  be  analyzed,  planned  for,  and  managed  as  an  integrated 
system.  Fragmenting  the  process  by  shifting  data  collection  and  analysis  efforts  to  the  states  will 
reduce  the  effectiveness  of  water  resources  management  programs,  especially  those  requiring 
interstate  solutions.  Watershed  level  planning  will  require  federal  involvement  in  these  solutions. 
USGS  should  be  used  to  collect  data  that  can  be  used  as  environmental  indicators  by  the  states 
involved  in  the  EPA's  National  Environmental  Goals  Project.  This  will  help  insure  national 
consistency  for  measuring  environmental  progress.  The  USGS  cooperative  program  provides 
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funding  support  for  more  than  half  the  Nation's  data  base  regarding  water  quality.  This  program 
is  developed  in  response  to  local  requests  for  water  resources  investigations  and  is  instrumental 
in  the  policies  and  decisions  made  daily  by  the  Nation's  water  resources  managers. 

ICWP  members  are  concerned  with  the  proposal  to  eliminate  all  funding  of  the  Water 
Resources  Research  Act.  This  loss  of  funds  would  directly  affect  the  ability  of  State  Water 
Resources  Institutes  to  complete  their  research  programs.  It  is  estimated  that  one  third  of  the 
Institutes  would  close  due  to  the  loss  of  federal  funds.  There  is  a  multiplier  effect  associated 
with  these  cuts  in  that  state  Institutes  often  use  the  federal  funds  as  seed  money  to  attract  private 
and  public  grants  for  research.  Therefore,  the  actual  effect  of  the  cuts  on  the  Institutes  is  likely  to 
be  underestimated. 

In  addition,  these  programs  are  the  training  ground  for  the  Nation's  future  water  resources 
managers.  The  Institutes  provide  a  vital  link  between  the  technical  training  provided  in  the 
university  system  and  the  problem  solving  and  decision  making  skills  developed  by  graduate 
students  as  they  work  on  actual  water  resources  problems. 

ICWP  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  to  the  committee  on  these  issues  of 
national  importance.  We  look  forward  to  a  continuing  dialogue  on  the  appropriate  roles  of  state 
and  federal  government  agencies  in  managing  the  Nation's  water  resources. 


STATEMENT  OF  GREGORY  E.  CONRAD,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  THE 
INTERSTATE  MINING  COMPACT  COMMISSION 

My  name  is  Gregory  E.  Conrad  and  I  am  Executive  Director  of  the  Interstate  Mining 
Compact  Commission.    I  appreciate  the  oppwrtunity  to  present  this  statement  to  the  subcommittee 
regarding  the  views  of  the  Compact's  member  states  concerning  the  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1996  Budget 
Request  of  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  (OSM). 

The  Compact  is  comprised  of  18  states  that  together  produce  some  70%  of  our  Nation's  coal 
as  well  as  important  non-coal  minerals  and  that  represent  the  eastern  and  midwestern  regions  of 
the  country.    Participation  in  the  Compact  is  gained  through  the  enactment  of  legislation  by  the 
member  states  authorizing  their  entry  into  the  Compact  smd  they  are  represented  by  their 
respective  Governors  who  serve  as  Commissioners. 

The  Compact's  purposes  are  to  advance  the  protection  and  restoration  of  land,  water  and 
other  resources  affected  by  mining  through  the  encouragement  of  programs  in  each  of  the  party 
states  that  will  achieve  comparable  results  in  protecting,  conserving  and  improving  the  usefulness 
of  natural  resources  and  to  assist  in  achieving  and  maintaining  an  efllcient,  productive  and 
economically  viable  mining  industry. 

The  Commission  has  testified  before  this  subcommittee  on  several  occasions  over  the  years 
and  has  appreciated  the  subcommittee's  consideration  of  our  comments  and  concerns.    Given  the 
special  attention  that  Congress  is  directing  toward  the  federal  budget  this  year  in  terms  of  deficit 
reduction  goals,  the  OSM  budget  has  been  targeted  for  significant  adjustments.    Our  purpose  today 
is  to  remind  the  subcommittee  of  the  critical  role  played  by  the  states  under  the  structure  of  the 
Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  (SMCRA)  and  to  urge  that  the  OSM  budget 
be  aligned  so  as  to  support  the  continuing  work  of  the  states. 

As  Congress  proceeds  to  make  the  difficult  fiinding  decisions  required  under  the  deficit 
reduction  plan,  we  believe  it  is  essential  that  the  larger  goal  of  the  surface  mining  program  be  kept 
in  mind.    In  the  final  analysis,  the  objective  of  the  federal  smd  state  governments  under  SMCRA  is 
to  preserve  the  environment  where  active  mining  operations  occur  and  to  enhance  the  environment 
through  the  remediation  of  past  problems  associated  with  abandoned  mines.    Given  this  overall 
programmatic  goal,  we  assert  that  funds  should  be  appropriated  by  Congress  in  a  manner  that 
best  accomplishes  this  goal- -and  that  best  serves  the  American  people.    We  believe  that  an 
analysis  of  the  purposes  of  SMCRA  amd  its  operational  structure  confirms  that  states  are  to  take 
the  lead  in  pursuing  this  goal  and  that  state  programs  for  active  and  abandoned  mines  are  to  be 
adequately  funded  to  accomplish  this  objective.    Furthermore  from  a  purely  budgetary  perspective, 
experience  demonstrates  that  it  will  cost  the  federal  government  significantly  more  to  undertake 
this  task  than  to  partially  fund  the  existing  23  state  regulatory  programs.    Experience  has  also 
shown  that  the  cost  of  maintaining  even  the  existing  federal  regulatory  program  remains  high  and 
in  some  cases  is  out  of  line  with  state  expenditures  and  responsibilities  under  SMCRA. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  (SMCRA), 
primary  regulatory  authority  for  the  implementation  of  the  Act  was  vested  in  the  states  upon 
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approval  by  the  Secretary  of  a  state  regulatory  program.    As  one  of  the  Act's  purposes,  Congress 
also  provided  for  assistance  to  the  states  in  developing  and  implementing  regulatory  programs  to 
achieve  the  purposes  and  objectives  of  SMCRA.    (Section  102(g)).   More  specifically,  in  section  705, 
Congress  authorized  the  Secretary  to  make  annual  grants  to  the  states  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
them  in  developing,  administering  and  enforcing  their  regulatory  programs  under  Title  V  of  the 
Act. 

The  states  have  come  to  rely  on  these  Title  V  grants  as  a  critical  portion  of  the  funding 
necessary  to  carry  out  their  responsibilities  as  primary  regulators  under  SMCRA.    The  necessity  of 
this  funding  has  taken  on  increased  importance  as  state  budgets  struggle  to  keep  pace  with 
inflation  and  meet  projected  regulatory  needs.    Without  these  grants,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  states 
would  be  able  to  maintain  the  comprehensive,  high  quality  regulatory  programs  expected  under 
the  provisions  of  SMCRA. 

In  the  FY  1996  budget  proposal,  OSM  reports  that  the  states  had  requested  an  amount  for 
Title  V  state  regulatory  grants  of  $51.6  million  based  on  their  projected  program  implementation 
needs.    Based  on  the  documents  provided  by  OSM  to  (Dongress,  OSM's  Fi'  1996  budget  request  is 
seemingly  in  line  with  the  state's  request  and  supposedly  reflects  OSM's  recognition  that  the  states 
need  adequate  funds  to  administer  their  regulatory  programs.    What  OSM  fails  to  mention  in  its 
budget  justification  document,  is  that  the  amounts  of  grant  moneys  allegedly  requested  by  the 
states  and  reported  by  OSM  are  upwards  of  10  %  less  than  the  actual  requested  amounts  that 
were  provided  to  OSM  by  the  states  some  18  months  ago.   OSM  justifies  these  discrepancies  by 
stating  that  the  amounts  are  estimates  which  are  reevaluated  and  reac^usted  by  OSM  field  office 
and  headquarters  personnel  as  necessary.    However,  in  most  instances,  the  states  have  not  been 
given  an  opportunity  to  rebut  these  adjustments  and  do  not  necessarily  concur  with  them.    As  a 
result,  although  the  requested  amount  of  $51.6  million  appears  to  be  in  line  with  the  states' 
requests,  there  are  meaningful  gaps  between  the  requested  state  amounts  and  the  readjusted  OSM 
amounts.    In  fact,  from  FY  1991  through  the  FY  1996  request.  Title  V  grants  have  decreased  at  a 
rate  of  slightly  more  than  one  percent  annually. 

Meeting  the  states'  estimates  of  necessary  funding  is  essential  to  ofTset  the  rising  costs 
associated  with  the  implementation  of  regulatory  programs  which  includes  such  activities  as 
reviewing  mine  permit  applications,  inspecting  surface  mining  operations,  and  maintaining 
enforcement  programs.    Although  we  would  like  to  be  encouraged  by  OSM's  budget  request,  we  are 
concerned  that  OSM  is  initiating  a  trend  supposedly  justified  by  deficit-reduction  belt  tightening 
that  will  result  in  continual  incremental  decreases  in  the  amounts  being  granted  to  the  states. 
When  factored  together  with  the  rising  costs  associated  with  implementing  state  programs,  the 
compwunded  impact  will  soon  result  in  less  than  effective  state  regulatory  programs  and  concomi- 
tant impacts  on  the  ground.    We  therefore  urge  the  subcommittee  to  approve  the  amount  requested 
but  caution  against  debilitating  reductions  in  state  grant  amounts.    These  "freezes"  on  state 
regulatory  grants  cannot  continue  indefinitely  without  damaging  the  effectiveness  of  the  prog^ram 
on  the  ground. 

Some  recent  budget  proposals  have  suggested  significant  reductions  in  OSM's  budget  for 
FY  1996 — upwards  of  $30  million  in  one  case.   While  we  can  appreciate  the  necessity  of  containing 
the  cost  of  federal  regulatory  programs.  Congress  should  be  cautious  about  emasculating  the 
effectiveness  of  the  overall  regulatory  program.    It  is  essential  in  this  regard  that  funding  for  state 
programs  be  preserved  since  the  states  act  as  the  front  line  regulatory  authorities  under  SMCRA. 
It  also  is  important  to  structure  any  realignment  of  OSM's  budget  for  the  federal  regulatory 
program  in  such  a  way  that  the  valuable  OSM  activities  which  support  and  enhance  state 
programs  are  not  undermined.    These  include  technical  training,  the  Technical  Information 
Processing  System,  the  ApplicantA'iolator  System  (AVS),  the  COALEX  Legal  Research  System), 
and  a  properly  focussed  and  limited  evaluation  of  state  programs. 

In  addition  to  adequate  funding  of  their  Title  V  regulatory  programs,  the  states  are  equally 
concerned  about  the  effectiveness  of  the  state/federal  relationship  called  for  under  SMCRA. 
Congress  incorporated  the  concept  of  cooperative  federalism  in  SMCRA  because  of  its  belief  that 
the  states  were  in  the  best  position  to  regelate  mining  operations  within  their  borders  while  at  the 
same  time  recognizing  the  need  for  a  limited  federal  oversight  role.    Although  this  scheme  of 
allocated  governmental  authority  breeds  a  natural  degree  of  tension  between  state  and  federal 
regulators,  the  partnership  of  governments  envisioned  by  Congress  can  and  does  work  in  the  day- 
to-day  implementation  of  SMCRA  when  states  and  OSM  are  communicating,  coordinating  and 
cooperating.    In  the  long  run,  no  amount  of  funding — be  it  federal  or  state — can  take  the  place  of 
an  effective  governmental  relationship  in  terms  of  accomplishing  the  purposes  and  objectives  of 
SMCRA. 
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OSM  has  made  meaningful  strides  under  its  new  leadership  to  incorporate  the  views  and 
input  of  the  states  in  the  course  of  its  "reinvention  of  government".    This  is  as  it  should  be  given 
the  dynamic  relationship  between  the  state  and  federal  governments.    In  particular,  OSM  has 
undertaken  several  "Task  Force  initiatives"  that  directly  impact  the  state/federal  relationship  and 
the  effective  implementation  of  SMCRA.    These  include  federal  oversight  of  state  programs,  use  of 
Ten-Day  notices  in  primacy  states,  handling  of  citizen  complaints,  prediction  and  treatment  of  acid 
mine  drainage  at  active  mining  sites,  strategic  planning  and  enhancements  to  the  ApplicantA'iola- 
tor  System  (AVS).    These  initiatives  address  many  of  the  critical  issues  facing  the  states  and  OSM 
today  and  we  have  appreciated  OSM's  recent  willingness  to  work  with  the  states  to  explore 
f>otential  solutions  to  these  complex  matters  of  governmental  responsibility.    We  trust  that  OSM 
will  continue  to  operate  in  an  environment  of  openness  and  congeniality  with  the  states  and  will 
not  be  inhibited  by  inapplicable  procedural  roadblocks  to  effective  cooperation  and  communication. 

The  Compact  states  also  urge  the  subcommittee  to  fully  fund  the  Title  IV  program  for 
reclamation  of  abandoned  mine  lands  (AMD  by  appropriating  adequate  monies  to  support  all  state 
AML  programs.    As  with  Title  V  regulatory  programs,  we  must  keep  in  mind  the  overall  goal  of 
SMCRA,  which  is  to  deliver  effective  service  to  the  Act's  customers — the  coal  field  citizens.    It  is 
important  in  this  regard  to  examine  all  SMCRA  program  components  with  the  objective  of 
maximizing  SMCRA  services  and  benefits  to  our  customers  under  Titles  IV  and  V  and  to  deliver 
those  services  in  the  most  cost-effective  and  efficient  manner.    We  assert  that  the  states  have  been 
and  continue  to  deliver  these  benefits  and  services  through  their  approved  state  programs. 
However,  with  regard  to  Title  IV  funding  in  particular,  we  are  seeing  less  and  less  on-the-ground 
reclamation  per  dollar  spent  as  states  struggle  to  maintain  and  implement  their  basic  AML 
delivery  system  with  decreasing  amounts  of  money.    This  is  especially  true  for  smaller  (minimum) 
state  programs  where  a  25%  reduction  in  funding  translates  to  significantly  less  money  being 
available  for  on  the  ground  reclamation. 

The  AML  program  is  administered  almost  entirely  by  the  states  and  is  responsible  each 
year  for  the  reclamation  of  hundreds  of  acres  of  abandoned  coal  mine  areas  along  with  the 
elimination  of  hazards  to  the  public  such  as  open  adits  and  dangerous  highwalls  and  the  reduction 
or  elimination  of  water  pollution  associated  with  acid  mine  drainage.    It  is  incredibly  difficult  for  a 
state  to  effectively  manage  a  program  such  as  that  provided  under  Title  IV  without  the  ability  to 
rely  on  adequate,  certain  and  consistent  funding  from  year  to  year.    Over  the  years  we  have 
continued  to  see  the  funding  for  state  AML  programs  reduced  while  OSM's  own  costs  continue  to 
increzise.    This  is  occurring  at  the  same  time  that  the  states  are  assuming  more  and  more 
responsibility  for  actual  implementation  of  the  program,  including  the  emergency  AML  projects. 
We  therefore  urge  the  subcommittee  to  restore  the  state  AML  gjrants  to  a  level  of  at  least  $165 
million  (including  a  minimum  of  $2  million  per  state),  which  will  allow  the  states  to  effectively  and 
efficiently  manage  their  programs  and  to  accomplish  the  valuable  work  under  those  programs. 
Increased  funding  will  also  serve  as  a  significant  economic  stimulant,  generating  hundreds  of  jobs 
associated  with  increased  AML  work.    Finally,  it  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  annual  AML  funding 
has  become  increasingly  important  with  the  application  of  the  ediocation  formula  contained  in  the 
Abandoned  Mine  Lands  Act  of  1990  which  became  effective  on  October  1,  1991,  particularly  as  it 
affects  state  grants.    In  fact,  perhaps  the  Congress  should  consider  eliminating  these  constraining 
allocation  jjercentages  in  favor  of  an  AML  block  grant  concept.    Affording  states  the  flexibility  to 
decide  local  priorities  for  all  expenditures  would  be  more  efficient  and  more  responsive  to  the  needs 
of  coal  field  citizens,  whom  the  AML  program  is  designed  to  serve. 

We  also  support  the  resolutions  and  positions  of  the  National  Association  of  Abandoned 
Mine  Land  Programs  concerning  adequate  funding  for  state  programs  under  Title  IV. 

One  of  the  most  successful  programs  of  technical  support  for  the  states  undertaken  by  OSM 
is  the  development  of  the  Technical  Information  Processing  System  (TIPS).    This  national 
computer  system  is  operated  by  OSM  for  use  by  the  states  in  carrying  out  their  techniceJ  regulato- 
ry responsibilities  under  SMCRA.    TIPS  assists  in  making  technical  decisions  associated  with 
permit  reviews;  performing  cumulative  hydrologic  impact  assessments;  quantifying  potential  effects 
of  coal  mining;  quantifying  revegetation  success;  assisting  in  the  design  of  AML  projects;  and 
preparing  environmental  assessments  and  environmental  impact  statements. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  INTERTRIBAL  AGRICULTURE  COUNCIL 

The  Intertribal  Agriculture  Council  (lAC)  is  an  organization  of  dues  paying  member 
Tribes  who  together  control  over  80  percent  of  the  54  million  acres  held  in  trust  by 
the  United  States  for  Indian  people.  Founded  by  84  tribes  in  1987  to  promote 
improvement  in  Native  American  and  Alaskan  Native  agriculture,  lAC  is 
governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  elected  by  the  Tribes  from  each  of  the  twelve 
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regions  of  Indian  Country  reflecting  the  diverse  character  of  Indian  agriculture.  We 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  written  testimony  on  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  (BIA),  Department  of  the  Interior  budget  request  for  FY  1996. 

Over  the  past  few  years  the  lAC  has  successfully  accomplished  many  of  its  earliest 
goals,  including:  substantially  increasing  USDA  farmer  program  availability  to 
Indian  producers,  re-establishing  an  Indian  extension  program,  removing 
regulatory  barriers  which  prevented  Indians  from  participating  in  USDA  emergency 
or  disaster  programs,  recognizing  Indian  concerns  in  the  1990  FACT  ACT,  pursuing 
the  passage  of  the  American  Indian  Agriculture  Resources  Management  Act  of  1993 
(PL103-177)  and  halting  the  FmHA  sale  of  Indian  lands  out  of  trust.  lAC  has  lead  the 
grassroots  efforts  at  defining  the  needs  and  improving  the  Indian  irrigation  projects 
and  improving  the  management  of  Indian  rangelands.  lAC  has  registered  a 
trademark  for  American  Indian  produced  goods,  established  local  Indian 
cooperatives  to  improve  production  and  marketing  opportunities,  brought  SCS 
watershed  management  planning  to  the  reservations,  coordinated  the  ongoing 
grassroots  efforts  to  create  a  meaningful  resolution  of  the  Fractionated  Heirship 
problem  with  the  landowners  and  Tribes,  helped  create  reservation  Natural 
Resource  Conservation  Districts,  and  participated  in  numerous  national  forums  on 
Indian  resource  management  and  program  delivery. 

The  54.4  million  acres  of  Indian  homelands  remaining  in  the  contiguous  United 
States  contain  47  million  acres  of  agriculture  lands  used  for  the  production  of  crops, 
livestock,  or  both.  According  to  reports  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  agricultural 
production  is  valued  at  almost  two  and  half  times  the  value  of  all  oil  and  gas 
income  and  nine  times  the  value  of  all  forest  products  on  Indian  lands.  The  BIA 
reported  to  the  USDA  that  163,000  Indian  individuals  are  engaged  in  farming  or 
ranching.  In  order  to  assist  the  Indian  nations  in  achieving  full  economic  and  social 
development,  it  is  necessary  to  follow  the  dictate  of  human  history;  develop  the 
natural  resources  as  the  basis  for  wealth.  Until  this  is  accomplished,  the  majority  of 
land  rich  Indian  people  will  continue  to  occupy  the  very  bottom  rungs  of  the 
economic  ladder  in  the  United  States.  However,  the  budget  presented  by  the 
Secretary  strips  the  harvestable  resource  programs  to  support  administrative 
programs  which  have  no  historical  contribution  to  economic  or  social 
development. 

Additionally,  the  BIA  budget  deletes  those  organizations  of  Tribal  governments 
which  are  working  to  place  Tribes  in  the  leadership  role  in  protecting  their  natural 
resources.  Included  in  this  group  is  the  lAC,  Native  American  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Society,  Council  of  Energy  Resource  Tribes  and  Mni  Sose  Water  Rights  Coalition.  In 
justifying  these  deletions,  the  BIA  states  that  they  will  supply  the  Tribes  with  all  the 
assistance  needed  -  something  which  the  BIA  has  proven  unable  to  accomplish.  In 
the  case  of  the  lAC  they  state  that  our  membership  dues  ($200  per  tribe  for  84  tribes  = 
$16,800)  will  completely  support  the  important  work  of  this  national  Tribal 
organization  with  four  full  time  staff  and  12  active  board  members.  This  statement 
is  patently  incorrect.  Congress  and  the  BIA  are  well  aware  of  our  membership  dues 
collections,  other  sources  of  income,  and  annual  expenditures  since  they  require  a 
full  audit  report  on  all  our  activities  every  year. 

Only  in  the  case  of  Indian  affairs  does  the  administration  take  this  stance  against 
multi-governmental  coalitions.  This  administration,  and  all  those  preceding  it, 
support  and  work  directly  with  various  associations  of  national,  state,  county  and 
city  governments.  However,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  repeatedly  attempts  to 
dismantle  the  organizations  developed  by  multiple  Tribes.  This  prevents  Indian 
Country  from  forming  a  sense  of  unity  around  common  issues.  Because  each  Tribal 
government  is  a  unique  entity  with  unique  concerns,  there  are  many  issues  of  a 
national  nature  which  a  single  Tribe  or  Chairman  cannot  champion  while  dealing 
with  their  own  immediate  needs.    This  role  is  not  and  cannot  be  filled  by  the  BIA, 
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because  they  must  advance  the  administration's  agenda  and  they  are  often  in  an 
adversarial  relationship  with  the  Tribal  Governments.  The  tribal  organizations 
assist  the  Tribes,  the  administration  and  the  Congress  by  focusing  on  major  national 
issues  with  long-term  benefits.  The  contributions  of  these  tribal  organizations, 
including  the  Intertribal  Agriculture  Council,  are  not  less  than  those  of  the 
numerous  organizations  and  boards  to  which  cities,  counties,  states,  and  the  United 
States  belong. 

The  return  to  the  small  federal  investment  in  the  lAC  has  been  phenomenal. 
Indian  people  are  now  negotiating  directly  with  foreign  buyers  to  sell  their  produce 
and  improve  the  national  balance  of  trade.  Indian  people  are  seeking  and 
accomplishing  election  and  appointment  to  national  and  regional  boards  directing 
USDA  County  Conservation  Services.  Tribes  are  adopting  multiple  resource 
management  plans  on  a  watershed  or  ecosystem  basis  with  support  from  the  federal  • 
agencies  most  experienced  in  this  large  scale  planning.  Every  major  program  of  the 
USDA  has  a  formally  designated  Indian  Coordinator.  Congressional  Hearings  have 
been  held  on  Indian  Agriculture,  Irrigation,  Credit,  Fractionated  Heirship,  and 
related  issues.  The  BIA  and  USDA  have  signed  agreements  and  meet  regularly  in 
at  least  two  separate  program  areas.  Tribes  are  informed  and  able  to  strike  a  balance 
between  the  various  land  uses  of  wildlife,  timber,  farming,  watershed  protection, 
irrigation,  fisheries,  and  subsistence  requirements.  All  this  has  begun  pumping 
non-federal  dollars  into  the  Indian  communities,  cutting  dependency  on  the  BIA 
and  improving  self-dependency  among  the  producers. 

The  BIA  states  in  their  budget  request  that  the  lAC  funds  they  provide  started  in 
1990  and  have  met  their  goal.  In  reality,  the  Congress  required  the  BIA  to  fund  the 
lAC  beginning  in  FY  1988  at  a  level  of  $250,000,  and  continued  this  requirement 
through  1992,  when  Congress  raised  the  allocation  to  $300,000.  The  funding  of  this 
program  was  neither  requested  nor  supported  by  the  BIA  during  the  start-up  period. 
In  1993  through  1995  on  urging  from  the  Congress,  the  BIA  did  include  the  lAC  in 
their  budget  request  at  a  reduced  rate  of  $197,000.  While  the  BIA  claims  credit  for 
the  lAC's  accomplishments,  the  BIA,  for  the  sixth  time  in  eight  years  is  calling  for  its 
dissolution.  Our  continued  existence  is  a  viable  and  positive  contribution  to  the 
improvement  of  Indian  agriculture  and  natural  resource  management.  We  request 
to  have  the  Intertribal  Agriculture  Council  re-instated  at  the  1992  level  of  $300,000 
for  fiscal  year  1996.  We  believe  our  work  and  accomplishments  justify  this  use  of 
funding  better  than  dropping  this  small  amount  into  existing  BIA  programs. 

The  lAC  member  tribes  are  also  interested  in  implementing  the  American  Indian 
Agriculture  Resources  Management  Act  of  1993,  (PL  103-177).  Currently,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  spends  many  times  more  manpower,  money  and  expertise 
managing  federal  lands  than  managing  Indian  trust  lands.  For  example,  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  spends  an  average  of  93  cents  an  acre  managing  federal 
grazing  land,  while  the  BIA  spends  only  24  cents  an  acre  on  similar  activities  on 
Indian  trust  lands.  We  believe  the  management  of  comparable  lands  by  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  at  the  Department  of  Agriculture  reflect  an  even  greater  disparity. 

The  American  Indian  Agriculture  Resources  Management  Act  of  1993  (PL103-177)  is 
the  congressional  approach  to  correct  this  situation.  It  requires  a  comparative 
program  assessment  and  defines  a  direction  and  method  for  Indian  community 
development  of  long-range  community  goals  to  finally  begin  the  orderly 
development  and  use  of  the  primary  Indian  resources  of  land  and  people.  It  is 
apparent  that  the  Secretary  has  no  intention  of  implementing  this  law  since  it  does 
not  even  receive  a  footnote  mention  in  the  budget.  We  are  therefore  requesting 
that  the  Secretary  be  directed  to  use  $10  million  in  FY  1996,  as  estimated  by  the  CBO 
and  reported  in  Senate  Report  103-186,  to  begin  to  implement  this  important  Act. 
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STATEMENT  OF  JAMIE  PINKHAM,  PRESIDENT,  THE  INTERTRIBAL 
TIMBER  COUNCIL 

SUMMARY.  

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Jaime  Pinkham,  President  of  the  Intertribal  Timber 
Council.  I  am  here  today  with  the  following  comments  regarding  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  Forestry  program  and  its  proposed  FY  1936  budget: 

1)  Add  $10  million  as  a  new  line  item  in  Other  Recurring  Programs/Natural 
Resources  for  comprehensive  forest  management: 

2)  Add  $500,000  as  a  new  line  item  in  Other  Recurring  Programs/Natural 
Resources  to  initiate  tfie  Alaska  Native  Technical  Assistance  program 
authorized  in  Section  313  of  the  National  IrKiian  Forest  Resources 
Management  Act:  and 

3)  Add  $  1  million  to  Non-Recurring  Programs/Natural  Resources  Forestry  for 
enhanced  Woodlands  management. 

INTERTRIBAL  TIMBER  COUNCIL  BACKGROUND. 

The  Intertribal  Timber  Council  (I.T.C.)  is  a  nineteen  year  old  organization  of 
sixty  forest  owning  tribes  and  Alaska  native  organizations  that  collectively  possess 
more  than  90%  of  the  7.3  million  forest  acres  -  and  a  substantial  portion  of  the  8.6 
million  woodland  acres  -  that  are  under  B.I. A.  trust  management.  These  lands 
provide  habitat,  watershed,  cultural  and  spiritual  sites,  recreation  and  subsistence 
uses,  and  through  commercial  forestry,  income  for  the  tribes  and  jobs  for  their 
members.  In  Alaska,  the  forests  of  Native  corporations  and  thousands  of  individual 
allotments  are  equally  important  to  their  owners.  To  all  our  membership,  our  forests 
are  essential  to  our  physical,  cultural  and  economic  well-being,  and  assuring  their 
proper  management  is  our  foremost  concern. 

IFMAT  REPORT 

The  National  Indian  Forest  Resources  Management  Act  (P.L.  101-630,  Title 
III)  authorized  the  first  independent  assessment  of  Indian  forests  and  their 
management.  The  assessment  was  conducted  over  the  course  of  two  years  by  the 
Indian  Forest  Management  Assessment  Team  (IFMAT),  a  review  panel  of  what  we 
believe  to  be  exceptionally  qualified  forestry  professionals.  The  Team  visited  thirty 
three  reservations  in  the  process.  Their  final  report,  entitled  An  Assessment  of 
Indian  Forests  and  Forest  Management  in  the  United  States,  was  issued  one  year 
ago.  Under  separate  cover,  we  will  be  providing  copies  to  you  and  the 
Subcommittee  staff.  We  urge  you  to  familiarize  yourself  with  the  report  because 
of  its  significance  for  Indian  forestry. 

In  its  Findings,  the  IFMAT  report  notes  that  "many  Indian  forests  are  places 
of  experimentation  and  innovation"  that  offer  "a  striking  potential  ...  to  serve  as  models  of 
sustainability".  It  further  finds  that  Indian  forests  are  seriously  underfunded  and  understaffed 
compared  to  National  Forests,  that  coordinated  resource  planning  and  management  needs  to 
be  improved,  and  that  administration  of  Indian  forests  and  their  trust  oversight  functions 
should  be  separated. 

The  report  has  been  distributed  to  the  tribal  community  to  determine  appropriate 
responses  for  implementation.  We  will  be  reporting  back  to  you  with  the  results. 

1)  ADD  $10  MILLION  AS  A  NEW  LINE  ITEM  IN  OTHER  RECURRING  PROGRAMS/NATURAL 
RESOURCES  FOR  COMPREHENSIVE  FOREST  MANAGEMENT. 

The  establishment  and  initial  funding  of  a  comprehensive  forest  management  budget 
item  within  the  B.I.A.  is  critically  needed.  The  demands  on  tribal  forests  and  on  Indian  forest 
management  are  rapidly  changing  and  expanding.  Many  of  these  demands  arise  from 
circumstances  external  to  the  tribes,  and  the  ability  of  the  B.I.A.  Forestry  program  to  respond 
is  already  outstripped. 

The  BIA  Forestry  program  was  conceived  as  a  commercial  forestry  program  and  has 
never  been  provided  the  additional  resources  necessary  to  address  the  greatly  expanded 
requirements  placed  upon  federal  forest  managers.  There  simply  are  no  funds  designated  in 
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the  B.I. A.  Forestry  budget  for  the  comprehensive  management  of  the  multi-faceted  forest 
resource  that  is  today's  norm. 

The  Bureau,  working  cooperatively  with  the  tribes,  has  been  struggling  to  try  to 
manage  tribal  forests  despite  these  shortcomings.  However,  strains  on  the  Forestry  Program's 
ability  to  meet  rising  federal  management  demands  have  recently  been  sharply  exacerbated. 
In  the  Northwest,  B.I. A.  and  tribes  are  involved  in  northern  spotted  owl/marbled  murrelet 
management  and  regionwide  ecosystem  planning.  The  B.I. A.  Forestry  budget  already  fails  to 
provide  for  comprehensive  forest  management  within  our  reservations,  and  is  forced  to  divert 
funds  from  other  functions  to  enable  the  participation  of  tribal  interests  in  the  regionwide 
effort.  In  the  Southwest,  critical  habitat  proposed  for  the  Mexican  spotted  owl  overiies 
963,000  acres  of  Mescalero,  San  Carios,  Navajo,  Jicarilla,  Hualapai  and  Southern  Ute  trust 
land,  including  hundreds  of  thousands  of  acres  of  forestlands  upon  which  the  Tribes  rely  for 
governmental  operating  revenues.  Yet,  there  are  no  funds  within  the  Bureau's  Forestry  budget 
for  even  beginning  to  address  this  potentially  devastating  situation.  On  the  Navajo 
Reservation,  the  Navajo  Nation's  forestry  operations  and  sawmill  have  been  shut  down 
because  the  B.I. A.  Forestry  budget  has  no  funds  for  conducting  an  environmental  impact 
statement  on  the  forest  plan.  It  is  estimated  that  more  than  $500,000  has  been  diverted  from 
other  B.I. A.  Forestry  activities  to  date  to  try  to  develop  the  EIS.  The  inadequacies  of  the 
B.I.A.'s  funding  for  increased  federal  forest  management  requirements  have  now  reached  the 
point  where  they  are  beginning  to  seriously  jeopardize  the  tribes'  realization  of  benefits  from 
its  forest  resource  and  their  ability  to  participate  in  the  nation's  infrastructure. 

A  funding  increase  to  address  these  requirements  is  desperately  needed.  Based  on  the 
IFMAT  report's  comparison  of  B.I. A.  and  U.S.  Forest  Service  funding,  $94  million  is  needed 
annually  to  bring  B.I. A.  other-than-direct  timber  production  management  activities  on  Indian 
forestlands  up  to  parity  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  The  IFMAT  report's  Table  1 1  shows  only 
$0.47  is  available  pre  acre  in  the  B.I. A.  budget  for  other-than-direct  timber  production 
management  in  tribal  forests,  compared  to  $5.05  per  acre  for  other-than-direct  timber 
production  activities  in  National  Forests.  A  $10  million  increase  for  comprehensive  forest 
resource  management  would  add  about  $0.63  per  acre  to  tribal  forests,  for  a  total  of  $1.10. 
While  this  is  a  very  modest  amount  compared  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  we  believe  it  is  a 
reasonable  and  essential  first  step  that  is  now  needed  to  maintain  the  active  management  of 
Indian  forests. 

2)  ADO  $500,000  AS  A  NEW  LINE  ITEM  IN  RECURRING  PROGRAMS/NATURAL  RESOURCES 
FOR  ALASKA  NATIVE  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  IN  FORESTRY. 

The  forestlands  of  the  Alaska  Native  village  and  regional  corporations  are  not  held  in 
trust  by  the  United  States,  and  so  are  not  considered  eligible  for  the  forest  management 
services  provided  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  in  its  fiduciary  capacity.  Never  the  less,  many 
of  these  corporations,  particulariy  the  smaller  or  more  remote  ones,  may  from  time  to  time 
need  professional  advice  on  the  inventory,  management  or  disposition  of  their  forest  resource, 
including  milling  other  value-adding  activities.  To  that  end.  Congress  authorized  the  Alaska 
Native  Technical  Assistance  Program  as  Section  313  of  the  National  Indian  Forest  Resources 
Management  Act.  The  Act  requires  that  any  technical  advice  provided  under  that  authority  can 
only  be  in  furtherance  of  sustained  yield  forest  management  and  for  the  local  processing  of 
logs.  To  date,  this  program  has  not  been  initiated,  so  the  Intertribal  Timber  Council  is 
requesting  a  budget  increase  of  $500,000  in  Recurring  Programs/Natural  Resources  Forestry 
to  start  this  effort.  Given  the  vast  and  very  diverse  ownership  of  Alaska  Native  corporation 
forest  holdings,  we  believe  this  is  a  very  modest  request. 

3)  ADD  $1  MILLION  TO  NON-RECURRING  PROGRAMS/NATURAL  RESOURCES  FORESTRY 
FOR  ENHANCED  WOODLANDS  MANAGEMENT. 

Finally,  the  Intertribal  Timber  Council  requests  that  the  B.I. A.  Woodlands  Management 
Program  in  Non-Recurring  Forestry  be  increased  by  $1  million.  Woodlands,  which  are  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forestry  program,  comprise  8.6  million  acres  of  Indian  trust  land, 
including  4  million  acres  with  commercial  capability.  These  lands  provide  both  commercial 
opportunities  and  resources  essential  to  the  subsistence  of  many  Indian  people,  including 
fuelwood  to  keep  warm  in  winter,  nuts,  berries  and  other  natural  foodstuffs,  grazing  and 
wildlife  habitat.  A  1 988  B.I. A.  report  on  Indian  trust  woodlands  found  that  many  Indian  people 
rely  heavily  on  these  lands  and  that  they  offer  economic  opportunity,  but  that  they  were 
totally  unmanaged  and  lacked  any  management  information.  The  report  suggested  an  annual 
appropriation  of  $3  million  was  needed  for  the  management  and  development  of  the  woodland 
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resource.  Since  that  time,  the  $500,000  annual  appropriation  has  principally  been 
competitively  distributed  for  tribally  administered  woodland  projects  on  reservations  in  the 
Southwest  and  the  upper  Plains  states.  Projects  include  setting  up  commercial  fuelwood 
operations,  fencing,  nursery  operations,  and  some  inventory  and  management  planning.  But 
as  the  tribes  increasingly  focus  on  their  woodland  resource,  they  find  there  is  simply  not 
enough  information  about  the  resource  to  properly  gauge  how  it  should  be  used  and  managed. 
So,  project  emphasis  is  now  shifting  to  more  inventory  and  management  planning.  A  $1 
million  Woodlands  increase  would  fund  those  essential  activities,  as  well  as  address  the 
considerable  backlog  of  development  projects  that  cannot  be  met  with  current  appropriations. 

The  member  tribes  and  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Intertribal  Timber  Council 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony,  and  hope  you  can  give  it  favorable 
consideration. 


STATEMENT  OF  NICOLAS  VILLA,  JR.,  CHIEF/CHAIRMAN,  THE  lONE 
BAND  OF  MIWOK  INDIANS  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

As  the  elected  Chairman  of  The  lone  Band  of  Miwok  Indians,  and  on  behalf  of  my  Tribe,  please  accept 
our  appreciation  for  this  opportunit)'  to  submit  testimony  for  the  record. 

The  lone  Band  of  Miwok  Indians  is  a  small  Tribe  located  in  the  Northern  California  County  of  Amador, 
appro.vimateiy  35  miles  east  and  south  of  Sacramento.  Unlike  many  other  Tribes,  we  have  never  been 
moved  from  our  ancestral  Tribal  home,  though  vast  expanses  of  our  land  have  been  taken  from  us.  Today, 
my  Tribe  continues  to  struggle  to  maintain  our  independent  goverrunent-to-govemment  relationship  with 
the  United  States.  Our  continuing  goal  is  to  secure  social,  political  and  economic  independence,  which  in 
recent  years  has  been  the  goal  of  Federal  policy  as  advanced  by  the  Indian  Self-Detcrmination  .Act.  and 
related  laws  enacted  b\  Congress. 

As  an  overall  policy  maner.  we  would  hope  that  Members  of  Congress  will  not  consider  reducing  Federal 
appropriauons  to  Indians  in  proportion  to  their  incomes  from  protected  economic  endeavors,  such  as 
Indian  gaming  and  namral  resource  activities.  This  approach  can  only  be  justified  if  Congress  also 
applies  the  same  measure  to  revenues  generated  by  the  Slates  from  gaming  and  other  sources.  "Means 
testing"  for  Tribal  governments  would  diminish  Tribal  sovereignty  utilizing  a  formula  in  lieu  of 
"negotiaung  appropriations."  The  Federal  Government  has  not  lived  up  to  its  promises  and  trust 
responsibilities  in  past  and  the  currently  proposed  Bureau  of  Indian  .AJEPairs  and  Indian  Health  Service 
budgets.  Now .  the  Congress  should  not  further  penalize  the  Tribes  more  by  imposing  means  testing  when 
Tribes  are  continuing  to  play  the  "catch  up"  game.  Means  testing  will  not  reduce  the  Federal  deficit; 
rather,  it  will  penalize  Tribes  as  they  pursue  Self-Determinaiion.  Self-Governance,  and  Self-Sufficiency. 

Within  that  general  framework,  we  bring  your  Committee  two  other  \ital  issues  of  concern 

First,  there  are  serious  problems  with  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  agencies  of  California  State 
Government  that  arc  charged  with  carrying  out  Federal  policy.  We  see  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
(BIA)  as  a  bloated  bureaucracy,  whose  responsibilities  must  evolve  rapidly  from  management  of  Tribes,  to 
sening  Tribes.  Notwithstanding  the  valiant  work  of  Ada  Deer,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Indian 
Affairs,  to  reorganize  the  Bureau  and  reduce  some  bureaucratic  positions,  the  Bureau  simply  must  be 
directed  by  the  Congress  to  restructure  and  develop  a  new  and  more  limited  mission. 

Second,  the  United  States  must  soon  end  the  peculiar  arrangement  it  has  with  the  State  of 
California,  which  allows  the  latter  to  control  and  administer  Federal  funds  to  Tribes,  This 
arrangement  has  created  a  needless  level  of  bureaucracy,  one  which  denies  full  rights  of  choice  and 
sovereignty-  to  Tribes,  and  absorbs  funds  that  otherwise  could  be  chaimeled  into  direct  services  to  Indian 
Tribes,  or  into  savings  to  the  Federal  Govenunent.  My  Tribe  and  others  in  California  look  to  the 
Congress  to  end  this  practice,  and  soon.  The  time  has  coroe  for  the  Congress  to  remove  the  State  of 
California  as  its  middle  man  in  sovereign  U.S.-Tribal  relations. 

Now.  let  us  examine  some  specific  matters  which  fall  under  the  t^vo  major  issues  which  I  have  discussed. 
First,  in  the  FY  95-96  Budget,  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  requests  a  first  time  funding  of  $340,000  for 
our  Tribal  Government.  We  ask  the  Comminee  to  approve  the  request  as  it  will  enable  our  Tribal 
Govenunent  to  operate  on  a  more  sound  footing.  The  Tribe  also  requests  the  Committee  to  direct  the 
fiinds  to  be  specifically  appropriated  to  our  Tribal  government 


695 

For  many  years  this  Tribe  has  been  left  outside  the  BIA  cycle  for  funding  and  services.  The  Tribe's 
historical  govemment-to-govemnient  relationship  with  the  United  States  was  confirmed  by  Assistant 
Secretary  Deer  on  March  22.  1994.  This  came  after  many  decades  of  straggle,  during  which  my  Tribe 
sought  to  have  the  Bureau  accord  us  our  rights  as  a  Tribe.  They  fought  us  every  step  of  the  way,  and  we 
continue  to  battle  them  to  secure  our  sovereign  rights.  Since  time  immemorial,  my  Tribe  has  governed  its 
own  affairs.  The  Tribe  prefers  to  manage  its  own  affairs  without  the  interference  of  the  BIA. 
Accordingly,  we  have  requested  to  be  included  as  a  Tribe  compacting  for  services  within  the  Self- 
Covemance  program.  To  us,  the  BIA,  particularly  the  Central  California  Agency,  and  the  Area  Office, 
constitute  a  force  actively  working  to  deter  us  from  achieving  our  Tribal  rights,  and  maximum 
capabilities.  The  BIA  is  not  staffed  with  persons  more  knowledgeable  or  capable  than  the  members  and 
staff  of  my  Tribe.  Yet,  the  BIA  has  concluded  it  has  some  type  of  "statutory"  powers  over  the  internal 
affairs  of  Tribes,  and  attempts  to  impose  that  illusion  to  control  Tribal  governments.  This  must  end  now! 

This  Tribe  urges  the  Congress  to  enact  statutes,  and  otherwise  provide  direction  to  scale  down  the  BIA  to 
a  technical  service  agency,  whose  primary  responsibilities  would  be  advisory,  rather  than  managerial. 
Appropriating  fiinds  directly  to  Tribal  governments  would  serve  this  purpose.  The  Congress,  by  using  its 
oversight  powers,  could  assure  accountability.  Great  savings  could  accrae,  if  the  BIA  were  restructured  to 
provide  technical  services,  rather  than  maintaining  the  bureaucrats  who  seem  to  have  nothing  better  to  do 
to  justify-  their  government  checks  than  to  interfere  into  what  is  exclusive  Tribal  business. 

Welfare  and  other  Federal  assistance  programs.  I  know,  are  under  active  consideration  by  the  Congress.  I 
will  confine  my  statement  to  how  programs  to  assist  Native  Americans  can  be  improved.  Using  my  Tribe 
as  an  example.  I  will  give  great  weight  to  how  these  programs  work,  or  do  not  work  for  Indians. 

Historically.  Tribes  of  California  are  caught  in  a  political  trap.  The  United  States  Government  recognizes 
and  acts  accordingly  towards  Tribes  under  the  govenunent-to-govemment  doctrine,  wherein  each  party 
recognizes  the  sovereign  rights  of  the  other    Unfortunately,  in  California,  the  State  Government  does  not 
acknowledge  the  status  exclusivity  of  Federally-recognized  Tribes,  and  their  sovereign  governments. 
Instead,  the  State  of  California  has  adopted  its  own  "recognition"  definitions  that  at  limes  subordinate  the 
interests  of  Federally-recognized  Tribes,  and  Tribal  organizations  as  defined  under  Federal  law.  to  the 
interests  of  stale  chartered  corporations  that  include  non  Federally-recognized  entities. 

In  1975.  the  State  ofCaliromia-after  agreeing  to  assume  the  trust  responsibility  of  the  United  States 
allegedly  to  protect  the  rights  of  California  Indians  during  the  termination  years-  finally  began  to 
administer  housing,  education  and  health  programs  as  outlined  in  the  State's  agreement  wth  the  United 
States  under  SB  52    In  addition  to  the  welfare  programs  developed  specifically  for  Tribes,  the  State  also 
created  the  Native  American  Heritage  Commission. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  how  the  State  has  "assisted"  my  Tribe  under  its  Federal  mandate: 

Housing:  At  no  time  has  the  Tribe  received  funding  for  housing.  The  one  time  the  Tribe  did  request 
funding,  the  County  of  Amador  asserted  its  blatant  objection  to  the  existence  of  an  Indian  Tribe  within  its 
borders,  causing  the  State  to  halt  further  action. 

Education:  $70,000  has  been  specifically  allocated  annually  for  this  Tribe  for  more  than  six  years.  To 
date,  the  State  chartered  education  program.  Chappa  Dc,  has  not  delivered  services  or  funding  to  the 
children  of  my  Tribe.  The  program  takes  the  money,  but  the  children  of  my  Tribe  do  not  receive  services. 

Health:  Again,  funding  is  being  allocated,  but  not  appropriately  delivered  to  this  Tribe. 
Let  us  take  a  look  at  my  Tribe's  documentation  of  just  one  example  of  the  mismanagement  of  Federal 
dollars  under  the  convoluted  arrangement  the  U.S.  Government  has  with  the  State  of  California.    The 
State  chartered  health  delivery  organization  serving  Tribes  in  many  counties  is  the  California  Rural 
Indian  Health  Board  (CRIHB).  My  Tribe  has  submitted  an  official  objection  to  the  Indian  Health  Service 
(IHS)  to  stop  the  direct  funding  of  money  appropriated  on  behalf  of  this  Tribal  government  to  CRIHB 
(E.xhibit  A).  The  Tnbe  cited  three  specific  reasons,  all  of  which  surround  the  a  State  chartered,  non- 
exclusive California  Indian  program  dictating  health  policies  and  procedures  to  this  Tribe  without  the 
input  or  consultation  of  this  Tribal  Government  First:  this  Tribe  has  been  thwarted  in  its  attemots  to  sit 
on  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  M.A.C.T  Board,  Inc.,  the  local  State-chartered,  multi-county  health 
service  organization,  which  receives  IHS  funds  via  CRIHB.  Alarmingly,  that  local  Board  of  Directors 
recognizes  and  permits  persons  not  affiliated  with  any  Federally-recognized  California  Tribe  to  sit  on  the 
Board    In  fact,  some  directors,  including  the  Chair  of  the  organization,  are  not  California  Indians,  and/or 
are  affiliated  only  with  another  State<hartered  social  organization.  Neither  these  individuals,  nor  the 
organization  they  represent  conform  to  standards  of  Federal  law  defining  what  an  Indian,  or  Indian  Tribe 
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is.  PL-93-638,  as  amended,  requires  the  involvement  of  Federally-recognized  Tribes,  and  organizations  of 
such  Tribes,  to  have  control  over  their  contracted  dollars.  This  is  not  happening  either  under  CRIHB,  or 
its  subcontractor.  M.A.C.T.  Board,  Inc    CRHIB  has  been  in  league  with  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Area  Office  and  the  M.A.C.T.  Board,  Inc.,  in  attempts  to  destroy  my  Tribe,  its  government,  and  religious 
beliefs.  VVe  are  seeking  direct  allocation  of  P.L.  638  health  care  funding  for  our  Tribe.  (E.xhibit  B).  We 
will  use  these  funds  to  enroll  in  a  quality  Health  Maintenance  Organization,  or  managed  care  system  that 
will  assure  our  Tribal  members  the  quality  health  services  we  arc  now  denied.  We  have  no  problem  of 
accountability  to  the  Federal  government,  but  CRIHB  and  M.A.C.T.  Board,  have  not  been  accountable  to 


Native  American  Graves  Protection:    The  State-created  Native  American  Heritage  Commission 
demonstrates  the  policy  and  position  of  California  with  regards  to  Tribal  governments.  The  policy  of  the 
State  of  California  Native  American  Heritage  Commission,  Office  of  the  Governor,  is  as  follows:  "The 
Native  American  Heritage  Commission  does  not  distinguish  between  Federally  recognized  and  non 
Federally  recognized  Tribes.  This  office  identifies  Native  Americans  as  Most  Likelv  Descendants 
(E.xhibit  C)."    When  the  Tribe  re-visited  the  question  in  the  next  correspondence  to  the  State  (E.xhibit  D), 
asking  "by  w  hat  authority  does  the  State  of  California  through  its  Native  American  Heritage  Commission 
ha\e  to  circumvent  the  authority  of  Federally  recognized  Tribes  and  non-Federally  recognized  groups, 
bands  or  Tribes  by  granting  or  extending  jurisdictional  authority  to  State  determined  selected  individuals 
over  that  of  Tribes?",  the  State  office  responded  by  referring  to  a  future  response  by  the  Attorney  General's 
ofrice.(Exhibit  E)  Please  remember,  many  of  these  State  programs  are  Federally  funded  at  this  time; 
funding  that  should  directly  allocated  to  Tribes. 

As  a  result,  my  of  my  Tribe's  documented  experience,  the  State  of  California  is  not  capable  of  adhering  to 
the  requirements  of  Federal  statute  for  distribution  of  Federal  dollars  to  Tribes.  Unless  the  Congress  puts 
the  breaks  on  this  situation,  we  could  see  the  creation  of  a  second  wave  of  termination  of  Tribal 
governments    I  need  not  remind  the  members  of  this  Committee,  that  it  took  Congressional  action  to 
deter  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  from  attempting  to  dilute  the  sovereignty  of  Tribes  by  its  ill-conceived 
policy  of  distinguishing  between  Adult  Indian  Communities  and  Historic  Tribes.  Thanks  to  the  Congress, 
all  Federally-recognized  Tribes  are  on  an  equal  footing  in  their  relationship  with  the  Federal  Government. 
Unfortunately,  this  is  not  the  case  in  California.,  as  I  have  e.x-plained.  I  can  testify  to  you.  that  other 
California  Tribes  are  experiencing  similar  sittiations,  not  only  with  the  State<hartered  health  system,  but 
also  with  state-created  agencies  responsible  for  allocating  Federal  dollars  for  housing,  education,  and 
historic  preservation.  The  lime  has  come  for  the  Congress  to  take  a  microscope  to  the  Bureau  and  the 
State  of  California,  and  make  certain  they  meet  their  responsibilities  under  the  law  for  my  Tribe  and 
others  in  the  State. 

1  would  be  glad  to  work  with  the  Committee,  and  come  to  the  Nation's  Capital,  if  necessary,  to  meet  with 
this  Committee  and,  or  its  staff',  to  assist  in  drafUng  instnictive  language  in  the  appropriations  bill  you  are 
considering,  so  that  we  can  begin  to  eliminate  this  horrific  situation  for  Indians  in  California. 

I  thank  the  Committee  again  for  permitting  me  to  submit  this  testimony. 


STATEMENT  OF  WILLIAM  DECAMP,  JR.,  PRESIDENT,  OCEAN  COUNTY 
CHAPTER,  THE  IZAAK  WALTON  LEAGUE  OF  AMERICA 

Continued  expansion  of  Edwin  B.  Forsythe  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  along 
southern  Barnegat  Bay  and  at  Reedy  Creek  in  Ocean  County.  New  lersey. 

The  Ocean  County  (New  Jersey)  Chapter  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America 
wishes  to  express  its  sincere  appreciation  to  the  Senate  Interior  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  for  last  year's  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  aquisition  of  lands  as 
additions  to  the  Edwin  B.  Forsythe  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Ocean  County,  New 
Jersey  and  respectfully  requests  that  $5  million  be  appropriated  for  Fiscal  Year  1996. 

I.  The  Fish  &  Wildlife  Servioe  has  been  pursuing  wilKng  seller  purchases  from 
within  the  boundary  of  the  recently  approved  Environmental  Assessment  for  the 
southern  Bamegat  ftay  lepon. 

The  completion  of  the  Final  Environmental  Assessment  and  Land  Protection  Plan: 
Prosposal  to  Expand  the  Boundary  of  the  Edwin  B.  Forsythe  National  Wildlife 


697 

Refuge  has  initiated  a  needed  program  of  expansion  for  this  refuge,  which  is  vital  to 
birdlife  on  the  Atlantic  flyway  as  well  as  to  the  water  quality  upon  which  our 
shellfishing  and  tourism  economies  depend.  The  EA  makes  approximately  8000 
additional  acres  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  Forsythe  Refuge  in  the  Townships  of 
Dover,  Berkeley,  Lacey,  Ocean,  Stafford  and  Lavallette.  Included  are  tracts  along  the 
west  side  of  Bamegat  Bay  and  numerous  bay  islands.  This  habitat  is  saltmarsh, 
freshwater  wetlands  and  uplands,  with  abundant  wildlife  value  documented  both 
in  the  EA  and  in  the  Herpetological  Associates  1991  wildlife  study  conducted  for  the 
Ocean  County  Izaak  Walton  League.  Much  of  this  land  is  under  threat  from 
development. 

Partly  as  a  result  of  the  completion  of  the  Final  Environmental  Assessment  and 
partly  as  a  result  of  economic  conditions,  today  there  are  more  willing  sellers  within 
the  approved  acquisition  boundary  for  the  Forsythe  Refuge  than  at  any  time  within 
the  last  eight  years. 

II.  Revicwr  of  progress  to  date. 

Before  enumerating  some  of  the  current  acquisition  opportunities,  a  review  of  some 
of  the  progress  to  date  in  expanding  the  Forsythe  Refuge  may  be  useful.  Acquisition 
work  has  been  progressing  at  the  Reedy  Creek  Unit  of  the  Forsythe  Refuge  since  the 
completion  of  the  Reedy  Creek  Environmental  Assessment  in  December  of  1990. 
During  1993  the  USFWS  took  ownership  of  the  Meadows  at  Mantoloking  (120  acres) 
and  the  Morsell  tract  (98  acres).  In  September  of  1993  the  Township  of  Brick  donated 
334  acres  to  the  Reedy  Creek  Unit,  demonstrating  the  solid  local  support  that  has 
existed  for  this  project  since  its  inception.  The  15  acre  Van  Schoick  property  and  3 
lots  at  Mantoloking  Heights  were  brought  into  the  Refuge  using  FY  94  funding.  At 
Reedy  Creek  there  are  now  over  1000  acres  under  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
ownership  out  of  a  total  of  2400  acres  within  the  the  acquisition  boundary. 

Within  the  newly  approved  southern  Ocean  County  acquisition  boundary  the  U.S. 
Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  has  used  FY  94  funding  to  purchase  three  privately  held 
developable  properties.  These  are  Murray  Grove  (200  acres),  Oak  Park  Homes  (133 
acres)  and  Phase  One  of  the  Waterford  Tract  (165  acres).  FY  95  funding  was  used  to 
Purchase  Waterford  Tract  Phase  Two  and  will  reportedly  soon  be  used  to  acquire  the 
important  Deer  Lake  Heights  and  Pugliese  properties.  In  addition,  Migratory  Bird 
funding  will  be  used  to  acquire  the  200  acre  Lange  tract  in  the  Stout's  Creek  area. 

in.  Important  Fiscai  Year  1996  OpportunHJes 

Among  the  more  prominent  aquisition  opportunities  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  are: 

Reedy  Creek.  Five  important  inholdings  -  the  Brower,  Englehardt,  Overcomers 
Fellowship,  Fengya  and  Zarilli  properties  -  totaling  over  seventy  acres  are  currently 
available  at  Reedy  Creek.  Their  acquisition  will  greatly  increase  the  integrity  and 
manageability  of  the  Reedy  Creek  Unit  of  the  Forsythe  Refuge  because  they  will  fill 
in  major  pieces  of  the  "checkerboard"  ownership  pattern.  These  pieces  contain  both 
wetlands  and  uplands.  Like  most  of  the  Reedy  Creek  area,  the  Brower,  Englehardt 
and  Fengya  pieces  have  been  subjected  to  major  trash  cleanups  by  citizens*  groups 
such  as  the  Izaak  Walton  League,  as  well  as  by  County  and  Township  government. 

Maple  Creek  and  Sloc^  Creek  are  similar  tracts  in  the  Bayville  section  of  Berkeley 
Township  just  south  of  Good  Luck  Point  within  the  southern  Bamegat  Bay 
acquisition  area.  Belaire  at  Berkeley  is  a  107  acre  site  of  a  proposed  development 
which  sits  on  Maple  Creek.  The  Sloop  Creek  property  to  the  north  is  72  mostly 
wetlands  acres  in  an  area  now  under  substantial  threat  of  development.  A  wildlife 
study  of  these  arects  conducted  by  Herpetological  Associates  for  the  Ocean  County 
Izaak  Walton  League  noted  such  federal  and  state  threatened  and  endangered 
species  as  Peregrine  Falcon,  Red-shouldered  Hawk,  Northern  Harrier,  Osprey  and 
American  Bittern.  Also  noted  were  Clapper  Rails  and  Eastern  Meadowlarks,  a 


698 

declining  species.  Two  declining  species  of  salamanders  were  also  found  in  this 
general  area. 

Sands  Point  Harbor  is  a  1 20  acre  tract  on  the  southern  bank  of  historic  Oyster  Creek 
where  it  enters  Bamegat  Bay.  It  has  recently  been  confirmed  in  a  study  conducted  for 
the  Philadelphia  Academy  of  Natural  Sciences  (Arsenault  1994)  that  the  two 
mounds  at  Sand  Point  Harbor  constitute  a  major  precolumbian  archeological  site. 
The  shell  midden  may  date  from  the  Archaic  period,  which  was  approximately  2500 
B.C.  (For  the  protection  of  the  site  it  is  requested  that  its  archeological  aspects  not  be 
revealed  in  the  press.)  This  archeological  value  in  combination  with  its 
surrounding  wetlands,  its  documented  avifaunal  and  floral  values,  as  well  as  the 
development  pressure  on  the  surrounding  area  make  Sands  Point  Harbor  among 
the  most  worthy  of  immediate  protection  of  any  tract  on  Bamegat  Bay. 

Other  properties.  Although  the  Ocean  County  Izaak  Walton  League  is  most  familiar 
with  the  Bamegat  Division  of  the  Forsythe  Refuge,  we  strongly  support  the 
acquisition  of  any  tracts  that  may  help  in  completing  the  integrity  or  the 
manageability  of  either  the  Bamegat  or  the  Brigantine  Division  of  the  Refuge. 

IV.  Review  of  rare  bird  species  on  tracts  iJipble  for  acquisition 

This  segment  of  the  Atlantic  Flyway  along  the  highly  developed  New  Jersey 
coastline,  less  than  fifty  miles  from  New  York  City,  has  been  shown  to  have  great 
value  as  migratory  bird  habitat,  including  many  State  and  Federal  Threatened  and 
Endangered  Species.  Among  them  are:  Peregrine  Falcon,  Bald  Eagle,  Osprey, 
Northern  Harrier,  Red  Shouldered  Hawk,  Cooper's  Hawk,  American  Bittern  and 
Great  Blue  Heron  Over  120  bird  species  were  observed,  including  species  of 
waterfowl  such  as  Snow  Goose,  Brant,  Green-winged  Teal,  Black  Duck,  Canvasback, 
Mallard,  Blue-winged  Teal,  Gadwall,  Oldsquaw,  Common  Goldeneye,  Bufflehead, 
Hooded  Merganser  and  Red-breasted  Merganser. 

V.  We  thank  the  Committee  far  the  work  that  it  is  doing. 

Puliiic  support  for  the  continuing  work  of  Congress  in  saving  land  botti  in  southern 
Ocean  County  and  at  Reedy  Cieek  is  great  The  expansion  of  the  Forsythe  Refuge 
has  been  unanimously  endorsed  by  the  Ocean  County  Mayors'  Association  as  well 
as  the  Ocean  County  Board  of  Chosen  Freeholders  and  virtually  every 
environmental  group  in  the  County.  The  Ocean  County  Izaak  Walton  League  has 
continued  our  program  of  volunteer  cleanups  in  the  Reedy  Creek  area  in 
coordination  with  the  County  of  Ocean's  major  efforts.  We  intend  to  continue 
doing  anything  a  citizens'  group  can  do  to  assist  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  in 
managing  tracts  along  Bamegat  Bay.  By  protecting  natural  habitat.  Congress  is  also 
protecting  our  water  quality,  the  sheilfishing  industry  and  the  aesthetic  beauty  that 
enables  our  tourism-based  economy  to  survive.  We  thank  the  Committee. 


STATEMENT  OF  W.  RON  ALLEN,  TRIBAL  CHAIRMAN  AND  EXECUTIVE 
CHAIRMAN,  THE  JAMESTOWN  S'KLALLAM  TRIBE 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  Jamestown  S'Klallam  Tribe,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  express  our  concerns 
and  requests  regarding  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  Indian  Health  Service  budgets.  The 
following  document  presents  the  Jamestown  S'Klallam  Tribe's  funding  priorities,  as  well  as  regional  and  national 
concerns  and  recommendations  for  your  consideration: 

Tribal-Specific  Appropriation  Priorities: 

1.  Funding  of  $1,988,710  for  the  Jamestown  S'Klallam  Tribal  base  budget  under  BIA  Self  Governance.  This 
amount  includes  the  final  FY-95  negotiated  program  funding  as  adjusted  for  Congressional  action,  negotiated 
lump  sum  contract  support,  and  an  inflationary  adjustment  (i.e.  utilizing  the  previous  Fiscal  year  Consumer 
Price  Index-Urban  (CPIU); 

2.  Onetime  funding  of  $600,000  for  the  purchase  of  land  adjacent  to  our  existing  2  acre  reservation  for 
expansion  of  the  Tribal  governmental  offices  that  deliver  social,  cultural,  economic,  and  governmental  services 
to  members; 
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3.  Funding  of  SI 00,000  for  the  establishment  of  a  Tribal  Fishery  enhancement  program.  These  funds  would 
initiate  a  program,  similar  to  those  Tribal  efforts  throughout  Puget  Sound,  to  improve  the  fisheries  for  all  user 
groups; 

4.  Funding  of  $  1 50,000  to  the  Self  Governance  Compact  to  provide  staffing  and  operational  support  to  the  Point- 
No-Poinl  Treaty  Council's  Fishery  Management  Program  for  the  expanded  services  including  halibut  and 
enforcement  obligations;  and 

5.  Funding  of  $100,000  for  the  establishment  of  a  shellfish  harvest  management  and  enforcement  program  to 
address  Tribal  responsibilities  to  protect  a  natural  resource  integral  to  our  Tribal  community  and  culture  (as  part 
of  twenty  Northwest  Tribes'  $1.4  million  shellfish  request  for  FY-951. 

BIA  Self  Governance  Tribal  Base  Funding:  $1,988.710 

Stable  base  funding  has  been  a  fundamental  Self-Governance  objective  and  remains  a  key  issue  in  attaining  Self- 
Governance  goals.  The  Self-Governance  concept  is  intended  to  eliminate  the  BIA  propensity  to  miscalculate  budget 
projections  which  have  resulted  in  undue  hardship  to  Tribal  governments.  In  order  for  the  participating  Tribes  to 
demonstrate  success,  it  is  imperative  that  consistent  and  predictable  funding  conditions  exist. 
Stable  base  budgets  were  established  for  our  Tribe  (along  with  Lummi,  Quinault,  and  Hoopa  Valley  Tribe)  in 
FY  1 993  by  your  Committee.  Additionally,  FY  1 993  report  language  included  provisions  for  inflationary  adjustments 
and  FY  1994  report  language  again  advised  that  "Self  Governance  Tribes  should  share  in  the  inflation  adjustments 
included  in  the  Bureau's  budget."  However,  the  BIA  has  not  provided  these  inflationary  adjustments  to  our  base 
budgets.  Our  Tribe  requests  the  Committee  to  consider  report  language  that  directs  the  Office  of  Self  Governance 
to  (1 )  provide  the  participating  Self-Governance  Tribes  with  a  stable  funding  base,  and  (2)  establish  an  "operational" 
definition  of  this  base  which  would  include  the  identification  of  lump  sum  contract  support  amount  and  inflationary 
adjustments. 

The  inclusion  of  a  negotiated  lump  sum  amount  for  contract  support  costs  establishes  a  base  amount  for  indirect 
costs  associated  with  those  programs  included  in  the  AFA  and  provides  protection  and  stability  against  future 
potential  BIA  errant  projections  for  contract  support  cost  funds.  Additionally,  inflation  is  a  real  factor  negatively 
affecting  Tribal  budgets  and  service  delivery  capabilities.  Tribes  annually  experience  difficulties  in  meeting  justified 
cost  of-living  salary  increases  due  to  the  inconsistent  Bureau  process  by  which  the  pay  cost  increases  for  Tribes 
are  calculated.  It  is  very  disturbing  that  Tribes  have  lost  significant  purchasing  power  over  the  last  decade  due  to 
BIA  failure  to  address  inflation.  The  Tribe  requests  the  Committee  to  direct  the  Bureau  to  establish  fair  annual 
adjustments  for  costs-of-living  and  inflation  as  a  model  for  all  Tribes. 

We  are  now  in  our  fifth  year  of  BIA  Self-Governance  implementation  and  have  successfully  demonstrated  that  the 
concept  of  re-directing  resources  based  on  local  priorities  and  needs  has  resulted  in  more  effective  use  of  those 
resources.  The  base  amount  for  our  Tribe  includes  the  FY-95  final  adjusted  Annual  Funding  Agreement  (AFA)  level 
of  $1,282,792,  lump  sum  indirect  cost  amount  of  $640,525,  and  a  funding  adjustment  for  annual  pay  costs  and 
inflation  increases  of  $65,393  (calculated  at  3.4%  based  on  the  1994  Consumer  Price  Index  average  as  determined 
by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics).  This  total  amount  represents  the  level  of  funding  needed  to  maintain  our  base 
for  future  stability. 

Finally,  it  has  always  been  our  firm  belief  that  any  cost  savings  incurred  as  a  result  of  BIA  downsizing  and 
consolidation  should  be  transferred  to  the  Tribes,  not  the  Treasury.  The  Tribes  feel  that  the  Federal  government 
has  not  lived  up  to  its  promises  and  obligations  to  Tribal  communities  as  reflected  in  past  and  current  BIA  budgets. 
Therefore,  the  Congress  should  not  further  penalize  Tribes  by  reducing  an  already  inadequate  budget  base  and 
intercepting  the  cost  savings  intended  for  the  Tribes  and  diverting  them  to  the  Treasury  as  part  of  the  deficit 
reduction  solution.  Our  fundamental  objective  is  to  preserve  and  maximize  current  resources  to  meet  the  needs 
of  the  people  for  which  those  resources  are  intended.  We  strongly  urge  that  current  funding  levels  remain  intact 
and  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  area  office  consolidations  or  other  streamlining  proposals.  We  further  request 
that  Congress  direct  the  Interior  Department  to  transfer  any  savings  resulting  from  BIA  downsizing  and  consolidation 
to  the  Tribes.  This  concept  is  consistent  with  the  spirit  of  Self-Governance,  as  well  as  the  budget  reform  principles 
which  emphasize  the  preservation  of  Tribal  program  funding. 

Establishment  ot  Tribal  Land  Base:  $600.000 

The  Tribe  is  requesting  the  Committee's  assistance  in  securing  additional  land  to  add  to  the  existing  2-acre 
reservation.  A  contiguous  ten  (10)  acre  site  still  remains  available  for  purchase  at  approximately  $600,000.  This 
land  acquisition  would  allow  us  to  expand  our  facilities  to  meet  the  steadily  increasing  demand  for  services  by  our 
Tribal  members.  Our  Tribe  is  now  at  a  critical  juncture  in  this  rapidly  evolving  situation.  Any  further  development 
of  the  current  Tribal  facilities  to  meet  expansion  needs  would  be  both  environmentally  and  practically  unsound. 
Based  on  some  projections  provided  us  by  a  local  consultant,  it  will  cost  approximately  $3,000,000  to  construct 
the  facilities  that  will  be  needed  for  the  foreseeable  future,  given  our  average  rate  of  expansion  since  Federal 
restoration.  The  Tribe  is  confident  it  can  obtain  the  resources  to  develop  the  facilities  on  the  proposed  site  from 
a  combination  of  sources;  i.e.  donations,  foundations,  and  Tribal  business  revenues.  We  need  Congressional 
assistance  to  purchase  the  adjacent  property  essential  for  logical  and  efficient  growth  management  for  the  Tribal 
operations. 

If  the  Tribe  does  not  acquire  the  tract  and  a  third  party  purchases  and  develops  the  land,  we  will  be  obviously 
blocked  from  any  further  practical  expansion  at  our  base  reservation  due  to  the  geographic  conditions  of  this  area. 
In  addition,  the  likelihood  of  a  price  escalation  for  this  acreage  exists.  The  seller's  price  has  sharply  increased  since 
1985  due  to  the  attractive  conditions  of  our  area  and  population  growth.  The  Tribe  needs  to  act  to  secure  this 
opportunity  before  it  is  lost  to  development  or  realty  investment  speculation. 
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Fisheries  Enhancement  Program  $100.00 

The  Tribe  has  never  been  provided  BIA  funds  to  develop  a  fishery  enhancement  program.  The  Point  NoPoint  Treaty 
Council  enhancement  program  v\/as  established  tor  the  other  three  member  Tribes,  but  does  not  address  the 
Dungeness  River  utilized  by  the  Jamestown  S'Klallam  membership.  A  joint  survey  cooperatively  conducted  by  the 
Stale  of  Washington  and  Western  Washington  treaty  Tribes  documented  the  inventory  and  status  of  wild  salmon 
and  steelhead  stocks  within  Washington  State.  In  this  comprehensive  report,  only  43%  of  about  440  stocks  were 
assessed  as  "healthy".  The  remaining  stocks  were  listed  as  critically  depleted,  depressed,  extinct,  or  unknown. 
This  analysis  reflects  the  serious  condition  of  the  salmon  stocks  in  the  Dungeness  River  system,  and  Washington 
Slate  has  dramatically  reduced  its  fisheries  investments  on  the  Dungeness  River  due  to  revenue  shortfalls. 

The  Tribe  is  requesting  fisheries  enhancement  funding  to  work  cooperatively  with  the  Washington  Department  of 
Fisheries  to  increase  coho  salmon  production  in  the  Dungeness  River.  Washington  State  budgetary  shortfalls  have 
reduced  coho  inventories  at  the  Dungeness  Hatchery  below  restoration  levels  even  though  its  stock  status  is  listed 
as  depressed.  Through  cooperative  efforts,  coho  production  at  the  Dungeness  Hatchery  can  be  increased  to 
directly  benefit  treaty  and  non-treaty  commercial,  recreational,  and  subsistence  fishermen  in  the  Strait  of  Juan  de 
Fuca.  Restoration  of  critically-depressed  chinook  and  pink  salmon  have  also  become  a  top  priority.  Dungeness 
Chinook  and  pink  salmon  were  petitioned  for  listing  under  ESA  in  1994.  The  requested  funding  will  help  restore 
their  abundance.  Secondary  economic  benefits  will  also  accrue  to  local  businesses  and  other  fishing-related 
enterprises.  This  project  will  produce  approximately  450,000  coho  yearlings.  The  proposed  budget  will  support 
staff,  operational  costs,  fish  food  and  coded  wire  tagging. 

Fisheries  fVlanaqement  Program  $150.000 

The  Jamestown  S'Klallam  Tribe  is  one  of  four  member  Tribes  of  the  Point  No  Point  Treaty  Council  (PNPTC).  In  FY- 
83,  base  funding  levels  of  approximately  $300,000  were  established  for  each  of  the  other  three  Tribes  in  the 
PNPTC,  while  our  funding  base  was  established  at  $125,000.  We  are  seeking  an  equitable  adjustment  to  be  able 
to  operate  our  fisheries  management  program  at  the  same  level  as  the  other  PNPTC  member  Tribes.  This  funding 
is  primarily  contracted  back  to  PNPTC  in  order  to  coordinate  services  with  the  other  three  Tribes.  It  will  also 
provide  support  for  the  new  programs  such  as  the  halibut  fishing  and  the  growing  demand  for  Improved 
enforcement  services. 

Shellfish  Management  and  Enhancement:  $100.000 

The  Point  No  Point  Treaty  Council  Tribes  (PNPTC),  which  includes  the  Jamestown  S'Klallam  Tribe,  actively  exercise 
their  shellfish  rights  to  harvest  a  variety  of  clams  and  other  shellfish  species  within  their  usual  and  accustomed 
areas.  The  Tribes  have  secured  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  Washington  in  which  we  are  responsible  for  harvest 
management  regulations  to  provide  for  an  orderly  harvest,  data  gathering  from  harvesting  activities,  and 
enforcement  of  regulations.  16  Indian  Tribes  in  Washington  State  (including  our  Tribe)  received  a  favorable  ruling 
in  December  1994  by  United  States  District  Judge,  Edward  Rafeedie,  providing  entitlement  to  50%  of  the 
harvestable  shellfish  in  the  Tribes'  usual  and  accustomed  areas.  The  primary  emphasis  of  the  shellfish  regulations 
are  to  manage  Tribal  commercial  and  subsistence  harvests.  Our  Tribe  supports  the  request  submitted  by  the  PNPTC 
for  $400,000  15100,000  base  budget  for  each  of  the  PNPTC  Tribes)  and  the  other  Puget  Sound  Tribes,  but  we 
intend  on  managing  this  activity  through  our  Self  Governance  Compact  in  coordination  with  PNPTC. 

Self-Governance:  Other  National  Considerations 

The  Tribes  have  historically  sought  to  encourage  a  streamlined  system  that  transfers  control  of  Federal  resources 
to  the  Tribal  governments.  The  Self-Governance  concept  is  clearly  consistent  with  other  current  Federal 
streamlining  initiatives.  As  we  proceed  with  permanent  legislative  authorization  with  up  to  50  Tribes  with  the 
Interior  Department  and  up  to  60  Tribes  under  demonstration  project  authority  with  the  IHS,  we  request  Committee 
serious  consideration  of  the  following  recommendations: 

•  Any  FTE  reductions  or  proposed  administrative  downsizing  plans  should  not  be  applied  to  the  DOl  Office  of 
Self  Governance.  The  OSG  was  purposely  established  as  a  separate  office  to  streamline  the  transfer  of 
negotiated  resources  and  management  responsibilities  to  the  participating  Tribes.  With  the  anticipated  transfer 
of  $180  million  to  approximately  50  Tribes  in  FY1996  and  a  current  staff  of  9  FTE,  these  positions  are  critical 
to  ensure  continued  successful  implementation  of  the  Self-Governance  initiative. 

•  Provide  for  the  establishment  of  Tribal  base  budgets  within  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  as  similarly 
developed  under  BIA  Self-Governance.  The  establishment  of  base  budgets  will  (1)  streamline  the  annual 
negotiations,  (2)  reduce  fiscal  adjustments  currently  required  by  the  tedious  line  item  negotiation  process;  and 
(3)  create  a  predictable  financial  support  process  over  a  multi-year  period.  Stable  base  budgets  will  improve 
Tribal  management  capabilities  and  development  opportunities  and  will  prevent  the  erosion  of  critical  Tribal 
health  care  delivery  programs. 

In  conclusion,  we  appreciate  this  Committee's  continued  support  and  urge  that  Tribal  government  operations  be 
afforded  the  highest  priority  in  your  appropriation  decisions. 

Regional  Requests  and  Recommendations: 

•  Any  savings  resulting  from  the  consolidation  of  the  Olympic  Peninsula  and  Puget  Sound  Agencies  or 
the  Portland  Area  Office  should  be  transferred  to  the  Tribes  in  the  respective  agencies/area; 

•  Support  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  System  request  of  additional  $680,000  for  staff  and  $50,400 
for  computers; 
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•  Restore  Tribal/Commissions  historical  base  program  budgets  and  incorporate  in  the  BIA  annual 
budget;  such  restorations  for  Water  Resource  Planning,  and  U.S. -Canada  Salmon  Treaty  will  enhance 
Tribal  resource  management  capability; 

•  Restore  the  5292,000  for  Tribal  habitat  management  in  Timber-Fish-Wildlife  initiative  and  provide  an 
additional  $2.5  million  for  the  20  western  Washington  State  Tribes  and  the  intertribal  fisheries 
organizations  for  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan; 

•  Provide  $1.5  million  for  Hatcheries  Rehabilitation  and  Maintenance; 

•  Provide  $750,000  for  the  western  Washington  Tribes  to  participate  in  the  Chelan  Water  Resources 
Program  previously  supported  by  the  Congress  and  BIA; 

•  Designate  $400,000  for  the  Tribal/State  of  Washington  Wild  Stock  Restoration  Initiative  from  the 
BIA,  Forest  Development,  Woodland  Management,  President's  Forest  Plan  "Job  in  the  Wood" 
initiative; 

•  Support  the  recommendations  for  the  Northwest  Portland  Area  Indian  Health  Board  on  the  IHS  FY-96 
Budget. 

National  Requests  and  Recommendations: 

•  Oppose  proposed  FY!  995  House  rescissions  for  Indian  programs;  restore  BIA  proposed  reductions 
to  the  total  enacted  FY1995  levels;  Special  Tribal  Courts  (-(-$1.46  million),  Business  Enterprise 
Development  Grants  ( -t-  $3  million).  Education  Construction  -  Employee  Construction  ( ■¥  $4  million). 
Construction  -  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  (-i-$1.5  million).  Construction  -  Emergency  Shelters 
(  -t-  $2.0  million) 

•  Administrative  Cost  Savings  and  FTE  Reductions  for  BIA  and  IHS  should  not  be  applied;  If  applied, 
these  cost  savings  that  are  generated  as  a  result  of  BIA  and  IHS  streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts 
should  be  transferred  to  the  Tribes,  not  the  Treasury; 

•  Support  recommendations  from  the  Joint  Tribal/DOI/BIA  Task  Force  Final  Report;  these 
recommendations  should  guide  the  pending  BIA  consolidation  and  streamlining  proposals; 

•  Increase  funding  by  $100,000  for  Lummi  Self-Governance  Education/Communication  in  BIA  Non- 
Recurring  Programs,  Tribal  Government  Account  to  the  $250,000  level  and  increase  funding  by 
$200,000  for  an  IHS-related  Lummi  Communication/Education  initiative  in  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal 
Self-Governance  to  the  same  $250,000  level; 

•  Increase  BIA  Tribal  Courts  by  $58.4  million  to  improve  Tribal  Court  Operations  added  to  Tribal 
Priority  Allocations,  Public  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribal  Courts  budget  base; 

•  Restore  $1,463,000  BIA  proposed  elimination  of  Special  Tribal  Courts; 

•  Provide  $500,000  in  Interior  Department  Office  of  the  Secretary  to  support  a  comparative  analysis 
study  of  Tribal-County-State  funding  and  responsibilities  for  law  enforcement,  courts,  social  services 
with  emphasis  on  child  welfare  and  juvenile  delinquency  with  report  due  to  Congress  by  3/1/96; 

•  Increase  BIA  and  IHS  Contract  Support  funds  to  address  documented  need;  direct  the  BIA  and  IHS 
to  the  begin  process  to  identify  actual  need  in  future  budgets  and  accurately  report  shortfall  amounts; 

•  Direct  BIA  to  accurately  assess  and  support  Tribal  Costs  of  Living  Adjustments  and  begin  to  provide 
for  inflation  adjustments  in  program  budgets  according  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  -Urban  (CPI-U) 

•  Restore  BIA  FY1  996  reductions  for  Welfare  Assistance  ($5.2  million),  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  funds 
($3.4  million).  Water  Resources  ($1 .0  million).  Resource  Management  ($3.6  million),  Indian  Business 
Development  Grants  ($2.9  million).  Fishery  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  '($1.4  million); 

•  Support  IHS  FY1996  Appropriation  increases  to  address  the  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act 
provisions  and  assist  Tribes  prepare  for  Health  Care  Reform  including  increases  for  Hospitals  and 
Clinics  (  +  $47.7  million).  Dental  (  +  $3.3  million).  Mental  Health(  +  $2.3  million),  Alcohol/Substance 
Abuse  (-(-$4.7  million).  Contract  Health  Services(  +  $22.1  million).  Public  Health  Nursing  (-i-$1.2 
million).  Health  Education  ( -f  $454,000),  CHR  (-t-$2.3  million); 

•  Direct  IHS  to  provide  substantial  support  documentation  on  third  party  collections  that  are  annually 
inflated  which  has  the  net  effect  of  reducing  appropriations  to  Native  Americans  and  Alaskan  Natives. 
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STATEMENT  OF  DOUGLAS  A.  DECKER,  DIRECTOR,  GOVERNMENT 
AFFAIRS,  JOHNSON  CONTROLS,  INC. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  Johnson  Controls,  Inc.  on  the 
Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  for  the  Department  of  Energy's  energy  conservation  programs.   I  am 
Douglas  A.  Decker,  Director,  Government  Affairs.    On  behalf  of  the  55,000  employees  of 
John-son  Controls,  Inc.  working  in  every  state  and  many  other  countries,  I  urge  you  to  fully  fund 
the  Department's  budget  request  for  energy  conservation. 

Several  times  over  the  last  five  years,  I  have  appeared  before  various  Congressional 
Committees  urging  the  U.S.  Government  to  do  more  to  promote  energy  conservation  in  our 
economy.  I  have  particularly  stressed  the  need  for  the  Federal  Government  to  get  its  own 
energy  house  in  order.  The  Federal  Government  is  the  largest  consumer  of  energy  in  the  United 
States.  Over  $8  billion  of  taxpayers'  money  is  spent  on  energy  purchases  each  year.  Almost 
$4  billion  is  spent  on  the  500,000  Federal  buildings  and  facilities. 

Some  of  this  money  is  wasted.  For  years,  the  Federal  Government  did  not  promote 
energy  conservation,  either  in  house  or  with  the  private  sector.  At  the  same  time,  our  reliance 
on  imported  oil  continued  to  grow,  and  our  environment  deteriorated. 

In  the  early  1990's,  a  bipartisan  group  of  national  leaders  —  including  President  Bush, 
Congressman  Aspin  and  Senator  Glenn  —  started  pressing  the  Federal  Government  to  do  more 
in  this  area.  President  Bush  signed  an  Executive  Order  mandating  Federal  agencies  take  steps 
to  increase  energy  conservation.  In  1992,  Congress  passed,  and  President  Bush  signed,  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992.  That  act  mandated  sweeping  new  efforts  to  promote  energy 
conservation.  The  Department  of  Energy  was  given  broad  authority  to  implement  the  new 
energy  conservation  programs. 

Thus,  we  see  that  energy  conservation  has  bipartisan  support.  Improved  energy 
efficiency  by  the  Federal  Government  saves  taxpayers'  money.  It  improves  the  environment, 
and  it  creates  American  jobs.  It  is  obvious  that  more  jobs  for  U.S.  workers  are  created  when 
a  Federal  building  is  retrofitted  with  energy  savings  devices  than  if  it  continues  to  waste  energy. 
Both  Republicans  and  Democrats  understand  that  promoting  improved  energy  efficiency  is  good 
government. 

Appropriately,  the  Clinton  Administration  has  built  upon  this  bipartisan  effort.  The 
President's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  request  for  energy  conservation  continues  and  expands 
several  successful  programs  including  the  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  (FEMP),  the 
battery  technology  project,  fuel  cell  technology,  and  codes  and  standards.  While  the  requested 
increase  is  substantial,  in  part,  it  is  making  up  for  years  of  neglect  and,  in  part,  it  is  to 
implement  both  the  1992  Energy  Policy  Act  and  the  Executive  Orders  signed  by  Presidents  Bush 
and  Clinton. 

Of  particular  concern  to  Johnson  Controls,  Inc.  is  the  Federal  Energy  Management 
Program  (FEMP).  This  office  is  charged  with  getting  the  U.S.  Government's  own  house  in 
order.  According  to  the  studies  done  by  the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  the  Federal 
Government  could  save  up  to  $1  billion  off  its  own  energy  bill  by  upgrading  its  energy 
efficiency  using  off-the-shelf  technologies.  Just  earlier  this  month,  FEMP  published  a  final 
rulemaking  which  will  facilitate  the  installation  of  energy  conservation  measures  in  existing 
Federally  owned  buildings  through  energy  saving  performance  contracts.  This  rule  will  allow 
the  private  sector  to  use  its  own  funds  to  install  energy  conservation  measures.  Those  funds  will 
then  be  repaid  out  of  future  energy  cost  savings. 

FEMP  also  manages  the  Federal  Energy  Efficiency  Fund.  This  fund  awards  grants  to 
other  Federal  agencies  to  help  pay  for  energy  efficiency,  renewable  energy,  and  water 
conservation  projects.  Johnson  Controls,  Inc.  strongly  backs  the  use  of  this  fund.  It  is  needed 
by  all  Federal  agencies  that  do  not  have  a  separate  energy  conservation  account.  In  fact, 
Johnson  Controls,  Inc.  recommends  that  the  Fund  be  expanded,  and,  perhaps,  put  on  a  revolving 
fund  basis.    Several  years  ago,  Johnson  Controls,  Inc.  supported  legislation  that  created  an 
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energy  "bank. "  The  concept  of  the  bank  has  been  studied  by  DOE  and  a  report  on  its  feasibility 
will  soon  be  released. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  review  of  Energy  Conservation  Activities  in  Federal 
Agencies  Report  of  1994  indicates  that  conservation  is  paying  off.  According  to  their  report, 
"Agencies  are  making  progress  toward  the  energy-reduction  requirements. "  Now  is  not  the  time 
to  back  off  support  for  energy  conservation  as  mandated  by  law  and  executive  orders. 

In  short,  I  urge  this  Committee  to  fully  fund  the  Department  of  Energy's  energy 
conservation  programs.  I  have  been  told  that  energy  conservation  does  not  have  a  constituency. 
I  am  here  to  tell  the  Committee  that,  in  fact,  there  are  several  constituencies  --  companies,  such 
as  Johnson  Controls,  Inc.,  which  make  and  install  energy  conservation  products  and  services; 
commercial  and  industrial  building  owners  who  see  their  energy  bills  go  down;  U.S.  taxpayers; 
and  everyone  concerned  about  the  environment.  On  behalf  of  all  of  them,  I  say  the  Federal 
Government  has  a  role  to  play  in  promoting  energy  conservation.  I  hope  this  Committee  can 
fully  support  the  energy  conservation  budget  request. 


STATEMENT  OF  KAWERAK,  INC. 

If  BIA's  1996  budget  justifications  are  approved,  the  headlines  should  read,  "BIA 
increases  federal  programs  being  administered  at  the  Area  and  D.C.  offices,  Tribal 
programs  drastically  cut."  In  summary,  we  submit  that  services  making  a  difference  at 
the  local  level  are  being  sacrificed  to  operate  administrative  and  executive  programs. 
Such  increases  are  particularly  inappropriate  in  light  of  the  Congressional  mandate  to 
restructure  BIA  and  reallocate  funds  directly  to  Tribes. 

Kawerak  is  a  consortium  of  20  Tribes  operating  pursuant  to  the  Indian  Self- 
Determination  Act.  The  BIA's  budget  justifications  have  a  direct  impact  on  the  services 
and  programs  we  are  able  to  provide  to  Tribal  members.  Dollars  classified  as  "other 
recurring"  are  being  reduced,  moved  to  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  (TPA)  and  then,  like 
a  shell  game,  the  budget  is  being  incorrectly  hailed  as  an  increase  in  local  programs.  The 
'96  budget  reflects  BIA's  unwillingness  to  restructure  and  reallocate  fiinds  to  support 
Tribal  programs.  In  the  very  least,  existing  program  dollars  truly  making  a  difference  at 
the  local  level  must  be  maintained. 

1)  Dollars  for  other  recurring  programs  are  being  reduced,  moved  to  Tribal 
Priority  Allocations  (TPA)  and  then,  like  a  shell  game,  the  budget  is  being  hailed 
as  increasing  programs  at  the  local  level. 

Tribal  Priority  Allocations  are  those  funds  that  support  programs  at  the  local  level.  The 
'96  budget  proposes  to  move  General  Assistance  (GA) ,  Housing  Improvement  Program 
(HIP),  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  (ICWA),  Contract  Support,  and  Small  Tribe  Grants 
into  TPA.  With  such  a  move,  the  budget  has  been  hailed  as  an  increase  in  TPA. 
However,  such  a  statement  is  misleading  and  does  not  accurately  account  for  the  overall 
reduction. 

In  comparison  to  the  '95  budget,  the  '96  budget  proposes  to  reduce  GA  by  $5. 1  million; 
ICWA  by  $3.43  million  and  HIP  by  $795  thousand.  The  total  reduction  for  these 
programs  amounts  to  $9,413  million.  Other  TPA  programs  being  reduced  include  other 
rights  protection  by  7  percent.  Adult  Vocational  Training  by  3  percent  and  scholarships 
by  1  percent,  equal  to  $821  thousand. 

The  above  reductions  are  particularly  discouraging  to  Tribes.  The  above  programs  are 
some  of  Kawerak's  most  successful  as  measured  by  creating  healthy  communities, 
empowering  Tribes  and  making  members  less  dependent. 
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Regarding  General  Assistance,  there  may  be  no  other  program  that  as  successfully  meets 
the  needs  of  members.  Kawerak  has  redesigned  its  program  with  the  sole  purpose  of 
making  people  less  dependent,  and  such  a  program  has  just  started  to  work  due  to  our 
efforts.  Kawerak  recently  asked  for  a  waiver  of  federal  regulations  to  allow  us  to 
emphasize  the  Tribal  Work  Experience  Program.  Such  a  work  experience  program 
allocates  funds  only  after  recipients  complete  a  project  aimed  at  empowering  both  the 
recipient  and  the  Tribe. 

Regarding  ICWA,  the  proposed  reduction  in  funding  will  have  a  direct  effect  on  Tribes 
ability  to  voice  concerns  in  state  custody  and  adoption  decisions.  Without  such  a  voice, 
loss  of  families,  cultural  values  and  communities  may  be  imminent.  In  our  region  of 
Alaska,  ICWA  dollars  are  used  to  fund  Tribal  advocates  who  present  a  Tribal 
perspective  in  a  state  judicial  system  run  by  non-Natives.  Anyone  who  has  been 
endowed  with  the  privilege  of  being  raised  among  his/her  own  must  ask,  is  it  appropriate 
deny  Tribes  a  voice  to  keep  families  together,  traditions  alive  and  a  culture  intact. 

Regarding  HEP,  Kawerak  challenges  anyone  to  come  and  observe  the  state  of  our  Tribes' 
housing  needs,  and  answer  how  anyone  can  maintain  a  sense  of  dignity  living  in  many  of 
the  decrepit  houses.  BIA's  priority  should  be  to  assist  people  to  become  self-sufficient. 
HIP,  AVT  and  scholarships  are  exactly  the  types  of  programs  designed  to  allow  Tribal 
members  to  improve  their  lives.  By  reducing  funding  for  the  above  programs,  the 
message  is  sent  that  dollar  will  remain  within  the  walls  of  the  Bureau  and  local  needs  are 
of  little  concern. 

The  budget  justifications  give  no  explanation  why  G.A.,  ICWA,  HIP,  AVT  and 
Scholarships  were  targets  of  reductions.  For  Kawerak,  it  is  frustrating  to  be  forced  to 
reduce  some  of  our  most  successful  programs. 

2)  The  '96  budget  reflects  BIA  unwillingness  to  restructure.  Funding  for  executive 
and  administrative  programs  is  increased,  while  direct,  local  program  dollars  are 
decreased. 

Even  a  cursory  review  of '96  budget  shows  that  the  BIA  is  holding  tightly  onto  dollars 
administered  within  the  Bureau.  For  the  last  five  years,  the  BIA  has  whittled  away  at 
programs  being  administered  at  the  local  level  while  making  few  cuts  or  actually 
increasing  it's  already  top-heavy  administrative  costs.  The  '96  budget  does  little  to  show 
a  commitment  to  downsize  and  pass  the  fiinds  directly  to  TPA. 

The  budget  requests  a  240  percent  increase  in  personnel  and  EEO;  a  43  percent  increase 
for  Automated  Data  Processing  Services;  a  121  percent  increase  in  Land  Records 
Improvements;  a  63  percent  increase  for  Trust  Services,  a  4  percent  increase  for 
Facilities  and  Operations;  a  12  percent  increase  in  OS  A  rentals;  and  a  14  percent 
increase  in  direct  rentals.  Finally,  there  is  also  a  100  percent  increase  requested  for 
funding  to  relocate  central  office.  These  increases  alone  amount  to  more  than  $17.7 
million. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Bureau's  priorities  are  to  fund  salaries,  facilities,  management  and 
services  administered  in  the  D.C.  or  the  agency  office.  It  is  particularly  galling  that 
many  programs  that  Tribes  have  never  been  able  to  compact  due  to  being  called 
inherently  federal  seem  to  increase,  while  funds  for  direct  TPA  programs  like  ICWA  and 
GA  keep  being  reduced. 
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The  budget  makes  clear  that  it  is  business  as  usual  for  the  BIA.  It  is  logical  to  assume 
that  with  the  proposed  downsizing  of  BIA,  administrative  and  executive  programs 
would  be  reduced.  However,  funds  for  facilities,  maintenance  and  salaries  remain  intact, 
while  Tribes  are  left  to  struggle  to  serve  increasing  populations  with  minimal  funds. 

3)  In  the  very  least,  existing  program  dollars  truly  making  a  difference  at  the  local 
level  must  be  maintained. 

As  dollars  are  reduced  and  moved  to  TPA,  one  possible  consequence  is  these  amounts 
will  be  considered  as  a  ceiling.  In  the  very  least,  the  existing  contract  support,  G.A., 
HIP  and  other  TPA  program  must  remain  at  the  already  reduced  '94  level.  The  only  way 
Self-Governance  can  become  a  reality  is  for  Tribes  to  be  funded  at  a  meaningful  level. 
Further  reductions  in  TPA,  while  increasing  administrative  and  executive  costs,  merely 
fuels  the  bureaucracy.  It  is  respectfully  requested  that  the  subcommittee  scrutinize  the 
budget  and  ask  whether  it  reflects  an  honest  distribution  in  funds  to  Tribal  programs,  and 
ask  whether  the  budget  corresponds  to  the  national  movement  to  dowr.size  and 
distribute  funds  directly  to  the  Tribes. 

4)  Within  the  Wildlife  and  Parks  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  budget,  the  Bureau 
awards  grants  to  entities  for  flsheries  development,  restoration  and  other  natural 
resources  programs.  Kawerak  submitted  a  grant  proposal  for  subsistence  harvest 
surveys,  fish  incubators,  and  for  fish  counting  towers  on  three  rivers  affected  by 
the  chum  salmon  fishery  disaster  of  1993.  Kawerak  is  uncomfortable  with  the 
Bureau's  misinterpretation  of  legislative  intent  with  the  annual  Interior 
Appropriations  for  this  program.  Kawerak  is  requesting  an  earmark  of  $275,000 
within  the  Bureau's  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Recreations  Program.  This  earmark  of 
$275,000  will  continue  the  restoration  process  of  the  chum  salmon  fishery  disaster 
of  1993,  as  intended  by  the  Congressional  increase  of  $800,000  for  fiscal  year  1995, 
to  address  the  Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim  areas  affected  by  this  disaster. 


STATEMENT  OF  GERRY  HOPE,  PRESIDENT,  THE  KETCHIKAN  INDIAN 

CORP. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee.  I  am  Gerry  Hope,  President  of  the  Ketchikan  Indian 
Corporation  (KIC).  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony  on  behalf  of  KIC. 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Ketchikan  Indian  Corporation  is  a  federally  recognized  tribal  government,  organized 
under  the  Indian  Reorganization  Act  of  1936.  The  Tribal  Council,  headed  by  the  President,  is  the 
governing  legislative  body.  The  Tribe  began  delivering  federally  funded  services  to  our  people  in 
Ketchikan  Alaska  in  1975  with  the  Johnson  O'Malley  Education  Program  Since  that  time,  we  have 
increased  the  number  of  direct  services  and  programming  we  provide  to  our  people  -  as  we  expand 
our  governmental  capabilities  and  identify  resources  to  meet  our  community  needs.  KIC  currently 
administers  ten  direct  service  programs,  including  a  clinic,  an  Economic  Development  Program,  and 
the  Deer  Mountain  Hatchery. 

In  1992  KIC  became  a  signatory  tribe  to  a  Self-Governance  Compact.  We  strongly  support 
Self-Governance,  which  provides  tribal  governments  like  KIC  the  opportunity  to  design  and 
implement  programs  to  meet  local  needs,  without  federal  interference.  So  long  as  the  federal 
commitment  to  provide  adequate  funding  is  honored,  Self-Governance  can  help  meet  tribal  goals, 
while  promoting  a  viable  long  term  federal  policy  for  Native  Americans. 
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DEER  MOUNTAIN  FISH  HATCHERY  r$2 10.000^ 

One  of  our  primary  goals  as  a  tribe  is  the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  our  traditional 
practices,  including  fishing.  To  promote  this  goal  -  as  well  as  to  provide  greater  public  awareness  of 
our  tribal  culture,  and  to  provide  an  opportunity  for  economic  advancement  -  KIC  operates  the  Deer 
Mountain  Fish  Hatchery.  As  the  Committee  is  aware,  several  tribes  in  the  Lower  48  receive  Fish 
Hatchery  operations  funds  In  Alaska,  however,  this  is  not  the  case  To  provide  greater  equity,  we 
request  $210,000  in  fish  hatchery  operation  fijnds  from  the  BIA  to  enable  us  to  operate  our  hatchery 
on  an  equal  footing  with  other  tribes.  ~ 

In  1992  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  offered  to  transfer  to  KIC  ownership  of  the 
Deer  Mountain  Hatchery,  a  community  hatchery  in  Ketchikan  Recognizing  the  unique  opportunity 
that  this  presented,  the  Tribe  entered  into  negotiations  with  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  City  of 
Ketchikan  to  take  over  and  operate  this  valuable  hatchery  Negotiations  were  conducted  during 
1993  and  1994  KIC  chartered  the  Ketchikan  Tribal  Hatchery  Corporation,  a  non-profit  organization, 
to  acquire  and  operate  the  Hatchery  Ketchikan  Tribal  Hatchery  Corporation  is  a  wholly  owned 
subsidiary  of  KIC  The  Corporation  took  over  ownership  and  operation  of  the  Hatchery  in  July  1, 
1994 

In  our  first  year  operating  the  Hatchery,  we  have  demonstrated  our  ability  to  sustain  its 
success,  and  enhance  its  contribution  to  the  community  Our  three  primary  enhancement  projects  - 
for  coho  salmon.  King  salmon  and  rainbow  trout  -  have  exceeded  expectations  In  particular,  our 
Coho  Enhancement  Project  for  Ward  Lake,  an  important  sports  fishery,  is  one  of  the  most  successful 
bio-enhancement  programs  of  it  kind  The  Tribe  continues  to  meet  all  target  ranges  for  egg  takes  and 
smolt  releases.  Returns  to  the  Hatchery  or  the  release  sites  have  been  excellent  In  1995  the  Tribe 
will  continue  operation  of  the  Hatchery  at  or  near  full  production  capacity,  and  we  expect  to  meet 
or  exceed  the  State's  standard  survival  assumptions  for  all  fish  life  stages  In  short,  we  continue  to 
demonstrate  that  our  management  capability  is  strong,  and  that  the  Hatchery  has  much  to  contribute 
to  our  community. 

Our  community  benefits  from  the  hatchery  in  a  variety  of  ways.  The  Hatchery  helps  stock 
nearby  streams  with  coho  and  King  salmon,  providing  opportunities  to  continue  our  traditional  fishing 
practices  It  also  enhances  the  local  economy,  by  bringing  sports  fishermen  to  our  area.  And  it 
provides  an  important  focus  to  our  Community,  through  activities  such  as  Kids'  Park  Day.  This  is 
a  special  day  for  our  children  -  when  they  are  permitted  to  fish  in  small  natural  ponds  in  the  City  Park 
for  fish  stocked  through  our  Hatchery  Since  only  our  children  are  allowed  to  fish  for  these  trout,  this 
is  a  special  day  in  our  community  -  one  that  could  not  exist  without  our  Hatchery. 

Another  goal  in  operating  this  hatchery  is  to  provide  a  forum  for  people  from  all  over  the 
worid  to  enjoy  the  rich  culture  of  Native  Southeast  Alaska  To  enhance  the  Tribe's  efforts  in  this 
regard,  the  Tribe  has  developed  the  Southeast  Alaska  Native  Cultural  Tour  A  critical  element  of  the 
Southeast  Alaska  Native  Cultural  Tour  project  is  a  walking  tour  of  the  various  cultural  sites  of 
Ketchikan,  including  the  Hatchery  The  Tribe  also  plans  to  have  an  on  sight  canoe  or  totem  carver 
to  work  within  the  Hatchery  facility  this  season  In  short,  the  Hatchery  is  the  ideal  forum  for  the 
thousands  of  visitors  to  learn  not  only  about  the  important  Alaska  fisheries  but  also  more  generally 
about  Alaska  Native  culture,  especially  because  the  fisheries  is  such  an  essential  element  of  this 
culture  As  the  tour  ships  make  their  annual  trips  through  Southeast  Alaska  this  summer,  they  will 
bring  an  estimated  400,000  visitors  to  Ketchikan  KIC  hopes  that  the  Hatchery  will  be  an  important 
part  of  their  trip 

The  direct  job  creation  by  the  Hatchery  is  also  important  to  the  Tribe.  The  operation  of  the 
Deer  Mountain  Hatchery  creates  five  fijll  and  part-time  jobs  and  ensures  35-40  full  time  seasonal  jobs 
during  tour  season    With  unemployment  so  high  in  our  area,  this  is  a  significant  number  of  jobs. 

While  the  Hatchery  is  providing  significant  benefits  to  our  community,  it  is  also  a  serious  drain 
on  the  resources  we  need  to  provide  for  the  health  and  other  needs  of  our  people  The  first  eighteen 
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months  of  operations  of  the  Hatchery  have  been  funded  through  our  Self-Governance  Compact.  But 
no  funds  were  added  to  our  Compact  from  the  BIA  fish  hatchery  operation  fund  When  we  inquired 
about  this,  we  were  informed  that  all  of  the  BIA  fish  hatchery  operation  funds  were  already  allocated 
to  tribes  in  the  lower  48  As  a  result,  we  are  being  denied  funds  provided  to  other  tribes,  and  as  a 
result  we  are  forced  to  make  reductions  in  other  needed  programs  to  continue  the  operation  of  the 
Hatchery. 

Conclusion 

To  put  us  on  a  par  with  other  tribes,  we  request  a  $210,000  earmark  to  continue  our 
successful  operation  of  the  Hatchery.  Without  this  earmark  we  will  be  forced  to  reduce  the  level  and 
quality  of  direct  services  available  to  our  members. 


STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  IMATA  KABUA,  THE  KWAJALEIN  ATOLL 
DEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

Funding  Request; 

$  I  to  $  1.5  million  for  the  construction  of  a  causeway  linking  the  islands  of  Ebeye  and 
frve  adjoining  islands  in  the  Kwajalein  Atoll,  Marshall  Islands.    Tlie  roadway  linking  the 
islands  is  completed  and  the  requested  funds  would  be  used  to  provide  annor  stone 
protection  for  this  roadway. 

Causeway  Construction 

Construction  began  on  the  causeway  in  1 99 1 .    The  first  phase  of  1 . 1 3  miles,  linking  the 
island  of  Ebeye  to  the  islands  of  South  and  North  Loi,  was  completed  in  October,  1993. 
Tills  segment  is  fully  protected  with  armor  stone  and  it  cost  approximately  $  4.7  million  to 
construct,  $  2.49  million  from  the  U.S.  Govenmient  and  $  2.2  million  from  local  fimds. 
Tlie  work  was  completed  by  a  private  contractor. 

Tlie  second  phase  currently  under  construction  is  2.23  miles  long  and  terminates  on  the 
island  of  Gugeegue.    The  roadway  is  completed  to  Gugeegue  but  over  one-half  of  the 
2.23  mile  stretch  is  not  protected  by  armor  stone  and  the  other  half  has  minimal  stone 
nibble  protection.   Because  of  the  cost  and  difficulty  in  hiring  a  private  contractor  for  this 
phase,  KADA  is  proceeding  with  the  project  using  local  labor.  They  have  hired  the 
construction  manager  who  was  responsible  for  completion  of  phase  one  and  purchased 
most  of  the  heavy  equipment  necessary  to  complete  the  project.    It  is  estimated  that  the 
local  labor  approach  will  save  at  least  15%  of  the  total  costs  for  this  phase. 

Current  work  involves  adding  additional  fill  to  bring  the  road  bed  up  to  an  elevation  of  1 0 
feet  above  the  reef  flat.    The  fill  must  be  protected  by  armor  stone  and  much  of  the 
requested  funding  is  needed  to  obtain  the  stone  from  the  reef  and  stack  it  along  the 
causeway  road.    Tlie  overall  specifications  for  the  armor  stone  protection  is  an 
underlaynient  of  at  least  four  feet  of  stone  rubble  which  is  then  capped  by  five  feet  plus  of 
annor  stone  with  each  stone  individually  laid  in  place.    The  causeway  will  be  75  feet  wide 
at  the  finish  grade  allowing  for  a  30  foot  roadway,  shoulder  and  revetment.    It  is 
estimated  that  if  the  causeway  is  completed  as  specified  it  will  withstand  the  efifects  of  a 
one-hundred  year  storm. 

As  of  January  31,  1995,  it  was  estimated  that  42  %  of  phase  two  was  completed  and  the 
major  tasks  remaining  were:  (1)  the  armor  stone  protection  for  the  ocean  side  of  the 
causeway  and  construction  of  several  relief  channels.  To  complete  the  causeway  to  meet 
and  surpass  all  specifications,  it  is  estimated  to  cost  about  $  4  to  4.5  million  which 
includes  about  $  950,000  for  five  relief  channels.  (The  benefit  of  the  relief  channels  is  a 
debatable  point  with  some  engineers  insisting  that  these  are  necessary  while  other 
engineers  state  that  the  channels  are  not  really  needed  and  only  have  minimal  effect  on 
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water  quality).  In  any  event,  KADA  plans  to  add  these  channels  as  funds  become 
available  but  will  construct  these  after  the  causeway  is  completed. 

Wliile  an  additional  $  1  to  1 . 5  million  would  not  be  sufiBcient  to  complete  the  causeway 
according  to  specifications,  it  would  allow  the  local  crew  to  provide  protection  along  the 
entire  length  of  the  roadway  and  to  continue  to  add  to  tliis  protection  as  additional  local 
fiinds  become  available. 

Kwaialein  Atoll  Development  Authority  (KADA) 

Tlie  origination  of  the  Kwajalein  Atoll  Development  Authority  (KADA)  dates  back  to 
1982  in  the  Land  Use  Agreement  for  estabhshing  rights  with  respect  to  the  use  of  the 
Kwajalein  Atoll  by  the  United  States,  and  the  need  to  improve  living  conditions  on  Ebeye 
Island.  Tlie  Marshall  Islands  were  then  under  the  administration  of  the  United  States  as  a 
Trust  Territory.  Local  control  and  administration  of  the  islands  began  with  the 
implementation  of  the  Compact  for  Free  Association  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands  (RMI)  in  1986.  The  Compact  recognized  KADA  as  a 
governmental  agency  of  RMI,  and  also  provided  certain  guaranteed  funding  for  KADA. 
KADA  is  a  legislatively  enacted  Marshall  Island  corporation  with  a  charter  revised  and 
enacted  by  the  Nitijela  (legislature)  in  1989. 

Description  of  the  Islands 

Kwajalein  Atoll  is  located  15  degrees  north  latitude  and  approximately  2,600  miles  south 
west  of  Hawaii.  The  atoll  is  the  home  of  the  U.S.  Army  missile  range  (USAKA).    The 
U.S.  has  had  a  presence  on  Kwajalein  island  smce  World  War  II  when  it  was  hberated 
from  the  Japanese  by  U.S.  troops  in  1945.  It  has  been  a  forward  supply  station,  a  mid- 
Pacific  stopover  point,  and  since  the  fifties,  a  missile  range  for  the  U.S.    Currently  over 
3,000  U.S.  personnel  and  750  Marshallese  work  at  the  range. 

Population  of  Ebeye 

Ebeye  Island,  located  three  (3)  miles  north  of  Kwajalein  island,  is  the  community  where 
the  750  Marshallese  workers  reside.  Ebeye  owes  its  rapid  expansion  and  growth  to  the 
employment  opportunities  presented  by  the  missile  range.  Today  over  1 2,000  people 
reside  on  97  acres  of  land,  making  Ebeye  one  of  the  most  populated  sites  in  the  world. 
KADA.  through  the  construction  of  the  causeway  wants  to  connect  the  five  adjoining 
islands  north  of  Ebeye  for  relocation  of  approximately  2,500  people  and  for  planned 
economic  development  activities  such  as  a  dive  resort  hotel,  fishing  base,  boat  repair 
facihty  and  other  commercial  projects.    The  joining  of  these  islands  would  increase  the 
acreage  by  250%. 

KADA  Accomplishments 

KADA  has  had  impressive  achievement  record  in  the  development  of  the  infrastructure  in 
the  Kwajalein  Atoll,  particularly  on  the  major  population  center  of  Ebeye.    Since  its 
creation  in  1987,  KADA  has  completed  the  following  major  construction  projects: 
(I)  construction  of  a  power/desalinization  plant  that  provides  24  hour  power  and  sufficient 
water  to  service  Ebeye  and  several  adjacent  islands  along  the  causeway,  (2)  upgrade  and 
replacement  of  the  electrical,  water,  sewer,  and  salt  water  distribution  systems, 
(3)  constniction  of  three  major  educational  facilities,  (4)  construction  of  office  and 
residential  space  for  use  by  the  local  government  and  KADA,  (5)  construction  of  a  deep 
water  port  facility.  (6)  development  of  disaster  replacement  housing,  and  construction  of  a 
health  center. 

Currently  in  progress  are  the  construction  of  a  new  hospital  facility  and  the  causeway 
project. 
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Planned  Development  on  Gugeegue 

The  second  largest  island  in  the  chain,  Gugeegue  is  located  approximately  4  miles  north  of 
Ebeye.  A  power  line  has  been  run  from  the  power  plant  in  Ebeye  along  the  reef,  providing 
power  to  Gugeegue  and  all  the  intervening  islands.  Gugeegue  has  the  potential  to  be 
developed  into  a  planned  model  community  of  2,500  persons,  or  nearly  20%  of  the 
existing  Ebeye  population.  Not  only  would  such  a  development  reUeve  the  congestion  on 
Ebeye,  but  it  would  allow  for  better  control  of  flitiu-e  growth  and  improve  the  living 
conditions  for  the  entire  community. 

Economic  Development 

Not  only  would  the  connection  of  these  islands  allow  for  better  population  distribution,  it 
would  also  provide  opportunity  for  economic  development  projects  to  help  provide  jobs 
for  those  who  are  not  able  to  get  employment  on  the  missile  range.  Such  projects  as  a 
hydroponics  farm  and  a  drve  resort  are  being  developed  on  the  newly  connected  islands. 
Tlie  dive  resort  alone  should  create  up  to  60  local  jobs.  Other  economic  opportxmities 
being  contemplated  are  a  commercial  dry  docking  operation  and  a  fiberglass  boat  building 
facility. 


STATEMENT  OF  TOM  MAULSON,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  LAC  DU  FLAMBEAU 
BAND  OF  LAKE  SUPERIOR  CHIPPEWA  INDIANS 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  members  of  the  Committee.  I  am  Tom  Maulson,  Chairman  of  the  Lac  du  Flambeau 
Band  of  Lake  Superior  Chippewa  Indians  in  Wisconsin.  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  testify  today 
concerning  my  Tribe's  funding  priorities  for  FY  1996. 

While  our  needs  are  many,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  our  two  key  priorities.  First,  our  way  of  life 
depends  in  large  measure  on  our  ability  to  manage  our  natiiral  resources  -  particularly  our  fish  and  wildlife  and 
water  resources  Programs  to  protect  and  enhance  our  resources  are  vital  to  preserve  a  connection  with  our  past, 
and  to  provide  a  solid  foundation  for  our  economic  self-sufficiency  today.  We  urge  you  to  support  BIA  programs 
in  the  natural  resources  area  -  and  we  particularly  call  to  your  attention  the  need  to  retain  the  Fish  Hatchery 
Rehabilitation  function  that  the  Administration's  budget  would  eliminate.  Second,  we  must  do  belter  in  providing 
decent  health  care  for  our  people  Despite  some  gains,  health  conditions  in  Indian  country  remain  far  below  the 
rest  of  the  Nation.  While  our  health  care  needs  expand  rapidly,  available  funding  has  fallen  behind.  We  urge  the 
Committee  to  provide  increases  in  IHS  programs,  particularly  contract  care. 

I.  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

The  Lac  du  Flambeau  Reservation  has  diverse  natural  resources  -  including  abundant  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  158  lakes,  20,000  surface  acres  of  water,  14,555  acres  of  wetlands  and  55,000  acres  of  forest  lands 
Our  people  rely  directly  on  these  resources  in  their  everyday  lives  -  as  subsistence  and  cultural  uses  remain 
widespread.  In  addition,  these  resources  provide  the  cornerstone  of  our  local  economy.  Our  natural  resources 
support  substantial  tourism,  on  which  all  sectors  of  our  economy  depend.  A  recent  study  estimates  that  visitors 
in  our  count)'  spend  about  $116  million  per  year  -  a  huge  amount  in  our  rural  area.  In  short,  the  quality  of  life 
of  our  people,  including  the  preservation  of  our  traditions  and  our  economic  progress,  depends  on  our  ability  to 
manage  these  resources  wisely  and  effectively. 

To  address  our  management  responsibilities,  the  Lac  du  Flambeau  Band  has  developed  a  comprehensive 
natural  resources  program.  Our  Tribal  Natural  Resources  Department  has  programs  in  fish  culture,  fisheries 
management,  wildlife  management,  conservation  law  enforcement,  forestry,  water  resources,  resource  marketing, 
parks  and  recreation  and  multimedia.  Our  programs  are  highly  respected,  and  have  received  top  reviews  from 
both  the  BIA  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Scr\'ice.  Our  expertise  is  so  well  known  that  we  are  m  demand  to  serve 
as  consultants  with  respect  to  off-  rcser\'ation  fish  hatcheries.  And  our  work  in  this  area  benefits  not  only  our 
Tnbe,  but  also  the  surrounding  community  -  by  providing  the  management  necessary  to  enhance  fish  and  wildlife 
related  resources,  which  serves  as  the  mainstay  of  the  local  economy 
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A.  PRESERVE  FUNDING  FOR  NATURAL  RESOURCE  PROGRAMS  -  FISH 
HATCHERY  OPERATIONS,  FISH  HATCHERY  CYCLICAL  MAINTENANCE, 
TRIBAL  MANAGEMENT/DEVELOPMENT;  WATER  MANAGEMENT 

Our  fish  hatchery  is  the  central  clement  of  our  overall  natural  resources  program.  We  strongly  urge  the 
Committee  to  preserve  the  level  of  funding  for  the  Fish  Hatchery  Operations  accoimt  -  which  provides  essential 
funds  to  run  our  hatchery  In  addition,  tlie  Fish  Hatchery  Cyclical  Maintenance  Account  -  while  not  intended  to 
address  the  larger  needs  covered  by  the  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  Fund  -  provides  needed  support  for  small 
maintenance  projects.  We  ask  the  Committee  to  preserve  the  fundmg  for  this  account  as  well 

The  Lac  du  Flambeau  Band  has  developed  considerable  expertise  in  the  management  of  our  natural 
resources.  Our  activities  include  conservation  law  enforcement,  development  of  tribal  resources  management 
codes,  fish  population  studies,  and  habitat  improvement.  Unfortunately,  the  challenges  we  face  arc  rapidly 
increasing.  There  are  growing  stresses  on  our  natural  resources  from  local  development,  expanded  hunting  and 
fishing,  logging,  agncultural  practices  and  other  factors.  The  Tnbal  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management/Development 
Program  account  provides  a  small  measure  of  funds  for  us  to  undertake  a  variety  of  activities  relating  to  the 
management  of  our  resources.  We  urge  the  Committee  to  preserve  funding  for  this  account,  to  enable  us  to 
continue  to  protect  our  irreplaceable  natural  resources. 

The  Band  also  urges  the  Committee  to  preserve  funding  for  the  Water  Management,  Planning  and  Pre- 
Dcvelopment  account  With  20,000  acres  of  pristine  and  natural  lakes  on  our  Reservation,  the  protection  of  our 
water  resources  is  of  critical  importance  to  our  overall  natural  resource  protection  efforts.  Our  waters  are  also 
a  key  attraction  to  our  outside  visitors.  We  intend  to  seek  fiinds  from  this  account  to  establish  a  tribal  water  office 
to  address  the  fish  and  wildlife,  and  human  health,  concerns  arising  from  the  use  of  our  waters  This  would 
complement  our  fish  programs,  by  protecting  the  integrity  of  our  waters  necessary  to  promote  healthy  fish 
populations 

B.  RESTORE  FUNDING  FOR  FISH  HATCHERY  REHABILITATI0N(S1 .5  MILLION) 

Wc  arc  extremely  eoneemcd  about  the  proposed  elimination  of  all  funding  for  tribal  fish  hatcher^' 
rehabilitation  The  federal  government  has  invested  substantially  in  a  number  of  tribal  fish  hatcheries  that  arc 
now  operating  around  the  country  -  including  our  hatcherj'  at  Lac  du  Flambeau.  These  hatcheries  provide 
substantial  economic  benefits.  Without  funds  for  rehabilitation,  these  hatcheries  will  soon  become  ineffective 
and  the  benefits  of  these  hatcheries  will  be  lost 

Our  hatchery  is  a  case  in  point  Constructed  in  1 936,  the  Lac  du  Flambeau  hatchery  has  raised  millions 
of  wallej'C  fr\'  and  fingerlmgs,  hundreds  of  thousand  of  muskellunge  fry  and  fingerlings,  and  about  300,000 
pounds  of  trout.  But  our  facility  is  old  and  in  desperate  need  of  repair.  Most  immediately,  some  of  the  man  made 
ponds  we  use  for  fish  production  are  rapidly  losing  water  Liners  are  needed  to  keep  the  ponds  in  operation. 
Williout  the  ponds,  we  will  be  unable  to  continue  to  adequateh'  stock  our  reservation  waters  for  subsistence  and 
sport  fishing  needs  Fish  hatchery  rehabilitation  funds  are  needed  to  provide  the  liners  so  our  program  can 
continue  More  generally,  fish  hatchery  rehabilitation  funds  are  needed  to  enable  tribes  to  continue  their  beneficial 
work  in  this  area 

We  urge  the  Committee  to  protect  the  federal  investment  in  tribal  fish  hatcheries  -  both  to  support  the 
traditional  aspects  of  our  culture  which  rely  so  heavily  on  fishing,  and  to  preserve  the  foundation  of  the  economy 
of  our  area 

C.  WETLANDSAVATERFOWL  MANAGEMENT  (INCREASE  OF  $100,000) 

The  WetlandsAVaterfowl  management  program  (which  until  this  year  was  known  as  the  Circle  of  Flight 
program)  provides  a  modest  amount  of  funds  for  tribes  to  address  two  critical  national  problems  -  the  decreasing 
numbers  on  waterfowl,  and  the  deterioration  of  our  wetlands  The  program  emphasizes  locally  developed  tribal 
programs  to  address  local  circumstances  Projects  in\olvc  wetlands  restoration,  wildlife  refuge  creation,  noxious 
weed  control,  v\ild  rice  enhancement,  waterfowl  nesting  site  de\'clopmcnt,  and  water  impoundment  construction 
Under  this  program,  over  twenty  tribes  are  contributing  millions  of  acres  of  wetlands  and  some  of  the  best 
waterfowl  areas  in  the  Nation 

Wetlands  programs  have  an  important  additional  benefit  -  helping  to  lessen  the  threat  of  damaging 
floods.  Wetlands  sene  a  storage  function  that  limits  the  force  of  floods  The  loss  of  wetlands  has  been  a  factor 
in  major  floods  m  various  parts  of  the  Nation  m  recent  years.  A  better  developed  wetlands  enhancement  program 
could  have  prevented  much  of  the  devastation  that  has  occurred.  In  short,  a  wetlands/waterfowl  management  is 
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a  wise  investment  -  helping  to  prevent  the  high  costs  of  flood-related  emergencies,  while  protecting  our  waterfowl 
resources 

The  need  for  these  projects  is  great  We  urge  you  to  do  all  you  can  to  provide  additional  funding  for  the 
wetlands/wildlife  management  account. 

D.  >fEW  HATCHERY  ($25,000  FOR  PLANNI NG) 

As  1  have  mentioned,  our  hatchery  operation,  while  central  to  our  overall  natural  resources  effort,  is  old 
and  has  outgrown  its  current  facility.  We  now  handle  more  species  than  were  originally  envisioned,  and  we  raise 
fingcriings  rather  than  fry  only.  We  need  a  new  facility'  to  keep  pace  with  the  developing  needs  of  our  program 
and  our  area  A  new  facility  may  enable  us  to  provide  fingcrling  walleye  for  off-Rcscrvation  stocking,  as  the 
Tnbc  and  Llic  State  work  towards  common  natural  resource  goals  And,  by  enabling  us  to  produce  more  fish,  it 
would  permit  us  to  better  meet  the  needs  of  the  local  economy,  both  on  and  off  the  Reservation  As  a  first  step 
to\\ard  the  future,  wc  request  that  the  Committee  provide  the  Band  with  $25,000  in  plannmg  funds  for  the  design 
of  a  new  fish  hatchery. 


H.  HEALTH 

A.  CONTRACT  CARE 

We  rely  heavily  on  contract  care  funds  to  provide  needed  health  services  to  our  people  As  our  user 
population  grows,  and  medical  costs  nsc,  we  continue  to  fall  behind  in  providing  the  level  of  contract  care 
services  our  people  desen'c  We  have  taken  steps  to  control  our  costs  -  negotiating,  in  cooperation  with  other 
tnbcs  in  our  area,  more  favorable  terms  with  local  contract  care  providers  Wc  have  also  worked  with  IHS  to  take 
needed  administrative  steps    But,  essentially  the  problem  is  a  lack  of  adequate  funding 

In  recent  %'ears,  we  could  not  provide  an\1hing except  the  most  critically  needed  senices  In  many  cases, 
we  had  to  forego  early  intervention,  and  permit  a  patient's  condition  to  deteriorate  until  emergency  care  was 
needed  That  is  neither  good  medicine,  nor  good  economics  -  as  cmcrgcnc>'  care  is  tcmbly  expensive  Nor  is  it 
fair  to  our  people  Moreover,  even  our  curtailed  use  of  contract  care  funding  was  not  sufficient  to  carry  us 
through  the  year  -  as  our  contract  care  funds  have  been  fiilly  depleted  before  the  end  of  each  of  the  last  two  years 

We  appreciate  the  Committee's  past  efforts  to  increase  contract  care  funding.  Such  efforts  by  the 
Committee  are  more  important  now  than  ever,  to  assure  that  Indian  people  do  not  have  to  go  without  needed  care. 


STATEMENT  OF  DONALD  T.  LOPEZ,  P.E.,  ACTING  NEW  MEXICO  STATE 
ENGINEER,  INTERSTATE  STREAM  COMMISSION 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

This  statement  is  submitted  in  support  of  appropriations  for 
Colorado  River  salinity  control  program  activities  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM) . 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum,  comprised  of 
representatives  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  states  including 
New  Mexico,  has  examined  all  of  the  features  needed  to  control  the 
salinity  of  the  Colorado  River.  The  Forum  concurs  that  the 
appropriation  of  funds  totalling  $3,957,000  for  BLM  salinity 
control  work  is  required  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

The  BLM  has  chosen  to  reformulate  its  budgeting  process  to 
support  ecosystems  and  watershed  management.  Because  the  budgeting 
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process  lumps  all  activities  together,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the 
President's  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1996  includes  those 
measures  necessary  for  water  quality  activities  to  control  salt 
contributions  from  public  lands  administered  by  BLM  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin.  These  activities  are  as  follows:  $1,049,000  for 
inventory  and  renting;  $1,205,000  for  planning;  $831,000  for 
implementation;  $263,000  for  maintenance;  $492,000  for  monitoring; 
and  $117,000  for  support  functions.  Although  BLM's  focus  on 
ecosystems  and  v/atershed  management  is  desirable  and  commendable, 
it  is  essential  that  funds  be  targeted  on  sub-activities  and  that 
results  in  terms  of  the  effectiveness  of  measures  be  reported.  It 
is  requested  that  the  appropriation  of  funds  for  salinity  control 
sub-activities  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  require  an  accounting  of 
effectiveness. 

I  fully  support  the  appropriation  of  $3,957,000  for  BLM 
salinity  control  activities  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  The 
opportunity  to  present  this  statement  is  greatly  appreciated. 


U.S.  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

This  statement  is  submitted  in  support  of  appropriations  to 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  to  support  the  continuation  of  the  basic 
data  collection  and  analysis  functions. 

A  cooperative  program  has  existed  since  1925  between  the  state 
of  Nev;  Mexico,  acting  through  the  State  Engineer  and  the  Interstate 
stream  Commission,  and  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS) .  This 
program  has  served  the  much  needed  purpose  of  providing  basic 
hydrologic  data  and  interpretive  hydrologic  investigations 
necessary  for  the  administration  and  management  of  New  Mexico's 
scarce  water  resources.  In  addition,  these  purposes  are  essential 
in  the  arid  southwest  United  States  to  the  daily  administration  of 
interstate  water  compacts  and  the  cooperative  interstate  water 
quality  improvement  functions  such  as  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
salinity  control  program.  Because  of  the  wide  variance  of 
fundamental  water  quality  and  quantity  parameters  in  the  daily  and 
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annual  hydrology  of  the  southwest,  the  need  for  independent 
technical  data  collection  at  the  federal  level  is  required. 

The  traditional  functions  of  the  USGS  has  served  these  needs 
and  purposes  well.  A  downscaling  or  elimination  of  these 
traditional  functions  of  the  USGS  would  severely  hamper  the 
administration  and  management  of  water  resources  within  the  state, 
and  would  likely  create  general  chaos  and  calamity  in  the 
administration  of  interstate  water  compacts  and  international 
treaties  v/ith  Mexico. 

I  fully  support  and  urge  careful  consideration  of  the  urgent 
need  for  appropriations  for  the  continuation  of  the  traditional 
functions  of  the  USGS  in  the  collection  of  basic  hydrologic  data 
and  associated  interpretive  hydrologic  investigations. 

The  opportunity  to  present  this  statement  is  greatly 
appreciated . 


BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

This  statement  is  submitted  in  support  of  appropriations  to 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  to  continue  construction  and 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project 
(NIIP),  which  was  authorized  in  1962  in  recognition  of  the 
obligation  of  the  United  States  to  the  Navajo  Tribe. 

The  project  located  in  the  northwestern  corner  of  New  Mexico 
will  furnish  water  for  the  irrigation  of  110,630  acres  of  land  when 
completed.  After  more  than  30  years,  the  project  is  only  about  60% 
complete,  including  all  work  currently  funded.  An  appropriation  of 
at  least  $34.2  million  can  be  effectively  utilized  in  Fiscal  Year 
(FY)  1996  appropriations  to  BIA  to  continue  construction  of  the 
Gallegos  Pumping  Plant  and  Burnham  Lateral  Canal;  award  and  begin 
construction  of  a  portion  of  Block  8  Pumping  Plants  and  Pipe 
Laterals  and  the  electrical  distribution  system  to  serve  Block  8; 
continue  rehabilitation  of  the  main  canal  system  and  correction  of 
deficiencies  to  various  electrical  and  mechanical  equipment;  design 
and  other  preconstruction  activities  for  future  facilities;  and 
continue  studies  for  Section  7  consultation.    In  addition,  $21 
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million  can  be  utilized  by  BIA  for  Dam  Safety/Irrigation  Operation 
and  Maintenance  Projects,  which  includes  $6.1  million  for  NIIP 
operation  and  maintenance.  It  is  my  understanding  that  carryover 
of  previous  funding  will  be  fully  obligated. 

Continuing  the  construction  of  the  NIIP  is  essential  to 
maintaining  progress  toward  completion  of  the  project  and  to  the 
commitment  of  the  United  States  to  the  Navajo  people.  When 
completed,  the  NIIP  will  have  a  profound  effect  on  the  economic  and 
social  welfare  of  the  Navajo  Tribe.  Not  only  will  many  Navajo 
people  be  employed  directly  in  the  farming  activities,  there  also 
will  be  substantial  opportunities  for  employment  of  additional 
Navajo  people  in  the  agribusiness  and  service  and  supply  activities 
associated  with  the  farming  operation.  The  workers  and  their 
families  will  acquire  housing,  schools,  police  and  fire  protection 
and  all  services  connected  with  daily  living.  This  will  furnish 
employment  for  many  others. 

Funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the  project  were  first 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1963  and  the  construction  schedule 
called  for  the  delivery  of  the  first  water  on  lands  in  1970.  With 
the  initial  delivery  of  water  to  the  first  10,000  acres  in  Block  1 
delayed  until  1976,  the  most  realistic  goal  now  is  the  addition  of 
from  one-half  to  a  full  block,  5000  to  10,000  acres,  each  year 
until  the  project  is  completed.  Facilities  to  serve  Blocks  1 
through  7  have  been  completed.  Facilities  to  serve  Block  8  are 
currently  under  construction. 

A  favorable  biological  opinion  for  Blocks  1  through  8  has  been 
issued  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  describing  a 
reasonable  and  prudent  alternative  to  allow  construction  of 

Block  8.  The  issuance  of  the  biological  opinion  satisfies  the 
requirement  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  that  environmental 
clearances  be  obtained  prior  to  the  award  of  project  construction 
contracts . 

Also,  the  Navajo  Tribe  has  signified  tribal  participation  in 
the  San  Juan  River  Recovery  Implementation  Program  for  the 
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endangered  Colorado  squawfish  and  razorback  sucker,  with  the 
understanding  that  the  program  will  allow  water  resources 
development  in  the  basin  to  proceed,  including  full  development  of 
the  NIIP. 

A  total  of  about  76,900  acres  of  land  can  be  supplied  with 
irrigation  water  after  the  completion  of  Block  8  facilities.  I 
urge  that  at  least  $34.2  million  in  construction  funds  for  the  NIIP 
be  included  in  the  FY  1996  BIA  appropriation. 

The  FY  1996  budget  for  BIA  requests  $21  million  for  operation 
and  maintenance  of  BIA  irrigation  projects  including  $6.1  million 
for  operation  and  maintenance  of  NIIP  facilities.  I  fully  support 
the  appropriation  of  these  amounts  in  the  FY  1996  budget. 

The  opportunity  to  present  this  statement  in  support  of 
appropriations  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  for  the  urgently 
needed  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project  and  other  projects  is 
sincerely  appreciated.  ^ 


STATEME^r^  of  FRANCES  G.  CHARLES,  CHAIRWOMAN,  THE  LOWER 
•  ELWHA  S'KLALLAM  TRIBE 

LOWER  ELWHA  KLALLAM  TRIBAL  REQUESTS: 

1 .  Continuation  of  Elwha  River  Restoration  funding  in  the  Tribe's  BIA  Self  Governance  Annual 

Funding  Agreement:  increase  to  $490,000. 

2.  Continuation  of  the  National  Park  Service  funding  for  Elwha  River  Restoration  fisheries  and 

ecosystem  studies  in  1996:    $2.6  million. 

3.  Funding  full  $29.5  million  dam  acquisition  costs  pursuant  to  Elwha  River  Restoration. 

4    Additional  $12  million  for  fish  hatchery  expansion  to  double  production  of  Elwha  River  salmon 

stocks. 
5.  Increase  in  treaty  shellfish  management  implementation  and  enforcement:    from  $30,000  to 

$100,000   [as  part  of  twenty   Northwest   Tribes'   request  for  $1.6  million  for  shellfish 
management]. 
6  Full  indirect  cost  funding  [Contract  Support]  for  BIA  compact  and  IHS  contract  amounts  for  fiscal 

year  1996. 

Lower  Elwha  Klallam  Tribe:    River  Restoration 

The  Lower  Elwha  Klallam  Tribe  has  long  been  a  principal  participant  in  the  federal  inquiry 
into  the  potential  for  full  restoration  of  the  Elwha  River  through  the  removal  of  the  Elwha  and 
Glines  Canyon  Dams  on  the  Olympic  Peninsula  in  Washington  state.  With  critical  phases  of  the 
process  occurring  in  FY96,  the  Tribe  requires  maintenance  of  its  base  program  funding  for  river 
restoration  of  $490,000  for  the  fiscal  year.  Since  1989,  the  Tribe's  baseline  involvement  has  been 
supported  through  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs-usually  through  the  Water  Rights 
Negotiation/Litigation  account.  In  FY93  &  94  the  Tribe  received  base  funding  of  $470,000  in  this 
manner.  The  FY95  amount  was  reduced  in  the  appropriations  process  to  $375,000  and  we  are 
working  with  our  delegation  and  the  Bureau  to  supplement  that  amount  to  maintain  constant  level 
funding  this  year.  In  FY96,  the  water  rights  funds  have  been  moved  to  the  Indian  Land  and  Water 
Claim  Settlements  account,  where  they  will  be  forced  to  compete  with  many  other  activities.  The 
Tribe  requests  the  assistance  of  the  committee  in  protecting  the  funding  for  the  Elwha. 
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Elwha  River  restoration  is  at  the  most  complex  stage  in  its  long  history.  With  the  passage 
of  the  Elwha  River  Ecosystem  and  Fisheries  Restoration  Act  (P.L.  102-495)  in  October,  1992,  the 
Dept.  of  the  Interior  has  been  fulfilling  its  mandated  responsibilities  to  investigate  the  feasibility  of 
dams  removal.  This  is  now  being  conducted  through  the  development  of  two  environmental 
impact  statements-looking  at  removal  versus  other  options  in  the  first  EIS  and,  if  the  Secretary 
recommends  the  preferred  alternative  of  removal  of  both  dams,  at  methods  of  removal  in  the 
second  EIS.  Completion  of  the  first  EIS  and  preparation  of  the  draft  of  the  second  EIS  are  taking 
place  in  FY95,  while  completion  of  the  second  EIS  will  occur  in  FY96.  At  this  critical  time,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  Tribe  maintain  its  independent  capability  to  participate  in  and  evaluate  these 
EISs. 

The  Tribe  depends  on  the  continuation  of  its  base  program  funding  for  river  restoration, 
which  is  now  operated  within  our  Self-Governance  compact.  The  Tribe's  reservation  is  located 
at  the  mouth  of  the  river  and  the  Tribe  is  the  governmental  jurisdiction  with  the  most  to  lose  if  the 
restoration  process  is  not  conducted  sensitively  to  its  circumstances.  For  this  reason,  consistent 
with  the  federal  policy  of  tribal  Self-Determination  and  the  Tribe's  self  governance  status,  the  Tribe 
must  continue  its  current  capability  of  responding  to  restoration  alternatives.  This  separate  base 
funding  supports  our  core  operating  activities  in  pursuit  of  river  restoration  and  is  independent  of 
the  specific,  additional  responsibilities  the  Tribe  takes  on  in  the  EIS  process.  Covered  within  this 
budget  are  basic  program  items  including  program  staff  salaries  &  benefits  (7  FTE),  travel, 
training,  vehicles,  equipment,  supplies,  and  consultants  other  than  those  needed  to  conduct  the 
EIS  studies. 

There  are  two  other  components  of  restoration  which  are  important  to  include  in  the  FY96 
budget:  acquisition  of  the  dams  and  expansion  of  the  tribal  hatchery  to  achieve  the  production  of 
the  fish  needed  to  restore  the  fisheries.  Both  of  these  steps  are  essential  regardless  of  whether 
there  is  a  decision  to  remove  the  dams. 

In  December,  the  involved  parties  agreed  that  a  necessary  first  step  is  federal  acquisition 
of  the  dams.  Our  full  delegation  supported  this  conclusion  in  a  letter  to  Secretary  Babbitt.  The 
Tribe  supports  the  appropriation  of  the  full  $29.5  million  for  the  federal  government  to  acquire  the 
dams  in  FY96,  as  recommended  by  the  delegation.  This  will  allow  the  necessary  first  step  of  any 
restoration  process  to  be  completed  in  a  timely  way  while  affording  the  parties  an  opportunity  to 
make  decisions  about  what  subsequent  steps  should  be  taken. 

The  Tribe  has  sought  for  several  years  to  acquire  the  funds  needed  to  implement  the  first 
phase  of  our  hatchery  renovation-work  that  is  imperative  to  restoring  the  fisheries  whether  the 
dams  stay  or  are  removed.  Outplanting  of  juveniles  under  either  fish  passage  or  dam  removal 
scenarios,  as  well  as  collection  and  protection  of  returning  adults  will  be  critical  to  the  success  of 
any  restoration  effort.  In  addition,  the  hatchery  to  date  has  been  limited  to  supporting  coho  and 
steelhead  species  only.  With  any  restoration  scheme,  the  other  eight  stocks  will  also  need  to  be 
incorporated.  The  first  phase  funding  of  $1 .2  million  requested  for  FY96  will  enable  the  beginning 
of  the  hatchery  work  on  a  timeline  compatible  with  any  restoration  approach.  If  the  work  is  not 
begun  in  FY96,  we  may  lose  additional  stocks  from  the  declining  fisheries. 

Fisheries  Programs 

The  Lower  Elwha  Klallam  Tribal  fish  hatchery  was  built  twenty  years  ago.    The  concrete 
raceways  are  decaying.    The  specific  needs  in  the  fisheries  services  program  are: 
¥    Restoration  of  base  level  fisheries  funding  (from  the  current  314,000  back  to  the  amount 

identified  by  Portland  Area  Fisheries  Branch:  $358,000). 
¥    Shellfish  implementation  (management  and  enforcement)  funding;  the  Tribe  received  $30,000 

in  1995,  but  will  need  a  significant  increase  to  begin  implementation  of  a  recent  federal 

court  decision  (December,  1994). 
¥    Continuation  of  Jobs  for  the  Environment  [the  Northwest  Timber  Initiative]  support.  The  Tribe 

has  recently  completed  phase  one  of  river  channel  restoration  on  the  Little  Hoko  in  which 

three  miles  of  river  were  rehabilitated.    This  project  provided  two  years  of  employment  for 

five  displaced  timber  workers.  Tribal  and  non-Indian. 
¥    Additional  $1.2  million  for  first  phase  fish  hatchery  expansion,  as  described  above,  to  double 

the  production  of  Elwha  River  salmon  stocks.    In  order  to  prepare  for  fisheries  restoration 

in  the  Elwha  River,  it  is  necessary  to  increase  production  of  fingerlings,  so  that  returning 

adults  will  be  substantially  increased  in  four  to  five  years. 
¥    Continue  fish  hatchery  cyclical  maintenance  funding. 
¥    Support  continued  funding  for  US/Canada  negotiations  to  resolve  the  current  impasse  in  the 

development  of  fishing  regulations. 
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Contract  Support:    Tribal  Self  Governance  and  Self  Determination 

The  Lower  Elwha  Tribe  respectfully  requests  that  Congress  fully  fund  contract  support 
(indirect  costs)  for  Self  Governance  Annual  Funding  Agreements  and  Tribal  "638"  contracts  for 
both  BIA  and  IHS.  The  last  two  years  have  seen  Tribes  have  to  endure  severe  shortfalls  in 
contract  support  levels  for  BIA  funded  programs.  Tribes  are  just  beginning  to  stabilize  their  Tribal 
government  services  and  require  predictability  in  contract  support  in  order  to  provide  continuity, 
at  the  Tribal  level,  for  the  programs  operated  by  the  Tribe,  either  through  contracting  or  under  the 
authority  of  Tribal  Self  Governance,  as  made  permanent  by  P.L.  103-413  on  October  25,  1994. 

Contract  Support:    Other  [non-BIA]  Interior  Programs 

The  Department  of  interior  Self  Governance  Tribes  have  afforded  an  additional,  new 
authority  under  P.L.  103-413.  They  can  now  negotiate  with  other  [than  the  BIA)  Interior  agencies 
and  bureaus,  to  operate  programs  within  their  Compacts  of  Self  Governance,  for  which  they  can 
demonstrate  an  historical,  cultural  or  geographic  significance.  The  Self  Governance  Tribes  have 
formed  a  workgroup  and  provided  a  report  to  Tribal  leaders  on  this  area  of  Self  Governance.  It 
is  understood  that  the  other  Interior  agencies  and  bureaus  which  have  not,  heretofore,  been 
accustomed  to  providing  contract  support,  may  not  be  able  to  provide  indirect  cost  support,  at  the 
Tribe's  negotiated  rate,  with  1996  funding. 

If  other  Interior  programs  are  included  in  Tribes'  Annual  Funding  Agreements,  the 
Lower  Elwha  Tribe  requests  that  those  programs  which  cannot  provide  full  indirect  cost 
support  be  excluded  from  the  Tribe's  direct  cost  base,  for  the  purpose  of  calculating  the 
Indirect  cost  rate.  This  provision  could  be  accomplished  through  language  in  the  fiscal 
year  1996  Congressional  Appropriations  bill  directing  the  Interior  Inspector  General  to 
negotiate  with  the  affected  Tribes. 

Finally,  The  Tribe  supports  the  suggestion  advocated  by  the  Northwest  Portland  Area  Indian 
Health  Board  to  address  the  backlog  of  need  for  new  clinic  construction.  The  number  of  Tribes 
in  need  of  clinics  is  so  large  that  to  complete  the  existing  list  would  take  literally  a  hundred  years. 
The  suggestion  is  that  Congress  provide  a  loan  guarantee  program  for  new  clinic  construction. 
A  federal  loan  guarantee  program  would  reduce  the  risk  for  private  lenders  who  loan  to  Indian 
Tribes  on  their  reservations. 


STATEMENT  OF  HENRY  CAGEY,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  LUMMI  INDIAN 

NATION 

Mr.  Chainnaii.  our  reservation  is  located  on  the  northwest  coastline  of  Washington  State  and  is  the  third  largest  Tribe  in  the 
Slate.  On  behalf  of  the  Nation.  I  thank  yon  for  the  opportunity  to  express  our  concerns  and  requests  regarding  the  FYI996 
HI  A  and  MIS  budgets.  The  Luinmi  Indian  Nation  is  a  sovereign  nation  within  the  United  States:  yet  we  have  been  faced  with 
five  !:encr,ntions  of  paternalism  and  historical  underfunding.  Tlie  Self-Govcmancc  initiative  which  was  established  as  pennanenl 
prosir.ini  in  1094.  has  provided  a  mechanism  for  Tribes  toexerci.se  their  inherent  self-governing  powers  through  a  streamlined 
system  that  trnnslcrs  control  of  the  Federal  resources  to  the  Tribal  governments.  We  urge  this  Committee  to  recognize  the 
historic  M\t\  current  unmet  need  in  Indian  Country  and  lake  serious  consideration  of  the  following  requests  and 
recommendations: 

Summary  of  Lumtni  Nation  Request  and  Recommendations:      Tribal  Level 

'     i5l«(i.704  increase  to  provide  the  Lummi  Nation  stable  BIA  Self-Governance  base  funding  in  FY  1996. 

*  '^SSOO.non  earmark  from  the  Attorney  Fee  and  Litigation  Support  and  the  BIA  Trust  Services.  Water  Right 
Ncgolialion/I.iliuation  budgets. 

*  ^SS.6  million  increase  to  BIA  Construction  Education-New   School  Construction. 

*  'S12  million  increase  to  fund  the  South  Fork  of  the  Nooksack  Restoration  Project. 

Summ.Trv  of  Liiinmi  Nation  Request  and  Recommendations:      Regional  Level 

5J4ll.n()n  increase  in  Shellfish  Management  Support  Funding  for  20  Western  Washington  Tribes. 

*  Sj;.. ^00.(100  increase  for  20  Western  Washington  Tribes  and  the  Northwest  lndi.in  Fisheries  Commission  for  implementation 
111  llic  Presidents  Forest  Plan  and  the  Tribal-State  Wild  Slock  Restoration  Initiative. 

*  $1.(>>I).00()  increase  lor  20  Western  Washington  Tribes  and  two  regional  Fisheries  organizations  management  base  budgets. 
In  SV.^.Ono  each  to  compensate  for  a  decade  of  cost  inflation  ignored  by  the  BIA  and  direct  the  BIA  to  provide  annual  base 
budget  adjuslmcnts  consistent  with  rising  costs. 

*  Restore  SL.^no.OOO  funding  for  the  Hatcheries  Rehabilitation  Program  within  the  BIA  Construction  Account  to  insure  the 
continued  viability  of  Tribal  hatcheries. 

*  Support  the  requests  and  recommendations  of  the  Northwest  Indian  Fisheries  Commission,  the  Northwest  Portland  Area 
Indian  Health  Board,  and  the  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  System. 
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Summary  of  Lummi  Nation  Request  and  Recommendations;     National  Level  -  Self-Governance 

•  '^I'no.OOO  imrcn'ic  for  l.tiniini  Self-Governance  Educalion/Communicalion  Project,  increase  funding  by  $100,000  in  BIA 
Noii-Keturiiiiii  l'ro!;rain>i.  Tribal  GovemmenI  Account  to  the  $250,000  level  and  increase  funding  by  $200,000  for  an  IIIS- 
relalod  lummi  Communication/Education   initiative  in  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  to  the  same  $250,000  level; 

•  515  million  imrca>ic  lo  support  Tribal  on-site  IMS  Self-Govcmance  planning,  negotiations  and  implementation.  IHS  has 
fully  funded  its  transition  cost  associated  to  implement  Tribal  Self-Governance,  but  has  ignored  the  same  needs  at  the  Tribal 
level 

•  S500.()()0  lo  increase  appropriations  for  the  Office  of  Sclf-Govemance  in  Interior's  Office  of  the  Secretary  for  five  new 
Iflvs  lor  Central  Office  and  Field  Offices  as  appropriate.  Additional  financial  management  and  administrative  staff  are 
needed  lo  facililalc  twenty  new  Tribes  per  year  in  addition  to  the  existing  work  load. 

Tribal  Covcrnmcnl  Slabilitv  Through  Predictable  and  Adequate  Financial  Support  Should  be  (he  Highest  rrioritv  of 
Congress 

Iribnl  govemmenls  appeal  lo  Congress  each  year  for  financial  support  lo  provide  basic  services  and  initiate  economic 
development.  In  recent  years,  the  Federal  bureaucracy  has  shown  zeal  and  tenacity  in  its  insatiable  consumption  of  financial 
rc^nirtci.  I  licse  Agencies  have  become  formidable  obstacles  to  change  and  progress  with  their  entrenched  preservation  of 
hurcaucr.ncy  and  protection  of  employee  tenure.  The  Administration's  imposition  of  mandatory  Administrative  Cost  Savings 
•Mul  1  11-  Kednctions  targeting  selected  Area/Agency  offices,  while  holding  Central  Office  functions  harmless,  is  a  prime 
i\ample  of  this  proicclionist  behavior.  I'ribcs  arc  ready  and.capabic ^Lmanaging  their  own  affairs.  We  urge  Congress  to 
recognize  that  the  time  has  come  for  the  Federal  Bureaucracies  to  reduce  and  into  a  supportive  role  for  Tribal  government 
operations  and  development.  Congress  should  change  these  bureaucracies  purpose  by  decisively  shifting  financial  resources 
to  Tribal  government  operations. 

Tribal  Specific  Requests: 

BIA  Self-Governance  Stable  Base  Funding  for  FYI996 ^■  1 96.704 

Provide  the  Lummi  Nation  stable  BIA  Self-Governance  base  funding  In  FYI996  by  including  the  amounts  agreed  to  in  the 
FV109?  Annual  Funding  Agreement,  a  negotiated  lump  sum  amount  to  cover  indirect  costs,  and  appropriate  amount  for 
increased  operational  costs.  The  base  amount  for  1995  of  $5,785,406  should  be  increased  by  3.4%  which  is  the  1994  increase 
in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  as  reported  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  The  stable  base  budget  should  be  guaranteed 
to  Self-Governance  Tribes  prior  to  funding  of  BIA  operations.  The  Lummi  Nation  base  budget  has  been  consistent  for  the  past 
few  years  and  has  proven  lo  provide  the  basis  for  significant  improvements  in  the  Nation's  capacity  to  effectively  and  efficiently 
govern  itself 

iribal  ."^clf-Govcmance  is  fundamentally  about  streamlined  change  in  the  management  of  American  Indian  programs;  a  shifting 
of  responsibilities  from  the  bureaucracy  to  Tribal  governments  in  the  management  of  our  affairs;  and  the  empowerment  of  Tribal 
government  to  determine  priorities  on  the  expenditure  of  financial  resources  intended  for  our  benefit.  In  current  terms,  Tribal 
Sclf-Govcniance  is  a  long-term  process  of  devolving  government  to  the  local  level.  This  is  a  pro-Tribe  policy  shaped  and 
driven  b\  our  leadership.  We  have  successfully  demonstrated  over  the  past  five  years  of  Sel f-Govemance  implementation  that 
llic  concept  of  transferring  and  re-directing  resources  has  resulted  in  cost-efficiencies  between  Tribal  government  and  the  United 
Stales  through  reduced  paperwork  .ind  streamlined  decision-making.  The  Self-Governance  initiative  has  provided  an  opportunity 
in  reaching  goals  lo:  ( 1 )  promote  greater  social,  economic,  political,  cultural  stability,  and  self-sufficiency  among  Indian  Tribes; 
and.  (2)  establish  better  accountability  through  expanded  Tribal  Governmental  decision-making  authority. 

t)ur  Tribe  requests  the  Committee  to  direct  the  Office  of  Self-Govemance  to  provide  the  participating  Sclf-Govemance  Tribes 
with  a  stable  funding  base,  and  to  establish  an  "operational"  definition  of  this  base  including  the  identification  of:  (I)  a  lump 
sum  contract  support  amount,  and  (2)  an  infiationary  adjustment.  We  further  request  this  Committee  to  direct  the  BIA  to 
establish  fair  annual  adjustments  for  costs-of-living  and  infiation  which  could  be  used  as  model  for  all  Tribes. 

The  Lummi  Nation  requests  the  opportunity  to  become  as  independent  of  the  bureaucratic  system  as  is  feasible  over  the  next 
two  years.  Experimentation  and  innovation  can  only  be  achieved  with  a  stable  base  budget.  We  request  that  Congress 
designate  the  Lummi  Nation's  FY  1 995  Annual  Funding  Agreement  plus  additional  funds  based  on  the  increases  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  as  the  Tribe's  base  budget.  The  BIA  needs  to  reorganize  and  restructure  in  recognition  of  Self- 
(ioveriiance  realities  and  be  forced  to  stop  using  shortfall  funds  as  a  shield  against  change.  This  initiative  was  implemented 
lo  create  Tribal  stability,  not  to  maintain  the  unyielding  bureaucracy  of  the  BIA.  Both  the  Tribes  and  the  Congress  will  not 
realize  their  goals  if  the  bure.iucratic  resistance  is  not  addressed. 

Treaty  Water  Rights  Negotiations  and  Litigation +$800.000 

Tlic  Lummi  Nation  treaty-reserved  senior  water  rights  are  being  destroyed,  both  on-reservation  and  in  the  Nooksack  Basin,  by 
competing  uses  of  the  waters.  Three  (3)  litigative  actions  have  been  initiated  around  the  Reservation  for  non-Indian  water 
pcmiils  and  other  non-Indian  groups  have  petitioned  the  State  to  file  in  State  court  for  Adjudication  of  Reservation  and  the 
Nooksack  Basin  waters.  The  State  of  Washington  has  committed  lo  negotiations,  and  the  Interior  Department,  Lummi  Nation 
and  Nooks.ick  Tribe  arc  pursuing  this  process.  Whether  the  negotiation  or  litigation  process  is  pursued,  the  Lummi  Nation  will 
need  financial  assistance  for  legal  representation,  research,  documentation  and  participation.  The  Lummi  Nation  requests  an 
earmark  of  $800,000  in  the  BIA  Attorney  Fees  and  Litigation  Support  and  Trust  Services,  Water  Rights,  Negotiation/Litigation 
lo  protect  our  treaty  reserved  senior  water  rights. 

Lummi  Students  Need  A  Permanent  Tribal  Education  Complei +8.6  million 

llicrc  are  211  Iribal  students  now  attending  school  at  a  Tribal  temporary  facility  that  was  designed  to  accommodate  120 
students.  Our  situation  has  escalated  from  an  emergency  problem  to  a  crisis  situation  through  the  in-action  of  the  bureau  to 
address  the  need  for  permanent  facilities.  Since  1989,  our  Tribal  student  enrollment  has  increased  by  66  percent  from  120  lo 
21 1  with  a  projected  future  enrollment  of  850  in  1999.  There  are  nearly  1,600  Lummi  youth  of  school  age  waiting  to  attend 
the  Lummi  Nation  Schools.  Approximately  70%  of  Lummi  youth  still  drop  out  of  public  school  prior  to  graduation.  We, 
therefore,  request  your  support  in  directing  that  BIA  Office  of  Indian  Education  to  accept  our  application  for  new  school 
constniction  funding  and  place  the  Lummi  Indian  Nation  on  the  priority  listing  for  this  funding. 
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Soiilh  Fork  Nooksack  Restoration  Project _ -^SI2.0  million 

Crovidc  funding  for  tlic  Soulli  Forl^  Resloralion  Project  including  the  purchase  of  one  the  last  old  growth  stands  in  the  South 
I  ork  Nooksack  River  located  in  the  Arlccho  Creek  basin.  The  funding  would  support  the  development  and  implementation 
of  an  extensive  co-management  plan  which  includes:  adjacent  timberland  owners,  the  Indian  Tribes,  and  the  State  of 
Washington.  The  joint  management  objective  is  to  demonstrate  the  economic  viability  of  protecting  land  based  cultural  values, 
represented  by  the  old  growth  stand,  while  fully  utilizing  the  timber  resources  represented  by  the  second  growth. 

Regional  Requests  and  Recommendations: 

*  SJ-tO.onO  increase  in  Shellfish  Management  Support  Funding  for  20  Western  Washington  Tribes.  The  Lummi  Nation  is 
in  the  process  of  renovating  a  shellfish  hatchery  to  produce  shelirish  seed  for  Puget  Sound  with  assistance  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  llic  extent  of  the  shellfish  habitat,  the  concern  over  public  health  protection  due  to  polluted  beaches,  and  the 
1  ummi  Intercut  in  shellfish  harvesting  requires  a  dedicated  management  program.  Therefore,  the  Lummi  Nation  supports  the 
2(1  Western  W.i'.jilnyton  Tribes"  request  of  $260,000  for  Lummi  Nation  Shellfish  Hatchery  operations  to  supply  shellfish  seed 
for  Vrih.il  shellfish  production  efforts  and  $180,000  to  support  shellfish  stocks  management  activities  added  to  BIA  Tribal 
Priorities  Alloc.itioiis.  Natural  Resources.  Wildlife  and  Parks  budget  base. 

National  Requests  and  Recommendations: 

*  $500,000  increase  for  Lummi  Self-Governance  Communication  and  Education  Project  for  a  total  annual  funding  amount 
of  $500,000.  Tlie  purpose  of  the  Communication  and  Education  Project  has  been  to  provide  factual  information  about  Self- 
Governance  and  to  create  an  open  atmosphere  where  this  concept  can  be  discussed  and  debated.  The  Project  is  vital  to  ensure 
llial  the  Self-Governance  initiative  and  its  purposes  are  clearly  understood  by  federal  agency  officials  and  other  non-participating 
Tribes.  As  Tribes  were  entering  the  first  year  of  Self-Governance  in  1990.  Congress  supported  this  education  initiative  with 
appropriations  of  $175,000  in  FY  199 1.  $150,000  in  FY  1992.  $150,000  in  FY  1 993,  and  $100,000  in  FY  1994.  The  IHS  FY  1994 
and  FY  1995  budget  justification  supported  the  Project  at  only  $50,000  each  year. 

Over  the  past  five  years  and  as  a  result  of  the  Self-Governance  Communication  and  Education  workshops,  presentations, 
primed  in.iterials.  nionthlv  newsletters,  and  telephone  inquiries,  numerous  mis-conceptions  and  mis-information  about  Self- 
Governance  have  been  addressed  As  we  proceed  with  permanent  legislative  aulhori7jtion  with  up  to  50  Tribes  w  ith  the  Interior 
Ucpartiiicnl  and  up  to  60  Tribes  under  demonstration  project  authority  with  the  IHS  in  FYI996,  increased  funding  is  request 
to  support  the  expanded  communication  and  education  efforts. 

*  Oppose  proposed  FY  1995  House  rescissions  for  Indian  programs;  restore  BIA  proposed  reductions  to  the  total  enacted 
FY  1905  levels.  Special  Tribal  Courts  (•$!  46  million).  Business  Enterprise  Development  Grants  (+$■'  million).  Education 
Construction  -  l-niployce  Construction  (+$4  million).  Construction  -  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  (+$1.5  million),  Constructicuw^p^ . 

*  Enicracncy  Shelters  ('-$2.0  million) 

*  Administrative  Cost  S.ivings  and  FTE  Reductions  for  BIA  and  IHS  should  not  be  applied;  If  applied,  these  cost  savings 
that  arc  i:cncrated  as  a  result  of  BIA  and  IHS  streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts  should  be  transferred  to  the  Tribes,  not  the 
Treasup. ; 

*  Support  rocommend.itions  from  the  Joint  Tribal/DOI/BIA  Task  Force  Final  Report;  these  recommendations  should  guide 
the  pending  BIA  consolidation  and  streamlining  proposals; 

*  Provide  lor  llic  establishment  of  Tribal  base  budgets  within  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  as  similarly  developed 
under  BIA  Sclf-Govemnnce  The  establishment  of  base  budgets  will  (1)  streamline  the  annual  negotiations,  (2)  reduce  fiscal 
adjustments  currently  required  by  the  tedious  line  item  negotiation  process;  and  (3)  create  a  predictable  financial  support  process 
over  a  nnilli-vear  period.  Stable  base  budgets  will  improve  Tribal  management  capabilities  and  development  opportunities  and 
will  prevent  the  erosion  of  critical  Tribal  health  care  delivery  programs. 

Increase  BIA  Tribal  Courts  by  $58.4  million  to  improve  Tribal  Court  Operations  added  to  Tribal  Priority  Allocations, 
Public  Safety  and  Justice.  Tribal  Courts  budget  base; 

*  Restore  $1,463,000  BIA  proposed  elimination  of  Special  Tribal  Courts; 

*  Provide  S500.000  in  Interior  Department  Office  of  the  Secretary  to  support  a  comparative  analysis  study  of  Tribal-County- 
State  funding  and  responsibilities  for  law  enforcement,  courts,  social  services  with  emphasis  on  child  welfare  and  juvenile 
delinquency  with  report  due  to  Congress  by  3/1/96; 

*  Increase  BIA  md  IHS  Contract  Support  funds  to  address  documented  need;  direct  the  BIA  and  IHS  to  begin  the  process 
lo  idenlifx  <ictual  need  in  future  budgets  and  accurately  report  shortfall  amounts; 

*  Restore  BIA  FY  1996  reductions  for  Welfare  Assistance($5.2  million),  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  funds  ($3.4  million).  Water 
Resources  ($1.0  million).  Resource  Management  ($3.6  million),  Indian  Business  Development  Grants  ($2.9  million).  Fishery 
Hatchery   Rehabilitation  ($1.4  million); 

*  Support  IHS  FY  1 996  Appropriation  increases  to  address  the  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act  provisions  and  assist 
Tribes  prepare  for  Health  Care  Reform  including  increases  for  Hospitals  and  Clinics  (-'-$47.7  million).  Dental  (+$3.3  million). 
Mental  Health  (■'$2  '  million),  Alcohol/Substance  Abuse  (+$4.7  million).  Contract  Health  Services  (+$22.1  million).  Public 
Health  Nursing  (+$1.2  million).  Health  Education  (+$454,000),  CHR  (+$2.3  million);  and. 

*  Direct  Ills  to  provide  substantial  support  documentation  on  third  parly  collections  that  are  annually  infiated  which  has  the 
net  effect  of  reducing  appropriations  to  Native  Americans  and  Alaskan  Natives. 

In  conclusion,  I  appreciate  your  consideration  of  the  FY  1996  appropriations  requests  and  recommendations  for  the  BIA  and 
IHS.  on  behalf  of  the  Lummi  Indian  Nation.    Thank  you. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANIILAQ  ASSOCIATION 

Yenr  niter  vcar.  wc  hope  Maiiiilaq  A<:«<H:inti(M\  \vt|l  be  pr<»vj(1cd  the  rund*;  we  rrrintrc  to  cover  our 
Ixisic  hciillii  scrsice  ilclivcn  iiecd'^  lliroiigh  llie  regular  Indian  Health  .Service  Inidgel  prc>ccs.s.  but 
cver\  vcar  \vc  meet  witli  some  biidgelar\  travesty  or  other.  For  lite  19<)f.  fiscal  vear,  we  have 
k;imcd  of  .iti  iiiluL-t.iMc  j'l.iii  ft>i  dcfcii iiig  M.ZCi  iiiillioii  oflhc  opcialiiig  rimJ>  Cut  llic  iicvs 
hospttal  111  Kot/ebuc  until  !•  Y'97.  We  arc  managing  the  Kolzebue  I  lospiUil  through  a  compact 
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with  the  I  Initcd  Stntcs  ( iovcmincut:  \vc  tlc<:pcrntclv  need  to  hnw  this  pinn  changed    Wc  request 
thai  this  !t;i.26  million  he  added  hack  into  the  I  Y'%  budget  request,  in  addition  to  the  i>.S4U.0()0  m 
new  ttind-s  presently  inelti<led,  in  order  to  bring  the  minitnal  funding  lc\el  \o  that  niknnwjedceil  bv 
the  II  IS  to  be  lequiied  lor  a  lull  year  ol  operations.   Wc  will  be  in  o|>cration  diirmti  all  ol  I  Y'Hy 

'  'ill  dilcninia  i..  this:    1  he  II  IS  is  irvinji  lo  phase  in  our  increased  rundin^  and  I  i  Is  tor  our  new 
hi"ivi:il  !:icilii\  '".er  three  years  ('95.  VO.  VI)  instead  ot  two  years  ('95  and  '9f>)    It  will  e(»sl  an 
extra  S4.3  inillion  lo  run  the  new  facility  for  eight  months  in  FY95,  but  we  would  only  receive 
<>>  I  (Million  ii>  ..|X'<nic  ii  lor  twelve  ni'imlis  m  !■  Y9^     1  hr  \\m  clfcci  oftliis  ]i!nnn<n!'.  is  ihni  \\p 
'M'lild  experience  an  opeiatingjoss  iiLOl^f'.yf.'l^^Ai.'y-SLjjuiliioii.   The  tol:)l  incicasc  lo  oiii  base 
biiilpil  lor  ojviaiion  of  the  new  facility  sh<nild  be  S6.4  million  on  an  anniiali/ed  basis 

Win  lias  iliis  liai>!Kned''  Uecause  someone  has  been  instructed  lo  calculate  a  ineaninglcss 
projection  of  hon-  many  "additional  I'lHs"  wc  would  put  on  the  staff  each  year  between  FY9*!  and 
1  Y97.  Wc  use  Ncrv  few  federal  cniDloyces  in  aclualilv.  so  our  opening  will  ha\c  litllc  real  impact 
on  the  Indian  I leabh  Service  F IE  picture.   And  wc  must  have  a  base  level  of  rtafTinc  to  operate 

We  have  geared  up  to  open  the  new  facility  at  a  minimal  increased  sialTing  le\el    Wc  ire  mo\ino 
in  ihis  week    We  will  then  have  to  begin  lo  lay  olT ihc  essential  piofessional  and  sup|H>il  sialT 
required  to  ojterale  the  building  and  provide  basic  health  care  sersices.  in  order  to  reach  the  yreatlv 
deciea.scd  talc  of  ongoing  cxiMrnditurc  by  October  I'  In  FY97,  the  full  needed  annual  amouiii  is 
viinniicc'l  to  b(?  pia.lc  available.  SO  we  would  again  have  lo  gear  up  for  safe  operation  of  the 
faciliiy.  Il  doesn't  make  any  sense  lo  try  lo  run  a  hospital  this  wa\.  and  is  jnobably  not  possible. 

A^  111  Aia-k.m  scuice  miil.  Kol/ebuc  lias  been  significantl)  undeifiinded  fi-i  main.  maii\  \eais  m 
compaiison  with  other  like-si/etl  service  units    I  here  arc  inanv  historical  factors  involved  in  this 
inequity,  datinc  back  at  least  fifteen  years    Also,  while  we  ha've  been  able  to  improve  out  third 
i)aii\  (.ollectioiis  in  the  past  three  years,  wc  have  nol  had  suilicient  funds  lo  invest  in  the  efforts 
needed  to  ninximt/e  our  collection  enpabilitv     I  he  funds  wc  do  c-illcet  gc^  directb'  into  operations 
and  allow  ut.  to  inainlaiii  an  accredited  lacilily    Utherwisc,  wc  would  not  have  been  able  to 
s»ripn>|f>  ihr.Mn_>h  these  past  few-  years  using  only  the  base  funding  received  from  IMS 

W!>eii  a  ne"  IMS  !v>spital  comes  on  line,  its  additional  biidcelar\  needs  are  initially  determined 
using  an  I  I  !■  formula  pn^jection  for  addilit>nal  staffing.  For  Kot?cbuc,  this  formula  revealed  a 
need  for  lOf.  additional  pi^siti'Mis.    I  he  naltonal  rale  used  by  IIFS  lo  generate  the  budget  amount 
for  one  additional  F  ff'  is  SfiO.ooo  per  position      The  '^'^O.OtV)  allowed  for  each  projected  F  IP,  is 
expected  to  pri>Mdc  not  onh  for  Ihe  jTcrsonncl  costs  of  the  (X)sition.  but  lor  all  Ihc  tixed  and 
•anable  costs  associated  with  the  position    supplies  of  all  kinds.  Ira'.e!  costs,  maintenance  and 
lioii'Nckv.eping  co-^K  to  keep  the  facility  oixiating  and  clean  for  the  individual,  utilities, 
•dmiiii^iraiive  cosN.  oic     Iherc  arc  no  (>ther  budgeted  funds  tor  the  fixcil  tacility  c«>sts  of 
'P'.iaiing  a  buiiding  iwicc  ilic  si/c  of  ihc  old  one.   As  can  be  imagined,  the  costs  for  oi>ciaiiiig  a 
Hush  Alaska  lu>spiial  laciliiv  and  providing  health  care  services  are  vciy  high,  especially  in  a 
-en  ICC  area  the  --i/c  of  Indiana  with  no  roads     Ihc  Sf.O.OOO  allollcd  for  oik  FIT  will  pay  just  the 
ivisonncl  I  0-.K  lor  one  acrnipc  individual  employee     Virliiallv  iiom-  <it  ihc  assoiialcd  costs  aic 
co\ civil  in  the  allotment' 

\>  I,,-,  ,,,r  hichh  c-^pcncnecd  Area  project  otllccr  (and  former  hospital  administrator)  saw  the 
iiiimbci  ot  1  li  -.  that  the  ioinmla  i-cnciated  lor  the  new  hospiial.  he  said. "  loo  hiuh,  ihcy  wont 
need  that  many  more  people  "  When  he  saw  the  additional  budget  that  the  H>6  F  IHs  generated, 
lie  said.  '  1  v\j  low.  that's  nol  enough  to  run  that  building  ' 

Wlicn  wc  picpaicd  a  barc-boncs.  /cro-based  budget  for  the  hospital's  opcialion.  cv>nsidcimg 
minimum  sialFini?  rct)iiircmcnis.  fixed  costs,  and  operating  c'sts  based  on  workloatl.  it  came  out  I" 
cx.iclly  the  base  biidgci.  plus  liie  budget  gcnciaicd  by  the  106  FTTs  (>6.4  million),  pins  expected 
collections    No  more,  no  less    Not  only  is  ihc  total  anmuili/cd  base  biulgcl  for  o(x;ialing  this 
grcallv  cxpaiiilcd  facilil;.  comparatively  reasonable,  it  i<  icqiiircJ  for  safe  operation 
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U'lici^.  i!..;i.  !■  llic  iiccdcil  ("uikK  cviik-  Iumu'^    llicv  cvun;  I'loin  iicvti  liiiini*  .ili  llic  i  I  !>  needed 
pel  llie  loiimil;i!   When  llic  aniuializcd  biidcct  is  iiicremcntnUv  (onvardcd  over  more  ilviti  one 
t"!<;cr>l  \cnr.  Hn<:cd  on  continued  Sndcctine  rctinncc  on  flic  11!   {'"■muMn.  ttic  tund^;  needed  to 
v-neiaie  ilie  building  ARL  NUl  ADhOUAIL. 

We  l)>i\e  uical  leai  about  ihis  iinexp.eled  seennrio    We  uill  ii"^e  e\erv  l->ii  (»("tlie  S\  }  million  iliis 
i;.....,l  w.,,  ,,. ,..%:.,!  live  TV>'  taeilii'     W:-  are  corseenied.  iti  fhct.  ?ha!  fhi-.  a:!-ifV!;M  r.'sviy  r.:'*.  he 
adeqiMie  —  iheie  .\ie  ^i.  ni.niv  uaknowiis  in  ')|Kraimg  a  new  iniildinj;     We  lune  LniUj;eli.d  xen 
ii.ioil,  r,,i  tin-  -ir>i(iip  poii'>d.  -iddini'  cnh  tIio«:c  poi:ili(Mi«;  tliMl  uc  led  arc  ab«oliilcl'.  rc'.jmred  lor 
-.iTi  ■pei.iiii'ii     Tfvvc  aie  no;  piovideu  liie  fiiii  nind^  or,  .ni  ,iiiiiiiaii/ed  nasi--  in  TYvo.  \\^  <.'i<-i\< 
Ln. >\v  U. .v\  wo  \\|1|  Iv  ;(l»lc  to  sUiv  111  o|icialion  lor  ilie  inlei  veniiii^;  \eai 

Uliile  Maniikni  does  antieipate  some  inereasc  in  our  overall  runding  due  to  coinpaetmii.  the 
.ii.i'.'u.ii  i-.    ill!  uiin.iiaiii  and  we,  ortouise.  iia\e  iiKieased  ieNiHiii'<iniiilies  and  eo-N  lliat  go  v,i|ii 
ilieni.   Also,  there  are  manv  valid  eoni|ieling  uses  for  these  funds  in  a  region  with  rampnni  unmet 
health  needs    I lospital  operation  is  certainly  not  the  only  hinh  priorit\'  need    Hut  e^cn  if  Maniilaq 
ueie  \o  dedicate  aJl  ofils  tribal  .shaxe.s  ie\enues.  lhe\  uiU  nut  cover  llui.  ainouul  ol  slioillall. 
I  r\  inu  to  maintain  a  tunetional  health  system  is  a  brutal  task  these  davs  in  anv  ciicnmstanee. 
'-r'^I^Hirv-:  v.i'h  proiee'inr  tb?  bi!d;?fiar\'  unknowns  nt  -i  ikw  facility,  v.'e  are  now  faeerl  wnh  this 
peeiih.n  iiieicmcniai  funding  proces';.  unrelated  to  ihc  realilv  of  .>peratinp  a  hosj'ital  in  Alaska  ot 
:itnulKT<-  t-Ki-     1  i»i<  pianiniiii  dcci«'on  «ecin<:  unconscionnblo    Please  help  us  b\-  rc<n'-!Ml>'vj  the 
"liii  aniiuaii/wd  .iJdiiioiiai  fundiim  hh  ?C«i/ebiie  Hospital  in  YY?'-  of  vi'.  j  niilliiMi  by  adding  >1  ?('• 
million  to  the  budget      We  despcratelv  need  a  realistic  lexel  of  01^:1  aiiiig  luiuls 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MENOMINEE  INDIAN  TRIBE  OF  WISCONSIN 

This  statement  on  the  Administration • s  budget  request  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  for 
programs  in  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  is  submitted  on  behalf  of  the 
Menominee  Indian  Tribe  of  Wisconsin.   In  summary,  the  Menominee  Tribe  requests  that 
Congress  provide  a  general  increase  over  the  President's  request  to  the  Tribal 
Priority  Allocations  account,  to  be  distributed  to  all  tribes  according  to  their 
highest  tribal  priorities.   The  Menominee  Tribe  specifically  requests  this  increase 
in  order  to  have  additional  resources  for  our  Law  Enforcement  and  Road  Maintenance 
programs,  and  to  increase  resources  available  under  the  General  Assistance  program. 
Vie   also  wish  this  Subcommittee  to  know  that  we  support  the  Business  Enterprise 
Development  Grant  program,  and  are  opposed  to  the  elimination  of  that  program  in  the 
FY1996  budget  request  and  its  replacement  with  the  proposed  Small  Business  Venture 
Capital  Program. 

Increase  to  Tribal  Prioritv  Allocations.   In  the  budget  request  for  FY1996, 
the  Administration  proposes  to  fund  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  account  at  a 
total  of  S766.6  million.   This  amount  is  a  total  of  $245.6  million  over  the 
rY1995  enacted  level,  and  is  made  up  primarily  of  the  transfer  of  additional 
programs  into  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  category.   While  there  are  a  few 
program  increases,  the  Administration's  FY1996  budget  request  does  not  contain  a 
general  TPA  increase  through  which  all  tribes  would  be  able  to  channel  additional 
funds  to  their  highest  priority  prograuns .   Such  general  increases  have  been 
requested  by  the  Administration  and  approved  by  Congress  in  recent  years. 

The  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  account  is  the  BIA  budget  activity  out  of 
which  the  majority  of  on-going  tribal  programs  are  funded  and  for  which  tribes 
have  flexibility  to  direct  resources  according  to  tribally-determined  priorities. 
However,  general  increases  of  even  $20  million  distributed  to  more  than  550 
federally-recognized  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  tribes  have  not  been  able 
to  provide  sufficient  increases  to  the  host  of  local  programs  which  provide  for 
the  needs  of  our  communities.   Two  top  priorities  of  the  Menominee  Tribe  are  Law 
Enforcement  and  Roads  Maintenance,  whihc  need  additional  resources.   The  Tribe 
requests  that  those  additional  resources  be  provided  through  a  Congressional 
general  increase  for  all  tribes  to  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  budget. 

Law  Enforcement .   Tribal  jurisdiction  on  the  Menominee  Reservation  is 
exercised  by  law  enforcement  personnel  and  game  wardens  from  the  Tribal 
Conservation/Rights  Protection  Program.   For  the  past  three  years,  a  total  of  $2.8 
million  has  been  provided  through  the  Bureau  --  an  average  of  $928,000  per  year  for 
12  full-time  police  officers  and  nine  administrative  staff  in  the  Tribal  Police 
Department.   In  FY1995  we  expect  the  level  of  BIA  funding  to  increase  to  about 
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5855,000.   Even  so,  the  Tribe  has  had  to  support  tribal  jail  staff  (four  patrolmen 
and  five  patrol  officers) ,  and  the  operational  costs  of  the  jail  by  supplementing 
Bureau  dollars  with  tribal  funds.   BIA  paid  these  costs  when  the  jail  was  originally 
constructed  in  the  early  1980s. 

Our  Police  Department  patrols  the  entire  Reservation,  and  handles  some  14,000 
incident  reports.   (This  figure  is  for  1994.   That  number,  on  which  the  BIA 
allocates  funding,  was  2,800  reports  more  than  for  1993.   In  1995,  so  far,  there 
have  been  nearly  300  more  reports  than  this  time  a  year  ago.) 

The  Tribe  plainly  needs  more  law  enforcement  personnel.   Our  population  has 
steadily  been  increasing,  and  the  Tribe  has  been  responding  to  the  number  of  tribal 
members  coming  back  to  the  Reservation  from  urban  areas  by  building  additional 
liousing  units.   We  note  that  more  than  half  the  calls  to  the  Police  Department  come 
from  the  housing  projects,  where  residents  confront  gang  activities,  domestic 
violence  and  other  concerns.   The  Tribe  is  also  currently  planning  to  annex 
additional  lands  along  the  Wolf  River  for  more  housing,  adding  to  the  patrol  area  of 
the  Police  Department.   We  need  an  operating  budget  of  approximately  $1.8  million  to 
adequately  address  law  enforcement  on  the  Reservation. 

Roads  Maintenance.   According  to  the  engineering  guidelines  of  the  American 
Association  of  State  Highway  and  Transportation  Officials  (AASHTO) ,  a  20-year  period 
is  typically  factored  as  the  life  cycle  of  a  well-designed,  constructed,  and 
maintained  roadway.   In  order  to  achieve  a  20-year  life  cycle,  a  well -planned 
roadway  maintenance  schedule  is  required,  along  with  an  adequately  funded 
maintenance  program.   A  100%-funded  maintenance  program  shows  that  the  useful  life 
'"'f  the  roadway  structure  can  continue  to  function  without  any  appreciable  loss  of 
its  support  value,  while  maintaining  an  acceptable  transportation  surface  condition. 

The  Tribe  has  worlced  cooperatively  with  the  BIA  roads  group  in  establishing 
and  implementing  a  road  maintenance  program  in  accordance  with  25  U.S.C.  116.   What 
has  become  paramount  is  the  level  of  funding  required  to  maintain  the  roadway 
iiPtworV:  on  the  Menominee  Indian  Reservation.   Worlcing  with  BIA  Area  and  Agency's 
Roads  Group,  307  miles  of  roadway  along  with  838  lineal  feet  of  bridges  have  been 
identified  within  the  exterior  boundary  of  the  Menominee  Indian  Reservation  on  the 
BIA  roads  inventory. 

A  scheduled  maintenance  program  has  been  instituted  within  the  Tribal 
Administration  structure  for  over  15  years.   However,  over  the  last  four  years 
(FY1992  to  FY1995),  the  Tribe  has  only  received  a  43.86%  average  level  of  funding  to 
maintain  these  307  miles  of  roadway.   The  Tribe  has  identified  and  submitted  road 
maintenance  budget  requests  for  FY1996  and  FY1997  to  the  BIA  in  accordance  with  the 
BIA  road  maintenance  funding  formula  on  BIAM  Form  5810.   As  submitted,  this  form 
identifies  actual  costs  to  perform  maintenance  on  the  roadways  in  the  amount  of 
5948,455  and  5950,640  for  FY1996  and  FY1997,  respectively,  along  with  a  75%  and  50% 
level  of  funding.   Based  on  applying  an  average  percentage  funding  level  of  43.86% 
to  the  FY1996  amount  requested  ($948,455),  this  translates  to  $1,355  per  mile  for 
maintenance  of  307  miles  of  roadway.   Based  on  the  State  of  Wisconsin's  Urban 
Corridors  Study;  1994    Improvement    Costs,    an  average  cost  of  53,500  per  mile  should 
be  budgeted  to  maintain  the  range  of  roadway  surfaces  (unimproved  earth  through 
bituminous)  for  Northern  climate  condition  factors. 

Furthermore,  the  Wisconsin  study  indicates  that  if  routine  maintenance  cannot 
be  performed  on  these  roadways,  life  cycle  projections  will  be  reduced  to  ten  years, 
in  which  major  construction  and/or  reconstruction  will  be  required.   Based  on  a 
reduced  life  cycle  of  these  roadways  due  to  inappropriate  funding  levels,  it  can  be 
shov/n  that  if  one-quarter  of  the  307  miles  (approximately  77  miles)  on  the 
reservation  are  not  properly  maintained  and  require  major  construction  at  an  average 
cost  of  $300,000  per  mile  in  FY1995  dollars,  new  construction  will  cost  $23,100,000 
in  ten  years.   Similarly,  if  routine  road  maintenance  is  funded  at  100%  level 
(FY1996  request),  in  the  amount  of  $948,455  per  year,  FY1995  dollars,  the  total 
estimated  cost  will  be  $9,484,550,  projected  over  10  years.   Subsequently,  funding 
routine  maintenance  of  roadways  at  a  100%  funding  level  for  the  Menominee  Tribe 
represents  a  58.94%  savings  to  the  BIA/Tribe  or  $13,615,450  in  10-year  avoidance 
cost  of  new  construction  of  existing  roadways. 

The  Menominee  Indian  Tribe  respectfully  requests  that  BIA  fund  and  continue  to 
fund  road  maintenance  at  100%  actual  costs  submitted.   This  action,  performed  by  the 
r>IA.  would  provide  a  properly  funded  road  maintenance  program,  thus  avoiding  the 
■-opts  of  placing  these  roads  on  the  BIA  construction  priority  list  in  accordance 
with  25  U.S.C.  lie . 

General  Assistance.   Wisconsin  Governor  Tommy  Thompson  has  be.en  on  the 
forefront  of  the  national  debate  on  welfare  reform.   He  has  proposed  to  eliminate 
two  programs  in  the  State  which  provide  medical  and  food  assistance:  the  General 
Relief  Program  and  the  Relief  to  Needy  Indians  Program.   Instead,  Governor  Thompson 
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proposes  to  replace  these  two  programs  with  an  emergency  medical  assistance  program, 
which  would  not  be  nearly  as  broad  in  the  services  which  it  would  provide.   If  these 
programs  are  eliminated,  tribes  in  Wisconsin  would  seek  to  apply  for  BIA  General 
Assistance,  even  though  that  program  only  provides  cash  payments  for  assistance.   We 
note  that  because  the  General  Assistance  does  not  have  a  medical  component  like  the 
Relief  to  Needy  Indians  Program,  the  Governor's  proposal  is  likely  to  have  an  impact 
on  the  services  provided  through  our  Indian  Health  Service  clinic  as  well.  This 
v;oiild  pose  a  problem  in  that  there  would  be  no  third  party  to  bill  to,  and  the  Tribe 
already  supplements  IHS  dollars  for  the  operation  of  our  clinic. 

Both  State  actions,  such  as  those  described  above  in  Wisconsin,  and 
congressional  action  on  welfare  reform  will  directly  impact  tribes  in  Wisconsin  and 
elsewhere.   The  welfare  reform  legislation  in  the  House  which  would  eliminate  the 
entitlement  status  of  the  Aid  to  Families  to  Dependent  Children  (AFDC)  and  which 
v/ould  give  tribal  JOBS  monies  to  states  would  result  in  a  greatly  increased  need  for 
I  h<=  DIA  G.A.  program.   In  FY1995,  the  BIA  G.A.  program  started  up  in  California  -- 
even  though  no  increased  FY1995  funds  were  provided  for  this  purpose,  nor  is  there 
an  increase  proposed  in  the  FY1996  budget  request  to  accommodate  California.   In 
FY1996,  the  real  impact  of  California  coming  into  the  BIA  G.A.  program  will  begin  to 
be  felt,  let  alone  tJhe  impact  of  additional  states.   Therefore,  we  urge  this 
Subcommittee  to  provide  an  FY1996  increase  for  the  BIA  G.A.  program. 

Indian  Business  Development  Grants.   Finally,  the  Menominee  Tribe  wishes  for 
the  Subcommittee  to  know  of  our  opposition  to  the  proposal  set  forth  in  the  budget 
request  to  eliminate  the  Business  Enterprise  Development  Grants  Program,  which  was 
funded  in  FY1995  at  a  level  of  $3  million.   The  BIA  budget  proposal  recommends  the 
creation  of  a  new  program,  the  Small  Business  Venture  Capital  program,  for  which  an 
FY1996  program  increase  of  S3  million  is  requested.   (We  also  note  that  Congress  has 
proposed  to  rescind  FY1995  funding  for  the  Business  Enterprise  Development  Grants 
Program  under  H.R.  1158,  the  FY1995  supplemental  appropriations  and  rescissions 
bill)  . 

For  the  past  several  years,  Menominee  entrepreneurs  have  received  ten  Indian 
Business  Development  Grants,  providing  25%  of  project  costs.   These  projects  have 
created  in  excess  of  100  new  jobs  in  logging,  construction,  retail  sales,  diesel 
repair  and  cosmetology.   If  the  program  is  changed  to  provide  only  25%  of  the  equity 
requirement  of  the  project,  the  debtor's  required  equity  contribution  would,  at  a 
minimum,  be  doubled.   Requiring  this  additional  contribution  by  the  borrower  would 
create  a  major  detriment  to  the  creation  of  new  Indian  businesses  and  jobs. 
Therefore,  the  Menominee  Tribe  is  opposed  to  replacing  the  Indian  Business 
Development  Grant  program  with  the  Small  Business  Venture  Capital  program,  as 
proposed  in  the  budget  request. 

Attached  is  the  resolution  of  the  Menominee  Tribal  Legislature,  dated  March  2, 
1995,  to  the  House  Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee,  supporting  these  requests. 
Thank  you  again  for  your  consideration  of  these  requests. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  METLAKATLA  INDIAN  COMMUNITY,  COUNCIL 
ANNETTE  ISLANDS  RESERVE 

The  Metlakatla  Indian  Community,  Annette  Island  Reserve,  provides  this 
Statement  on  the  FY1996  budget  requests  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the 
hidian  Health  Service.   The  Council  is  the  federally-recognized  governing  body  of 
the  Annette  Island  Reserve,  the  only  existing  statutory  Indian  reservation  in  Alaska. 
The  Community  population  is  over  1,500  and  has  a  land  base  of  87,000  acres  in 
southeast  Alaska.   The  Community  administers  BIA  and  IHS  programs  on  the 
reservation  under  contracts  pursuant  to  the  Indian  Self-Determination  and 
Education  Assistance  Act. 

SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 

•  Full  funding  of  Contract  Support  needs. 

•  Funding  for  construction  of  Metlakatla  clinic  and 
quarters  for  health  staff. 

•  Increase  funding  of  the  IHS  Dental  Services. 

•  Increase  funding  for  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations 
account. 
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Contract  Support.   The  Community  welcomes  the  FY1996  proposed  increases 
of  $6.5  million  to  the  BIA  and  $8  million  to  the  IHS  contract  support  funds,  but 
knows  that  this  amount  will  not  meet  the  full  need.   Already,  IHS  has  reported  to 
tribes  there  will  be  a  substantial  shortfall  in  meeting  the  FY1995  negotiated 
commitments  for  contract  support.   In  FY1994,  the  BIA  contract  support  shortfall  for 
Metlakatla  was  19%.   At  present,  for  FY1995,  BIA  has  only  provided  75%  of  the 
contract  support  funds  to  which  Metlakatla  is  entitled  under  its  approved  rate  and 
will  not  provide  further  funds  until  July  1.    BIA  informs  us  that  its  present  estimate 
of  the  FY1995  shortfall  is  13.8%  and  the  final  figure  will  probably  be  larger.   The  net 
affect  is  that  tribes  are  having  to  operate  BIA  and  IHS  programs  at  the  expense  of 
reduced  service  levels  to  their  people. 

We  would  urge  that  Congress  work  with  the  two  agencies  to  ensure  that 
sufficient  funds  are  included  in  the  FY1996  contract  support  budget  so  that  the 
requirements,  as  specified  in  section  106(a)(2)  of  the  Indian  Self-Determination  Act, 
are  met.   Presently,  IHS  and  BIA  must  report  only  the  contract  support  shortage  for 
the  current  and  previous  year.   They  should  also  report  the  anticipated 
requirements  for  the  appropriations  year  pending.   The  1994  amendments  to  the 
Indian  Self-Determination  and  Education  Assistance  Act  reinforces  the  federal 
commitment  to  tribal  self-determination.    The  FY1996  appropriations  act  must 
demonstrate  this  commitment  is  not  just  verbal. 

INDIAN  HEALTH  SERVICE 

The  Community's  concerns  and  comments  specific  to  IHS  are  as  follows. 

IHS  Clinic  and  Staff  Quarters  for  Annette  Island  Service  Unit.   We  bring  to 
your  attention,  once  again,  the  continued  delay  in  obtaining  IHS  approval  of  our 
pending  applications  for  clinic  and  quarters  construction.   After  repeated  attempts  to 
obtain  current  information  from  IHS  Headquarters  regarding  the  status  of  our 
projects,  we  have  been  advised  by  the  Area  Office  that  "coordination"  with  IHS 
Headquarters  is  essentially  complete.   Our  documents  will  be  finalized  shortly,  with 
review  and  signature  by  IHS  Headquarters  to  be  completed  in  approximately  two 
months.   Is  is  difficult  for  us  to  feel  assured  there  has  been  any  progress  when  we 
have  been  repeatedly  informed  by  IHS  that  approval  is  imminent  since  1992. 

The  ongoing  delay  in  constructing  the  clinic  causes  us  to  continue  operating 
out  of  an  inadequate  facility,  creating  otherwise  preventable  deficiencies  in  much 
needed  services  for  the  Community.    The  delay  in  providing  new  quarters  seriously 
impacts  our  ability  to  recruit  key  health  staff. 

We  request  that  Congress  appropriate  $380,000  as  design  funding  for  the 
quarters  and  $523,000  as  design  funding  for  the  clinic  in  FY1996. 

Dental  Services.   The  Community  requests  Congress  provide  a  general 
increase  to  the  proposed  FY1996  Dental  Services  budget  of  $60.8  million.   In  FY1995, 
we  received  $70,000  to  operate  our  dental  program.   This  funding  was  barely 
adequate  to  contract  for  the  services  of  a  dentist.   The  balance  of  the  program, 
including  a  dental  assistant  and  dental  supplies,  was  funded  by  the  amount 
recovered  through  third  party  collections,  an  unstable  funding  source  at  best.   To 
provide  unrationed,  quality  dental  care,  Metlakatla  alone  would  require  an 
additional  $80,000  in  Dental  Services  money. 


BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

With  specific  reference  to  the  budget  request  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs, 
the  Community  has  the  following  comments  and  recommendation: 
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Tribal  Priority  Allocation.  The  Community  requests  that  Congress  provide  a 
general  increase  over  the  Administration's  request  of  $766.6  million  for  the  Tribal 
Priority  Allocations  account.   Although  the  FY1996  request  is  $245.6  million  over 
the  FY1995  enacted  level,  it  is  inclusive  of  $227.3  million  for  "uncontrollable  and 
one-time  change"  adjustments  -  most  of  which  is  the  transfer  of  Contract  Support 
and  Welfare  Assistance  to  this  account. 

The  Community's  present  funding  level  under  the  TPA  is  not  sufficient  to 
meet  our  needs  in  the  area  of  natural  resources  management,  which  includes 
Forestry,  Fisheries  Management/Development,  Wildlife  and  Parks.    To  ensure 
continued  success  in  the  preservation  and  conservation  of  our  natural  resources,  we 
must  coordinate  our  short-  and  long-range  goals  with  respect  to  usage  and  economic 
development  capacities  through  several  means,  including:    inventory  and  analysis 
of  forestry,  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  assessment,  analysis  of  certain  water  areas  and 
waterways.   We  estimate  the  costs  for  all  projects  to  be  $1.6  million. 

We  appreciate  that  Congress  has  been  providing  new  monies  annually  for 
Tribal  Priority  Allocation,  funds  which  are  built  into  tribes'  base  budgets  to  be 
distributed  to  all  tribes  according  to  their  established  priorities.   We  must  point  out, 
liowever,  that  a  general  increase  of  $20  million,  when  distributed  to  o\'er  550 
federally-recognized  tribes,  would  not  significantly  increase  funds  for  individual 
programs  at  the  tribal  level. 

On  behalf  of  the  Metlakatia  Indian  Community,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  provide  our  views  to  the  Committee  on  the  Indian  Health  Service 
and  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  proposed  budgets  for  Fiscal  Year  1996. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MICCOSUKEE  TRIBE  OF  INDIANS  OF  FLORIDA 

The  Miccosukee  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Florida  respectfully  submits  this  statement  on  the  Bureau  of  Indism 
Affairs  and  Indian  Health  Service  FY1996  budget  requests.  The  Miccosukee  Tribe,  organized  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Indian  Reorganization,  has  been  federally  recognized  as  a  sovereign  nation  since  January  11, 
1962.  We  count  an  enrolled  membership  of  381,  and  over  600  persons  in  the  service  area.  The  Tribe  has  been 
contracting  under  the  Indian  Self-Determination  and  Education  Assistance  Act  since  1971  and  operates  programs 
under  both  BIA  and  IHS. 

SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 

•  Increase  funding  of  the  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  account. 

•  Fund  Indian  School  Equalization  Formula  at  recommended  level;  increase  School  Facilities  Operation 
and  Maintenance. 

•  Restore  Native  American  Fish  and  Wildlife  Society  funding  to  FY1995  level. 

•  Consult  with  tribes  in  developing  the  BIA  streamlining  plan. 

•  Increase  funding  for  Indian  Health  Service  Contract  Medical  Care  progTcun. 

•  Full  funding  of  Contract  Support  needs. 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  Account.   We  note  that  although  the  President's  FY1996  request  for 
Tribal  Priority  Allocations  appears  to  be  a  $245.6  million  increase  over  the  FY1995  enacted  level,  the  $766.6 
million  figure  includes  the  funds  for  two  programs  transferred  to  this  category.   Further,  the  balance  of  the 
increase  is  primarily  in  categories  which  would  not  impact  the  on-going  tribal  programs.  When  Congress 
authorizes  a  general  increase,  the  funds  are  distributed  to  each  of  the  tribes  in  accordance  with  how  they  have 
determined  the  priorities  of  their  programs.  Since  the  Administration's  FY1996  budget  request  does  not  provide 
for  a  general  TPA  increase,  the  Miccosukee  Tribe  requests  a  general  increase  to  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocation  in 
order  that  we  may  direct  the  additional  resources  to  some  of  our  most  pressing  needs.  These  additional  funds 
would  enable  us,  as  well  as  550  other  federally-recognized  tribes,  to  determine  the  best  use  of  those  funds,  in 
accordance  with  the  priorities  we  have  determined  for  our  communities.  For  the  Miccosukee  Tribe,  our  F'yi996 
needs  arc  in  the  areas  of  natural  resources  and  social  services,  which  are  described  below. 

"  Natural  Resources:   As  inhabitants  of  one  of  the  most  fragile  ecosystems  in  the  United  States  --the 
Everglades-  the  Miccosukee  Tribe's  natural  resources  encompass  extensive  land,  water  and  wildlife,  each 
component  being  equally  vital  to  the  continued  survival  of  our  people  and  the  preservation  of  our  homeland. 
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*Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Management  -  manages  and  maintains  the  delicate  balance  of  our  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  on  tribal  lands.  We  conduct  annual  surveys  of  wildlife  populations  to  determine  the 
inipnct  to  wildlife  by  regulations  and  natural  occurrences,  such  as  high  water  and  draughts.   Recent  flooding  of 
the  Everglades  resulted  in  a  very  high  mortality  of  the  ground-dwelling  wildlife  (including  approximately 
85%  of  the  white  tail  deer  herd)  and  almost  total  destruction  of  the  hardwood  hammock  islands.  Tlie  flooding 
resulted  in  the  4-month  suspension  of  the  tribe's  camp  permit  system  and  cancellation  of  the  1994  hunting 
season.    The  actual  extent  wildlife  loss  and  habitat  destruction  will  require  costly  comprehensive  surveys  for 
the  next  3-4  years  in  order  to  accurately  record  survival  and  recovery  rates  of  the  wildlife  population.  During 
this  time,  increa.scd  and  extensive  conservation  efforts  will  also  be  required  to  protect  reservation  boundaries 
and  the  surviving  wildlife.    The  magnitude  of  these  efforts  will  require  at  least  $75,000. 

•Water  Resources  Management  -  is  responsible  for  the  water  resource  planning,  management  of  water 
quality,  water  quantity  and  surface  water  management  resource  needs  of  the  Tribe.  Past  Congressional  funds 
enabled  the  Tribe  to  rehabilitate  the  ditches  to  improve  our  surface  water  management  system.  The  Tribe 
actively  participates  in  all  publicly  aruiounced  meetings  regarding  Everglades  Restoration,  which  now 
involves  approximately  20  different  commissions,  task  forces,  committees,  districts,  paneb  and  groups. 
Additionally  the  Tribe  was  granted  authority  to  set  and  enforce  its  own  water  quality  by  the  US  EPA.  The 
extensive  involvement  in  Everglades  Restoration  initiatives  coupled  with  the  setting  of  water  quality 
standards  (designed  to  protect  the  Everglades)  will  require  a  budget  increase  of  $692,000  in  Water  Resource 
Management.  The  majority  of  this  funding  is  needed  to  establish  a  surface  water  quality  monitoring  network  on 
Tribal  lands,  which  comprise  approximately  one-third  of  the  Everglades  ecosystem.  This  funding  should  be 
specifically  designated  for  the  Miccosukee  Tribe,  since  the  Miccosukee  Tribe  is  the  only  tribe  with  lands  inside 
the  Everglades  Protection  Area. 

•Real  Estate  Services  -  manages  264,150  acres  of  tribal  lands,  mostly  wetlands.   In  the  ten  years  this 
program  has  been  in  operation,  we  have  grown  from  managing  4  leases  (1  grazing  lease,  1  oil  lease,  and  2 
pipeline  Right  of  Ways),  to  overseeing  development  on  tribal  lands,  acquisition  of  Section  404  Dredge  &  fill 
Permits  in  fulfillment  of  development  in  wetleind  areas  (for  homes  as  well  as  economic  development 
initiatives),  recreational  hunting  camps  management,  lease  administration  for  cellular  telephone  towers, 
billboards,  grazing,  oil,  and  pipeline  ROWs.  Tribal  lands  have  expanded  through  acquisition.   Regulations, 
such  as  NEPA  compliance.  Section  404  Permits  mitigation  compliance,  EPA  regulations  for  USTs,  Solid  Waste 
atid  f>rli^  eiiVffonmental  programs  greatly  increase  the  burden  to  this  program.  To  ensure  prudent  and  effective 
management  of  our  lands,  an  additional  $90,000  is  required. 

"  Social  Scr\'iccs  -  coordinates  and  provides  services  to  all  age  sectors  of  the  community  due  to  isolation 
and  distance  from  other  social  services  programs  in  the  Dade  County  area,  our  program  contacts  and 
communicates  with  the  service  sites  in  Miami  for  the  many  people  in  our  community  who  do  not  have  access  to 
telephones  or  transportation;  or  who  lack  the  English  skills  necessary  to  effectively  communicate  with  those 
service  providers.   Currently,  funding  is  available  to  staff  only  one  staff  person  to  provide  all  the  services 
required  by  the  community  as  well  as  the  various  programs  such  as  Head  Start,  the  tribal  court,  Indian  Child 
Welfare,  Day  Care,  and  Elderly  Services.  To  effectively  meet  the  increased  needs  —  including:    court-ordered 
social  services  for  minor  offenders;  coordination  of  services  to  elderly  and  homebound  clients;  parenting  classes 
for  young  parents  —  will  require  an  additional  $70,000. 

BIA  Education.  The  Tribe  strongly  supports  the  recommended  funding  level  for  the  Indian  School 
Equalization  Formula  which  projects  an  unprecedented  $3008  per  Weighted  Student  Unit  (WSU).   If  the 
projections  hold  true,  this  would  be  the  first  time  the  WSU  base  for  Bureau-funded  schools  would  exceed  $3000, 
although  still  short  of  the  S3,499/WSU  recommended  by  the  ISEP  Task  Force  in  1991. 

The  $3.5  million  increase  for  School  Facilities  Operation  and  Maintenance  would  do  no  more  than 
maintain  the  current  level  of  funding  which  is  already  28%  less  than  need.  This  means  that  over  one-quarter  of 
the  required  maintenance  on  these  federally-owned  buildings  cannot  be  done.  At  Miccosukee,  we  have  had  to 
supplement  this  program  in  salaries  and  program  costs  for  the  upkeep  and  maintenance  of  our  school  buildings 
and  gymnasium 

Native  Americaji  Fish  and  Wildlife  Society.   Funded  under  Other  Recurring  Funds/Wildlife  and  Parks 
-  Tribal  Management/Development  Programs,  is  a  national  Native  American  organization  whoso  goal  is  to 
promote  with  tribes  the  sound  use  and  management  of  their  natural  resources.  Tlie  Administration  seeks  to 
reduce  the  funding  for  the  Society  by  50%  to  a  $236,000  FY1996  funding  level.  The  Miccosukee  Tribe  joins  the 
United  South  and  Eastern  Tribes,  which  by  resolution,  urged  that  Congress  maintain  the  FY1995  funding  level 
for  this  vital  organization. 

Consultation  in  BIA  Streamlining.  We  fully  support  the  Administration's  recent  decision  to  place  the 
BIA  streamlining  effort  on  a  one-year  moratorium  and  to  require  tribal  participation  in  the  development  of  a 
new  plan  during  this  period.  We  concur  that  the  Bureau  should  work  to  become  more  efficient  and  effective. 
However,  the  Miccosukee  Tribe,  as  well  as  the  members  of  the  United  South  and  Eastern  Tribes,  Inc.,  cannot 
support  a  plan  which  would  either  eliminate  entirely  or  transfer  the  functions  of  Eastern  Area  Office.  This 
office  serves  over  20  tribes  from  Maine  to  Florida.  It  covers  a  greater  area  and  serves  more  tribes  than  any  other 
BIA  Area  Office. 


727 

INDIAN  HEALTH  SERVICE 

IHS  Contract  Medical  Care.  We  bring  to  your  attention  that  of  the  proposed  $22.1  million 
programmatic  increase  to  the  IHS  Contract  Medical  Care  program,  only  $2.5  million  is  an  actual  increase.   Even 
at  the  requested  level,  these  funds  would  meet  only  5%  of  the  reported  70,000  cases  of  deferred  services. 

The  IHS  contract  medical  care  program  has  been  severely  impacted  by:  increased  need,  skyrocketing 
costs  for  health  care,  and  increased  transportation  costs.  Since  we  are  in  a  rural  area,  amd  many  of  our  people 
have  limited  English  proficiency,  our  health  program  must  provide  transportation  and  staff  to  interpret  for 
patients.  Our  people  have  become  more  accepting  of  the  non-traditional  forms  of  medical  care,  and  are  seeking 
services  more  frequently.   This  means  that  more  tribal  members  with  serious  illnesses  (cancer,  rcnnl  failure, 
dinbctcs,  etc  ),  are  being  diagnosed  and  must  be  scheduled  for  treatment.  We  are  faced  with  a  user  rate  two  to 
three  time.-;  higher  than  previous  years.   We  also  face  increased  catastrophic  illness  costs  which  overwhelm 
our  limited  resources.  Thus,  for  the  past  12  years,  the  Miccosukee  Tribe  has  operated  under  a  priority  system 
ivhereby  many  preventive  medical  procedures  have  been  suspended  in  order  for  the  more  serious  conditions  to  be 
taken  care  of  first.   Still,  the  Tribe  has  to  subsidize  the  health  care  costs  of  the  community  because  our  IHS 
funds  are  usually  exhausted  by  the  end  of  the  third  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year.  The  Miccosukee  Tribe  urges  the 
Committee  to  increase  the  funding  level  of  the  Contract  Medical  Care  component  to  a  level  which  can  keep  pace 
with  inflation  and  need. 

Unfortunately,  there  are  only  so  many  Tribal  dollars  —  Jind  each  dollar  used  to  subsidize  one  critical 
area  such  as  health  care,  is  a  dollar  taken  from  another  area,  such  as  educational  programs  for  our  young 
people,  health  prevention,  and  a  variety  of  social  services  programs.   In  short,  we  are  constantly  having  to 
weigh  priorities  based  on  the  greater  needs  of  our  people.   With  limited  Tribal  dollars,  many  less  critical  but 
lUMictliclcis  important  programs  and  services  that  are  necessary  to  the  continued  growth  and  development  of 
the  Tribe,  fall  by  the  wayside. 

Contract  Support  Funds.  The  Miccosukee  Tribe  appreciates  that  the  FY1996  budget  requests  show 
increases  of  $6.5  and  $8  million  to  the  BIA  and  IHS  Contract  Support  funds  respectively.  But,  we  must  point 
out  that  these  amounts  will  still  not  meet  the  full  need.   In  fact,  IHS  has  already  notified  the  tribes  of  an 
anticipated  substantial  shortfall  in  fulfilling  the  FY1995  contract  support  costs  for  the  existing  negotiated 
commitments.  TTie  BIA  has,  for  the  past  two  years,  funded  our  conh'act  support  needs  at  an  averaged  rate  of 
85%.  In  spite  of  repeated  assurances  to  the  tribes  that  assumption  of  control  over  these  federal  programs  would 
come  with  full  fmancial  support,  we  have  suffered  a  financial  penalty.  The  BIA  is  now  suggesting  that  tribes 
u-ith  contract  support  shortfalls  must  reprogram  within  their  already  stretched  Tribal  Priority  Allocation 
funds  to  cover  these  shortfalls.  Tribes  cannot  continue  to  be  expected  to  operate  BIA  and  IHS  programs  at  the 
cost  of  reduced  services  to  their  people. 

Wp  recommend  that  the  Committee  work  witli  the  agencies  to  ensure  that  sufficient  funds  are  included 
in  the  FY1996  contract  support  budget  to  satisfy  the  requirements  specified  in  section  106(a)(2)  of  the  Indian 
Self-Uotcrmination  Act.   Further,  the  agencies  should  be  required  to  report  not  only  the  contract  support 
shortages  for  the  current  and  previous  year  (as  they  are  required  to  do  currently)  but  also  what  the  anticipated  • 
requirements  are  for  the  next  appropriations  year. 

On  behalf  of  the  Miccosukee  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Florida,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  share  our 
views  with  the  Committee. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MOHEGAN  TRIBE 

The  Mohegan  Tribe  of  Connecticut  wishes  to  submit  this  written  statement 
regarding  the  Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  requests  for  programs  in 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the  Indian  Health  Service.   We  have  two  specific 
requests: 

•  We  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  support  the  requested  $1,034,000  for  the 
Mohegan  Tribe  in  "New  Tribes"  funding  In  the  BIA.  and 

•  We  request  that  the  Subcommittee  provide  an  addiUonal  increase  above  the 
proposed  $2,500,000  increase  for  Contract  Care  in  IHS.  a  portion  of  which  is 
proposed  to  be  used  to  establish  medical  services  for  newly-recognized  tribes  like 
the  Mohegan  Nation. 

The  Mohegan  Tribe  of  Connecticut  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  submit 
this  statement  to  the  Subcommittee.    FY1996  is  the  first  year  the  Mohegan  Tribe 
can  join  other  tribes  to  comment  on  the  budget  proposal  for  Indian  programs  as  a 
sovereign  tribal  nation  possessing  a  govemment-to-govemment  relationship  with 
the  United  States. 
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Just  one  year  ago.  on  March  7,  1994.  Assistant  Secretary  for  Indicin  Affairs 
Ada  Deer  issued  a  positive  determination  that  the  extensive  documentation  we  had 
submitted  to  the  Branch  of  Acknowledgment  and  Research  sufficiently  proved  that 
the  Tribe  met  all  seven  criteria  for  acknowledgment,  and  so  concluded  that  the 
Mohegan  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Connecticut  is  em  Indian  tribe  recognized  by  the 
United  States.    This  positive  determination  of  our  tribal  status  beccime  effective  on 
May  14.  1994. 

After  the  Assistant  Secretary's  decision,  our  lifetime  Chief,  Ralph  Sturges, 
approached  then-Governor  Lowell  P.  Weicker  on  behaJf  of  the  Tribe  to  commence 
discussions  to  resolve  the  Tribe's  lawsuit  against  the  State  of  Connecticut,  which 
sought  compensation  for  and  return  of  certain  lands  held  by  the  State  within  the 
area  in  which  the  Tribe  has  resided  from  time  Immemorial,  and  which  had  been 
set  apart  as  a  reservation  for  the  Mohegan  Tribe  by  the  colonial  predecessor  of  the 
State  of  Connecticut.    We  succeeded  in  reaching  a  global  agreement  resolving  all  of 
the  issues  bet\veen  the  State  of  Connecticut  and  the  Mohegan  Tribe,  which  was 
e.xecuted  on  May  17.  1994.    Congressional  approval  of  the  agreement  --  which 
provided,  among  other  things,  for  the  establishment  of  a  federal  Indian 
reservation  --  was  enacted  later  last  year  as  the  Mohegan  Nation  of  Connecticut 
Land  Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1994.  Public  Law  103-377. 

BIA  "New  Tribes "  Funding.    As  one  of  the  tribes  most  recently  acknowledged 
as  a  federally  recognized  Indian  tribe,  we  are  very  pleased  that  the  President's  BIA 
budget  request  for  FY  1996  proposes  "New  Tribes"  funding  in  the  amount  of 
$1,034,000  for  the  Mohegan  Tribe.    The  Tribe  is  eager  to  begin  to  contract  for 
services  to  provide  for  the  needs  of  our  members,  currently  numbering  1,066 
enrolled  members.    We  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  Administration  has 
recommended  "New  Tribes"  for  us  in  such  a  timely  fashion,  and  strongly  urge 
Congress  to  support  the  overall  total  of  $8.5  million  for  "New  Tribes"  within  the 
Tribal  Priority  Allocations  account. 

Since  federal  recognition,  the  Tribe  has  updated  our  by-laws  and 
constitution,  and  is  considering  a  number  of  new  programs  for  which  we  hope  to 
contract  under  the  Indian  Self-Determination  Act.    Our  Tribe  intends  to  develop 
its  governmental  infrastructure  with  its  "New  Tribes"  funding  in  preparation  for 
Sclf-Determination.    In  FY1996.  the  Tribe  will  develop  the  areas  of  general 
administration,  finance,  human  services,  amd  planning  and  development  as  part  of 
this  capacity  building  program. 

During  the  first  year.  90%  of  our  "New  Tribes "  funding  will  be  allocated  to 
the  development  of  administration  and  10%  to  program  services.    The  Tribal 
Manager  will  work  on  developing  a  five-year  strategic  plan,  and  be  responsible  for 
developing  and  implementing  the  goals  of  our  tribal  government.    Our  current  staff 
will  be  expanded  to  include  a  Comptroller  who  will  report  directly  to  the  Tribal 
Manager.    In  addition,  under  general  administration,  the  Tribe  will  continue 
working  with  its  membership  to  develop  job  skills  for  the  successful  employment 
of  all  tribal  members  within  its  government  or  business  ventures. 

"New  Tribes"  funding  for  planning  and  development  will  be  used  in  three 
primary  areas:    economic  development,  cultural  resources,  and  natural  resources. 
It  is  vital  for  us  to  preserve  our  culture  and  our  environment  in  all  aspects  of 
development,  and  both  will  be  incorporated  in  the  development  of  our  housing 
and  new  opportunities  for  income  generation. 

Additionally,  the  Tribe  will  dedicate  a  percentage  of  its  funding  and  staff  to 
the  development  of  its  human  services  program.    In  the  first  year,  we  will  focus  on 
providing  general  welfare  programs  under  social  services  and  child  welfare. 

IHS  "New  Tribes '  Funding.    With  respect  to  the  Indian  Health  Service,  we 
note  that  there  is  a  requested  increase  of  $2.5  million  to  Contract  Care  for 
deferred  services  and  to  provide  medical  services  to  newly-recognized  tribes. 
While  we  appreciate  this  proposed  increase,  we  are  unclear  exactly  what  portion 
of  the  additional  $2.5  million  will  be  used  for  new  tribes  and  what  amount  will  be 
used  to  address  deferred  services.    Because  Mohegan  is  just  one  of  some  six  tribes 
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whose  tribal  status  was  recognized  or  restored  in  the  past  year,  we  are  concerned 
tliat  the  requested  $2.5  million  will  not  be  sufficient  to  begin  to  address  the 
health  services  needs  of  newly  recognized  tribes.    For  this  reason,  we  would  urge 
Congress  to  provide  additional  funds  for  new  tribes  in  the  Contract  Care  account. 

In  fact,  we  estimate  that  $2.5  million  would  be  needed  annually  to  provide 
services  through  contractual  agreements  emd  on-site  treatment  for  the  Mohegan 
Tribe  alone.    On  February  3,  1995,  the  Tribe  submitted  to  the  Indian  Health 
Service  a  preliminary  health  contract  proposal.    We  are  working  with  IHS  staff 
concerning  our  requests  for  funding  to  establish  a  health  facility  for  tribal 
members  and  individuals  with  close  socio-economic  ties  to  the  Tribe.    Our  health 
rare  proposal  is  designed  to  offer  medical  treatment  on-site  and  through 
contractual  services.    We  have  proposed  operating  a  facility  in  Southeastern 
Connecticut  with  a  service  area  encompassing  the  entire  state.    We  included  in  our 
proposal  to  IHS  a  limitation  for  participation  restricting  use  of  our  health  service 
to  those  with  close  socio-economic  ties  to  the  Tribe,  since  we  currently  have 
1.066  members  and  anticipate  that  the  Tribe  will  reach  1,500  in  the  near  future. 

The  Tribe's  demographics  include  15  new  children  added  to  our  tribal  rolls 
in  1995.  to  date:  388  tribal  members  under  the  age  of  17;  and  98  tribal  members 
over  the  age  of  55.    Since  approximately  one-half  of  the  tribal  membership 
consists  of  youth  and  elders,  those  populations  will  be  the  focus  of  services 
provided  through  IHS. 

Our  goal  to  provide  supportive  care  for  all  members  of  our  Tribe  embraces 
the  tradition  of  revering  and  caring  for  our  elders.    This  is  our  first  and  foremost 
priority.    Our  elders  are  the  most  likely  to  experience  the  need  for  assistance  and 
the  most  likely  to  be  reticent  about  seeking  assistance.    Health  care  should 
automatical!)'  be  provided  to  them  once  a  need  is  identified.    Medical  assistance 
on-site  will  be  provided,  and  the  elderly  will  have  access  to  home  health  care, 
allowing  for  follow-up  treatment  and  intervention.    Function  limitations,  such  as 
difficulty  walking,  bathing  and  dressing,  and  the  nutritional  needs  of  elders  would 
be  addressed  through  this  program. 

In  addition  to  the  focus  on  the  elders,  the  Tribe  will  focus  on  a  well  baby 
program,  including  prenatal  emd  postpartum  care  and  inoculations.    With  a 
population  size  of  more  thcun  1,000,  it  is  expected  that  the  Tribe  may  have  as  many 
as  30  births  per  year.    Since  this  impacts  the  future  of  the  Tribe,  we  are  intent  on 
pro\iding  adequate  medical  coverage  equal  to  that  received  by  non-Indian 
children. 

Our  goal  is  to  operate  a  health  center  by  FY  1996  in  order  to  provide  such 
services  as  on-site  physicals;  training  and  education  programs:  clinics  which 
would  offer  blood  pressure,  cholesterol  and  diabetes  screenings:  contractual 
services  for  medical,  dental,  laboratory,  emergency  and  pharmaceutical  services; 
mental  health  and  substance  abuse  programs;  community  nursing;  and  nutrition 
programs.    For  this  reason,  we  request  that  Congress  provide  additional  funds  for 
the  Mohegan  Tribe  through  the  IHS  Contract  Care  program. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  our  FY1996  funding  requests. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  NAHB  RESEARCH  CENTER,  SUBSIDIARY  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  HOME  BUILDERS 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

The  NAHB  Research  Center  is  a  wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  the  National  Association  of  Home 
Builders.  NAHB  established  the  Research  Center  in  1964.  Our  function  is  to  keep  U.S.  home 
building  closely  tied  to  new  technology  and  changing  needs. 
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The  link  between  home  building  and  the  efforts  of  DOE  to  conserve  energy  are  very  direct,  and 
the  energy  savings  that  can  be  achieved  are  very  great.  Turning  the  potential  into  reality  requires 
action  in  two  areas: 

First,  research  must  be  done  on  the  growing  array  of  new  materials  and  techniques, 
to  identify  those  that  can  really  contribute  to  energy  conservation. 

•  Second,  when  useful  new  technologies  are  identified,  programs  are  needed  to  bring 
them  into  the  home  building  mainstream.  This  involves  highly  visible 
demonstrations,  education  of  home  builders,  and  elimination  of  obstacles  such  as  the 
absence  of  uniform  procedures  and  outdated  regulatory  barriers. 

The  Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Program  (REEP) 

In  DOE's  1993  budget.  Congress  provided  funding  that  resulted  in  the  creation  and  launching  of 
a  national  Residential  Energy  Efficiency  Program.  This  program  is  operated  through  the  National 
Renewable  Energy  Laboratory  with  the  support  of  our  parent  organization,  the  National 
Association  of  Home  Builders.  In  the  program,  the  Research  Center  provides  services  to  assist 
home  builders  to  construct  and  market  energy-efficient  homes.  These  services  include  technology 
transfer  programs,  demonstrations,  market  research,  and  a  builder  recognition  program. 

Tlie  technology  transfer  programs,  delivered  through  local  Home  Builders  Associations 
(HBAs),  are  available  to  builders  through  their  local  HBAs.   Subjects  include: 

Frost-Protected  Shallow  Foundations  (FPSFs).  This  type  of  foundation  reduces 
construction  and  energy  costs  by  using  insulation  to  prevent  freezing  damage  to 
foundations. 

•  Ground  Source  Heat  Pumps.  This  technology  takes  advantage  of  the  steady  temperature 
of  the  earth  --  about  55  degrees  F  in  both  winter  and  summer  -  to  heat  and  cool  the 
house.  The  technology  transfer  programs  in  this  area  include  a  builder  workshop,  a 
certification  workshop  for  installers,  an  "open  house"  presentation  to  homeowners,  and 
a  mini-trade  show. 

Gas  Engine  Heat  Pumps.  In  this  program,  builders  learn  about  the  installation, 
operation,  and  marketing  potential  of  this  highly  innovative  technology. 

•  Optimum  Value  Engineering  (OVE).  OVE's  "reduced  lumber  framing  methods"  offer 
savings  in  both  energy  and  construction  costs.  This  program  demonstrates  OVE  methods 
and  breaks  down  perceived  barriers  to  their  use. 

•  Introduction  to  Quality.  This  program  introduces  builders  to  the  concepts  and  practice 
of  total  quality  construction,  including  methods  for  making  energy  efficiency  part  of  the 
value  package. 

The  Advanced  Housing  Technology  Program 

The  Research  Center's  Advanced  Housing  Technology  Program  is  sponsored  by  Oak  Ridge 
National  Laboratory  (ORNR)  and  DOE.  In  this  program,  the  Research  Center  analyzes  products 
and  systems  that  are  currently  on  the  edge  of  the  marketplace,  and  that  show  high  promise  for 
improving  home  building,  including  energy  efficiency. 

Products  studied  in  this  program  that  the  Research  Center  has  found  effective  for  improving 
home  performance  include: 

•  Spray-Applied  Foam  Insulation.  This  product  shows  promise  for  increasing  the 
efficiency  of  insulating  modular  housing,  and  existing  homes  and  buildings.  The  product 
does  not  utilize  ozone-depleting  CFCs  or  HCFCs. 
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•  Ceiling  Radiant  Panels.  Research  Center  tests  show  that  these  panels  deliver  levels  of 
thermal  comfort  comparable  to  that  provided  by  forced  air  and  heat  pump  systems,  with 
significant  energy  savings. 

Plastic  Composite  Material.  This  material,  made  with  recycled  fly  ash,  has  promising 
uses  that  include  structural  beams  and  rot-resistant  decking. 

The  21st  Century  Townhouses 

Building  research  homes  in  the  NAHB  National  Research  Home  Park  is  a  major  feature  of  the 
Research  Center's  program  for  improving  home  building.  We  are  currently  building  four 
research  townhou.ses,  called  the  21st  Century  Townhouses.  These  houses  will  feature  products 
and  systems  that  refiect  two  themes  --  alternatives  to  lumber  in  home  construction,  and  advanced 
energy  efficiency. 

Energy-efficient  products  being  used  in  building  of  one  or  more  of  the  townhouses  include: 

•  Cast-in-Place  Concrete  Foundation  and  Wall  System.  This  system  employs  stackable 
plastic  blocks  with  hollow  cores.  When  the  blocks  have  been  stacked  up  to  form  the 
foundation  and/or  wall,  concrete  is  poured  into  the  hollow  cores,  forming  a  highly  energy- 
efficient  "sandwich"  of  concrete,  interior  insulation,  and  extenor  insulation. 

•  Aerated  Concrete  Units.  These  units  are  lightweight,  make  use  of  less  material,  and  can 
be  cut  with  a  handsaw.  In  addition  to  using  this  product  to  form  the  foundation  and  walls 
of  one  of  the  townhouses,  the  Research  Center  will  test  its  energy  properties  in  the 
Advanced  Housing  Technology  Program. 

•  Factory-made  Panels.  These  panels  consist  of  a  foam-core  center  clad  on  both  sides 
with  oriented  strandboard,  which  is  made  from  "junk  trees."   Energy  efficiency  is  high. 

Photovoltaics 

Photovoltaics  (PV)  is  the  conversion  of  sunlight  into  electricity.  It  is  one  of  the  most 
environmentally  safe  and  desirable  forms  of  renewable  energy.  With  DOE  funding,  the  Research 
Center  is  conducting  a  major  program  to  foster  the  development  of  building-integrated 
photovoltaic  products  and  systems,  and  to  help  bring  them  into  the  marketplace. 

Energy  Value  Housing  Awards 

The  Research  Center  is  in  the  process  of  creating  an  Energy  Value  Housing  Award,  which  will 
recognize  builders  who  incorporate  energy  efficiency  into  the  homes  that  they  build.  Plans  call 
for  high  visibility  of  the  award,  involving  one  or  more  major  national  magazines,  and  sponsorship 
by  leading  manufacturers  of  building  products. 

DOE  and  Energy  Savings  in  Housing 

We  strongly  encourage  Congress  and  DOE  to  expand  their  work  in  the  field  of  energy 
conservation  with  the  industry  that  produces  housing.  The  National  Association  of  Home 
Builders  and  the  NAHB  Research  Center  wish  to  work  with  DOE  and  Congress  to  increase  the 
energy  efficiency  of  homes  and  home  building,  and  to  achieve  the  great  energy  savings  that  can 
be  realized  through  research,  technology  transfer,  and  marketplace  acceptance  of  valuable 
innovation. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  NARRAGANSETT  INDIAN  TRIBE 

On  behalf  of  the  2,000  members  of  the  Narragansett  Indian  Tribe,  we  submit  our 
views  on  the  President's  FY1996  Interior  budget.  We  achieved  Federal  recognition  in 
1983.   Since  recognition,  we  have  contracted  13  BIA-funded  programs  and  an  IHS 
health  service  program  under  the  Indian  Self-Determination  Act.    We  submit  our 
statement  in  support  of  the  President's  recommended  increases  in  his  FY1996  budget 
request  to  Congress  for  programs  of  the  BIA  and  IHS  and  urge  Congress  to  support 
these  increases.    We  also  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  provide  a  general  increase  over  the 
President's  request  to  the  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  (TPA)  account  in  the  BIA  budget  by 
$20  Million  Dollars.   We  would  allocate  our  share  of  this  general  increase  to: 

1)  assist  in  establishing  a  24  hour  law  enforcement  program  ($785,797); 

2)  decrease  the  gap  in  unmet  need  for  tuition  funding  for  our  students  ($130,363); 

3)  decrease  contract  support  shortfalls  in  BIA-funded  programs  ($84,000). 

We  realize  that  the  Interior  budget  outlook  for  1996  is  bleak,  but  that  fact  does  not 
alter  the  day-to-day  needs  of  our  Tribe,  it  only  heightens  the  importance  of  achieving 
economic  self-sufficiency.   The  Tribal  Council  may  well  have  to  cut  existing  programs 
in  order  provide  additional  funds  for  tribal  priorities.     Congress  has  recognized  that  if 
tribes  are  to  succeed  in  attracting  economic  development  to  reservations,  they  must 
first  put  in  place  the  necessary  infrastructures. 

BIA  APPROPRIATIONS 

1.  Law  Enforcement  on  the  Reservation  is  Needed  because  of  HUD  Housing. 

Community  Center,  and  Outpatient  Health  Clinic  Construction  and  Economic 
Development 

We  have  a  contract  with  the  BIA  to  carry  out  law  enforcement  services  on  our 
Resen-ation,  but  we  have  no  funds  to  carry  it  out.  In  1992,  we  received  a  $7,000  increase 
to  our  BIA  direct  program  base  to  conduct  a  feasibility  study  on  the  need  for  and  scope 
of  a  tribal  law  enforcement  program.   Based  on  our  plans  for  tribal  housing  (funded  by  a 
HUD  grant),  a  community  center  (funded  by  a  HUD  grant),  health  clinic  (funded  by  a 
private  bank  loan)  and  economic  development  we  planned  to  bring  to  the  Reservation, 
we  found  that  law  enforcement  was  essential.   In  1993,  we  contracted  with  the  BIA  to 
perform  law  enforcement  services  through  1995  and  used  discretionary  funds  to 
establish  a  six-month  budget.  We  wish  to  renew  the  contract,  but  we  never  received 
direct  program  funds  from  the  BIA  to  perform  the  contract,  only  a  $2,000  increase  over 
the  the  initial  base  funding  (for  the  feasibility  study).   Last  year,  our  125  year  old  church 
was  destroyed  by  an  arson's  fire.   No  arrest  has  been  made.  An  on-Reservation  police 
force  could  have  deterred  this  crime. 

In  order  to  staff,  equip  and  operate  a  24  hour  law  enforcement  program  for 
FY1996  (three  shifts  with  two  patrolmen  per  shift,  one  part-time  reserve  officer  and 
dispatchers),  the  Tribe  requires  $785,797. 

Our  need  for  a  law  enforcement  program  is  justified  by  the  restoration  of  the 
Reservation  as  the  center  for  the  tribal  community.    We  have  an  immediate  need  for 
law  enforcement  services  for  three  construction  projects  in  various  stages  of 
development  to  patrol  the  construction  sites  after  working  hours  and  on  weekends. 
Once  this  construction  is  completed,  and  tribal  members  move  into  the  housing 
development,  our  law  enforcement  program  will  need  to  expand  to  a  24  hour  service  to 
work  in  conjunction  with  State  and  local  police.   In  1995,  we  will  see  completion  of  the 
following: 

(a)        HUD  Housing  Project  -  A  $4.18  million  HUD  housing  project  is  partially 
completed  with  twelve  (12)  of  our  fifty  (50)  planned  homes  complete  and  ready  for 
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occupancy  by  September,  1995.     We  have  thousands  of  dollars  worth  of  equipment  on 
the  site  which  must  be  properly  safeguarded.   Tribal  members  patrol  the  site  at  night, 
being  paid  from  whatever  extra  funding  we  can  find. 

(b)  Patrol  Services  for  Multi-Purpose  Community  Center  -  A  $600,000  Four 
Winds  Community  Center  project,  located  on  our  Reservation,  will  have  two  of  its 
four  wings  ready  for  occupancy  within  ninety  days.  We  are  establishing  a  day  care 
center  which  will  care  for  50  children  per  day,  a  senior  citizen  meals  program  which 
will  provide  hot  meals  to  25  -  50  tribal  elders  per  day,  a  Headstart  program  which  will 
serve  25  -  40  children  per  day  and  a  traditional  culture  program.   We  expect  to  finish  the 
other  two  wings  by  December.  These  wings  will  house  a  supervised  adult  day  care 
center  for  senior  citizens  and  a  meeting  place  for  teens  and  young  adults. 

(c)  Out-Patient  Health  Clinic  -  Backed  by  a  90  percent  loan  guarantee  from 
the  BIA,  we  have  obtained  a  private  bank  loan  to  finance  construction  of  an  out-patient 
health  clinic  on  the  Reservation.  We  have  a  budget  of  $600,000  and  construction  will 
begin  within  the  next  ninety  days,  with  a  completion  date  of  December,  1995.     By 
centralizing  the  delivery  of  health  care  services  (using  area  physicians,  dentists  and 
other  medical  professionals)  we  will  save  health  care  dollars  and  serve  our  members 
more  effectively.     Once  properly  trained,  tribal  police  will  also  serve  to  supplement 
emergency  service  personnel. 

d)         Eligibility  for  Other  Federal  and  State  Grants  --  If  the  Tribe  had  a  viable  law 
enforcement  program,  we  would  become  eligible  for  funding  from  grants  from  other 
Departments,  such  as  the  Department  of  Justice  grant,  "Cops  More."  To  be  eligible  for 
the  grant  a  tribal  government  must  have  sworn  law  enforcement  officers,  which 
includes  officers  trained  by  the  BIA  under  an  Indian  Self-Determination  contract.   We 
are  trying  to  locate  alternate  sources  of  funding,  but  require  a  base  level  of  funding. 

2.  Education  (Scholarships  $130.363) 

This  year  50  tribal  students  enrolled  at  accredited  colleges  are  benefitting  from 
BIA  scholarships.    None  of  our  graduate  students  to  date  have  received  scholarships 
because  funding  the  undergraduate  students  is  our  first  priority  and  graduate  students 
are  awarded  funds  only  if  there  are  remaining  funds.   Our  students  are  enrolled  at  such 
colleges  as  the  University  of  Rhode  Island,  Rhode  Island  College,  Community  College 
of  Rhode  Island,  Notre  Dame,  University  of  Massachusetts  at  Boston  and  at  Amherst, 
Tufts,  Mercy  College,  William  Patterson  College  and  Howard  University.   Our  children 
are  our  greatest  natural  resources  and  they  are  succeeding  tremendously.   We  have  a 
high  school  drop-out  rate  of  almost  zero.    When  tuition  fees  continue  to  rise,  our 
ability  to  serve  our  children  declines.  Once  they  leam  success,  they  keep  at  it.  We  want 
to  encourage  them  in  this  endeavor. 

Tuition  and  fees  for  our  students  total  $486,879  for  the  academic  year  1994-95. 
Students  cover  $294,122,  leaving  an  unmet  need  of  $192,757.   BIA  scholarships  total 
$62,394.   This  leaves  a  total  unmet  need  of  $130,363.  In  1996,  our  need  for  tuition 
assistance  will  increase  by  13%.   Our  students  are  eligible  for  BIA  scholarships  only  after 
they  have  exhausted  all  other  funding  sources.   Consequently,  the  figure  for  our  unmet 
educational  need  is  arrived  at  after  exhausting  all  education  funding  sources.   We  seek 
additional  BIA  Education  Scholarship  funding  to  cover  this  unmet  need. 

3.  BIA  ($84.000)  and  IHS  ($153.963)  Contract  Support  Costs  Shortfalls  (S237.963) 

The  obligation  of  the  Federal  government  to  pay  "contract  support"  costs  to 
Indian  tribes  and  tribal  organizations  contracting  programs  under  the  Indian  Self- 
Determination  Act  (P.L.  93-638)  was  further  clarified  and  reinforced  by  Congress  in  1994. 
As  long  as  tribes  and  tribal  organizations  are  administering  BIA-  and  IHS-funded 
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programs  under  the  Indian  Self-Determination  Act,  there  will  be  a  greater  demand  for 
contract  support  funds.   Tribes  and  tribal  organizations  must  have  sufficient  funds  to 
operate  and  administer  contracts  to  effectively  implement  the  Act.   The  BIA  funded 
only  81%  of  our  1994  negotiated  indirect  cost  rate.  It  is  more  than  likely  that  we  will 
find  ourselves  in  the  same  position  this  year. 

We  urge  this  Committee  not  to  place  an  arbitrary  cap  on  the  funding  of  "contract 
support"  costs  because  such  a  cap  would  necessarily  discourage  tribal  administration  of 
programs  and  lead  to  a  reversion  of  contracts  to  the  federal  government  rather  than 
being  performed  by  the  Tribe.  We  support  the  President's  budget  and  request  that 
Congress  increase  it  to  fully  fund  indirect  cost  requirements  of  contracting  tribes. 
Contract  support  costs  pay  for  our  tribal  Administrator,  tribal  Finance  Director, 
accountants,  auditors  and  other  professionals  who  ensure  that  all  our  programs  are 
administered  properly.   Please  do  not  shortchange  these  vital  services.   By  doing  so 
Congress  is  making  the  task  of  proper  administration  more  difficult.   Thank  you. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  FOR  STATE 
COMMUNITY  SERVICES  PROGRAMS 

The  National  Association  for  State  Community  Services  Programs  (NASCSP)  is  the  national 
organization  that  represents  the  state  directors  of  the  Weatherization  Assistance  Program. 

We  recognize  and  thank  this  subcommittee  for  the  bipartisan  support  you  have  provided  for  the 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program.  In  a  time  of  great  skepticism  about  the  effectiveness  of 
public  programs,  Weatherization  is  an  example  of  a  federal/state/community  partnership 
that  returns  more  value  than  the  taxpayer  invests,  and  delivers  measurable  and  long-lasting 
results. 

Invesmient  is  the  key  word  that  describes  federal  dollars  spent  in  the  weatherization  program. 
When  the  1989  Weatherization  Assistance  Program  was  evaluated  by  the  Oak  Ridge  National 
Laboratory  (ORNL).  Oak  Ridge  demonstrated  that  for  every  $1.  invested,  the  program  paid  back 
$1.72  in  energy  savings.  Since  1989.  the  program  has  been  using  new  audits  that  identify  the 
most  cost  effective  measures  to  install.  We  are  confident  that  nationally  the  savings  are  now 
over  two  dollars  for  every  one  dollar  invested,  and  in  the  next  five  years,  the  return  on 
every  dollar  invested  will  be  three.   Our  goals  are  attainable. 

Based  on  the  ORNL  evaluation  we  know  that  Weatherization.  in  1989,  saved  the  average  low- 
income  family  18%  on  their  energy  bill,  or  just  over  $150.  per  year.  But  many  states  saved 
much  more  five  years  ago  and  all  save  more  today.  In  North  Carolina  the  state  has 
demonstrated  savings  of  27%  which  represents  a  savings  of  $292.  toward  a  low-income 
household's  fuel  bill.  The  savings  continue  to  accumulate  over  the  life  of  the  weatherization 
investment.  North  Carolina  is  not  an  anomaly,  a  number  of  states  have  comparable 
performances. 

One  measure  of  achievement  of  this  program  that  may  have  escaped  this  subcommittee's  notice 
is  the  fact  that  it  reduces  carbon  emissions  and  significantly  helps  in  the  achievement  of  climate 
change  treaty  obligations.  Studies  by  ORNL  indicate  that  emissions  are  reduced  by  upwards 
of  60.000  metric  tons  per  year  for  each  year's  weatherized  units.  Weatherization  is  as  least 
as  effective  as  some  other  programs  addressing  climate  change. 

The  Weatherization  Assistance  Program  creates  and  sustains  jobs.  For  each  million  dollars 
invested  in  the  program,  52  people  are  directly  employed  for  one  year  and  an  additional  22 
jobs  are  indirectly  supported.  More  than  half  the  direct  hires  are  private  sector  contractor  jobs. 
All  22  indirect  jobs  are  in  retail,  manufacturing  and  service. 

If  you  fund  the  program  at  the  President's  FV  1996  requested  level  of  $229  million,  these  funds 
will  produce  over  16.000  weatherized  homes  nationwide,  will  support  17,000  jobs  and  will  save 
2  trillion  British  Thermal  Units  (Btus)  of  energy  in  the  first  year. 
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The  Weatherization  network  has  been  the  leader  in  developing  technologies  that  are  now  being 
used  in  the  private  sector  for  energy  conservation.  Major  examples  of  this  technology  transfer 
are  the  use  of  computerized  audits,  investment  protocols,  blower-doors  for  the  identification  of 
air  sealing,  the  use  of  high  density  cellulose  and  the  use  of  specialized  instrumentation  to 
detennine  the  results  of  the  weatherization  process.  Many  of  these  technologies  have  been 
adopted  by  utility  programs  as  they  develop  their  own  energy  conservation  programs. 

State  WAP  programs  have  also  pioneered  mechanisms  for  the  identification  and  resolution  of 
problems  relating  to  home  health  and  safety.  In  North  Carolina,  a  study  funded  by  DOE 
indicated  that,  on  average,  there  were  significant  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concerns  in  one  in  ten 
houses  eligible  for  weatherization.  There  were  significant  concerns  with  regard  to  Nitrogen 
Dioxide  (NOj);  in  some  instances  it  was  found  three  times  as  often  as  CO.  Although  nitrogen 
dioxide  will  not  kill  residents,  its  presence  in  a  home  has  a  serious  effect  on  the  health  of  the 
inhabitants.  These  are  serious  health  and  safety  risks  to  our  citizens  that  Weatherization  has  the 
ability  and  know  how  to  remedy.  North  Carolina  will  successfully  remedy  hundreds  of  these 
situations  this  year  through  it's  Heating  Appliance  Repair  and  Replacement  F*rogram. 

A  conclusion  reported  in  Weatherization  Works:  A  Report  of  the  National  Weatherization 
Evaluation  authored  by  Brown  and  Berry  of  ORNL  and  Kinney  of  Synertech  Systems 
Corporation,  stated  that,  "Weatherization  is  a  sound  public  program  that  has  advanced  technically 
in  spite  of  modest  funding  over  the  past  decade.  It  has  concrete  positive  consequences  for 
housing,  neighborhoods,  jobs,  the  environment,  the  payment  of  utility  bills  and  —  the  economic 
well-being  and  safety  of  the  low-income  people  it  serves." 

In  1989,  the  year  ORNL  used  for  this  WAP  study,  you  appropriated  funds  to  put  approximately 
12  million  barrels  of  oil  in  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve.  ORNL  found  that  weatherization 
investments  in  1989  will  save  the  Btu  equivalent  of  12  million  barrels  over  the  lifetime  of 
the  measures  installed.  WAP  put  the  same  number  of  Btu  into  the  economy  %%ithout  using 
expensive  storage  facilities  and  employed  twice  as  many  workers  per  dollar. 

The  President  has  requested  $229  million  for  the  Weatherization  Assistance  Program  in  his 
budget.  NASCSP  supports  his  request  for  this  program  and  the  funding  increases  for  the 
Institutional  Conservation  Program  (ICP)  and  the  State  Energy  Conservation  Program  (SECP). 

In  past  years  NASCSP  has  advocated  for  a  funding  level  of  $350  million,  and  is  gratified  that 
the  President's  request  is  slowly  moving  toward  that  goal.  However,  there  are  two  other  funding 
concerns  for  Weatherization  program  directors.  The  petroleum  violation  escrow  (PVE)  funds  are 
depleted.  In  its  rescission  of  FY  1995  funds,  the  House  passed  a  bill  which  rescinds  the 
advanced  FY  1996  funds  for  LIHEAP. 

The  effect  of  the  elimination  of  LIHEAP  will  be  devastating  to  a  well-established  infrastructure 
which  delivers  Weatherization  services,  and  to  low-income  persons  who  have  used  it  to  help  pay 
their  energy  bills.  Approximately  $215  million  in  LIHEAP  funds  are  being  used  in  forty-four 
states  for  energy  conservation  activities.  The  program  through  which  most  of  these  funds  has 
been  utilized  is  the  Department  of  Energy's  Low-Income  Weatherization  Assistance  Program. 
Thicse  funds  represent  approximately  40%  of  the  funds  that  are  currently  being  used  nationwide 
to  vveatherize  low-income  homes.  This  Committee  cannot  allow  this  locally  based 
infrastructure  (which  has  taken  years  to  develop)  to  be  eliminated. 

States  have  also  been  active  in  trying  to  obtain  utility  investments  in  low-income  conservation. 
And  although  studies  point  out  the  opportunity  for  cost-effective  private/public  opportunities,  for 
the  most  part  that  has  not  happened.  In  fact,  outside  of  California,  utility  investments  in  this 
program  are  less  than  $100  million  annually.  These  investments  can  only  be  found  in  fourteen 
states.  Utilities  have  not  been,  and  cannot  be  a  substitute  for  federal  funding  for  this  program. 
With  industry  deregulation,  we  expect  even  less  utility  funding  for  this  program. 

You  know  that  the  Weatherization  Assistance  Program  has  a  "measurable"  positive  impact  on 
people  and  families.    For  thousands  of  American  families  Weatherization  Assistance  will  cost- 
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effectively  provide  the  means  for  them  to  stay  in  their  homes,  reduce  their  health  and  safety  risks 
and  eliminate  the  need  to  ask  the  question,  "Do  we  heat  or  eat  this  week?" 

We  know  that  there  are  many  competing  demands  for  funds  in  this  Committee.  We  hope  you 
will  not  consider  reducing  the  President's  request  unless  you  find  a  program  that  exceeds 
Weatherization's  ability  to  save  Btu.  reduce  emissions,  create  jobs,  introduce  new  technologies 
to  the  consumers  and  provide  a  clear  payback  of  public  investment  in  the  near  future.  If  judged 
on  these  criteria,  we  feel  confident  that  the  Weatherization  Assistance  Program  will  match  any 
competing  proposal  for  tax  dollars.  Weatherization  is  a  cost-effective  investment,  from  an  energy 
perspective,  an  economic  perspective  and  a  social  perspective.  Weatherization  has  a  proven  track 
record  of  significant,  long-term,  measurable  benefits.  This  is  a  program  of  which  the  public  and 
Congress  can  be  proud. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  CONSERVATION 

DISTRICTS 

The  National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts  is  a  nongovernmental,  nonprofit  association 
that  represents  the  nation's  2,950  conservation  districts  and  the  more  than  16,000  men  and 
women  who  serve  on  their  governing  boards.   Established  under  state  law,  conservation 
districts  are  special  purpose  units  of  government  charged  with  carrying  out  a  variety  of  natural 
resource  management  programs  at  the  local  level.   By  working  with  nearly  two-and-half 
million  cooperating  land  owners  and  operators,  districts  provide  assistance  in  managing  and 
protecting  more  than  half  of  the  land  in  the  contiguous  United  States. 

Most  programs  carried  out  by  conservation  districts  are  done  in  cooperation  with  federal  and 
state  natural  resource  agencies.   Since  we  share  common  objectives  and  joint  implementation 
responsibilities  with  these  agencies,  it  is  important  for  us  to  share  our  recommendations  on 
federal  funding  for  the  programs  in  which  they  are  involved.   In  addition  to  this  statement, 
attached  are  additional  line-item  recommendations  for  other  select  programs  under  the 
subcommittee's  jurisdiction. 

USDA  -  Forest  Service 

Conservation  districts  work  closely  with  the  USDA  Forest  Service  and  State  Foresters  in 
carrying  out  a  number  of  state  and  private  forestry  programs.  These  programs  provide 
nonindustrial,  private  forest-land  owners  with  technical  and  financial  assistance  for  forest 
management  and  utilization,  fire  protection,  and  pest  suppression.  These  programs  will  become 
even  more  important  in  the  future  as  we  harvest  more  timber  and  related  forest  products  from 
state  and  private  forest  lands  to  meet  the  demands  of  a  growing  economy  and  population. 

To  provide  needed  surveys  and  technical  assistance  for  insect  and  disease  suppression 
programs  on  both  federal  and  cooperative  land,  NACD  recommends  that  a  new  line-item. 
Cooperative  Lands  Forest  Health  Management,  be  established  and  funded  at  $1 1 .8  million. 
This  level  is  needed  to  provide  adequate  cost-share  and  technical  assistance  needed  by  forest- 
land  owners  in  all  phases  of  pest  management. 

Rural  fire  protection  is  a  critical  component  of  our  present  forest  management  program.   In 
order  to  provide  assistance  to  help  states  protect  nonfederal  wild  lands  and  rural  areas  from 
wildfire,  we  recommend  establishing  a  new  line-item,  Cooperative  Lands  Fire  Management, 
with  funding  at  $19.4  million.  This  level  of  funding  is  the  minimum  needed  to  train  and  equip 
rural  volunteer  fire  departments  to  help  fight  the  increasing  number  of  wildfires  on  private 
lands. 

The  Forest  Stewardship  Program  brings  together  traditional  and  non-traditional  interests  from 
both  the  public  and  private  sectors.  Every  state  in  the  country  has  formed  a  State  Stewardship 
Committee  that  includes  representatives  from  the  fish  and  wildlife,  conservation  and  recreation 
communities.   Every  state  has  also  developed  and  is  implementing  a  comprehensive 
management  program  that,  in  the  long  run,  will  ensure  that  millions  of  acres  of  nonindustrial, 
private  forest  lands  are  managed  under  stewardship  plans.  These  plans  assist  land  owners  in 
developing  comprehensive  forest  resource  plans  that  enable  them  to  manage  their  lands  for 
multiple  use  while  maintaining  a  robust  forest  ecosystem.   Federal  stewardship  funds  are 
matched  by  state  and  local  agencies  and  organizations. 
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The  Stewardship  Incentives  Program  (SIP)  is  a  companion  to  the  Forest  Stewardship 
Program  and  provides  cost-share  assistance  to  help  private  land  owners  implement  needed 
management  practices.   SIP's  intent  is  to  help  land  owners  establish  multiple-use  management 
practices  that  are  not  covered  by  other  incentives  programs. 

The  Forest  Stewardship  and  Stewardship  Incentives  Programs  are  funded  as  expanded  line- 
items  under  the  Forest  Service's  State  and  Private  Forestry  Program.  To  achieve  the 
objectives  of  these  programs  NACD  recommends  $37  million  for  Forest  Stewardship 
Technical  Assistance  and  $28  million  for  the  Stewardship  Incentives  Program. 

Funding  for  the  National  Agroforestry  Center  is  included  in  the  Forest  Stewardship  line-item. 
Established  by  the  1990  Farm  Bill,  the  Center  partners  the  Research,  State  and  Private 
Forestry  and  International  Forestry  branches  of  the  Forest  Service  to  develop  and  evaluate 
sustainable  forestry  technologies.   NACD  recommends  that  the  Center  be  funded  at  $250,000 
in  fiscal  year  1996. 

As  the  American  population  has  shifted  to  urban  and  suburban  areas  over  the  past  decades, 
urban  forestry  has  become  increasingly  important.  Trees  and  forests  provide  many  benefits 
when  part  of  the  urban  ecosystem:  cooling  of  the  urban  "heat  island"  which  saves  more  than 
$2  billion  in  energy  costs  annually;  air  pollution  reduction;  storm  water,  erosion  and  flood 
control;  and  physiological  and  psychological  benefits  for  residents.  The  Forest  Service's 
Urban  and  Community  Forestry  program  helps  communities  with  tree  planting  programs  and 
by  providing  technical  assistance  in  urban  and  suburban  areas.   NACD  recommends  funding 
for  Urban  and  Community  Forestry  at  $28.9  million  for  fiscal  1996. 

Other  recommendations  on  specific  line-items  for  the  Forest  Service  are  found  in  the  attached 
funding  chart. 

U.S.  nSlI  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Included  in  our  recommendations  are  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  wetlands  conservation 
and  restoration  programs.   NACD  strongly  supports  the  agency's  voluntary  partnership 
approach  in  working  with  private  landowners  to  restore  and  protect  wetlands. 

As  noted  earlier,  more  than  70  percent  of  the  nation's  remaining  wetlands  are  held  in  private 
ownership.  Through  its  Trust  Species  Habitats  budget  element,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service's  "Partners  for  Wildlife"  program,  has  brought  together  conservation  districts,  state 
and  federal  agencies  and  private  organizations  to  work  with  landowners  to  restore  wetlands, 
prairies,  streams  and  other  habitat  for  migratory  birds  and  a  variety  of  other  wildlife,  including 
many  endangered  species.  Over  the  past  seven  years  the  "Partners  for  Wildlife"  program  has 
helped  12,300  private  landowners  restore  264,000  acres  of  wetlands. 

Unfortunately,  it  is  our  understanding  that  the  Administration  proposes  to  abandon  this 
important  program  as  a  result  of  a  recommendation  from  the  National  Performance  Review. 
With  so  much  contention  about  wetlands,  excessive  regulations  and  private  property  rights,  we 
believe  that  eliminating  one  of  the  few  programs  that  helps  willing  landowners  voluntarily 
restore  wetlands  and  wildlife  habitat  would  clearly  send  the  wrong  message  from  the  federal 
government.   No  other  Interior  Department  program  is  more  effective  in  bringing  together 
private  land  owners,  conservation  districts  and  the  federal  government  to  address 
environmental  issues.   In  fact,  hundreds  of  land  owners  are  on  waiting  lists  for  assistance 
under  the  "Partners  for  Wildlife"  program.   Rather  than  jettisoning  this  endeavor,  NACD 
recommends  that  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  continue  to  administer  this  program  through  its 
Private  Lands  Branch  and  that  funding  for  Habitat  Restoration  be  raised  to  $25  million. 

NACD  also  recommends  that  Technical  Assistance  be  increased  to  at  least  $9.2  million  to 
cover  workload  increases  needed  to  help  the  USDA  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
carry  out  wetlands  delineations  under  the  interagency  memorandum  signed  in  January  1994, 
and  in  carrying  out  the  Wetlands  Reserve  program. 

The  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  has  also  been  highly  successful  in 
promoting  wetlands  conservation  and  restoration.   NACD  recommends  funding  for  this 
program  at  $12.5  million. 

The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund  was  created  to  fully  fund  "payments  in  lieu  of  taxes" 
(PILT).  These  payments  were  designed  to  offset  revenue  lost  by  localities  when  refuge 
acquisition  results  in  land  being  removed  from  tax  rolls.   A  funding  level  of  $19.6  million  is 
needed  to  fund  agreed-to  levels  of  PILTs. 
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OTHER  RELATED  AGENCIES 

The  Rural  Abandoned  Mine  Program  (RAMP),  is  administered  by  the  USDA  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  to  address  health,  safety  and  environmental  hazards 
created  by  abandoned  mined  lands.   For  example,  dangerous  highwalls,  contaminated  water 
(acid  drainage),  severe  erosion  and  sedimentation,  dangerous  mine  openings  and  abandoned 
structures  are  problematic  in  areas  with  abandoned  mined  lands. 

RAMP  has  a  proven  track  record  in  cleaning  up  the  hazards  and  pollution  from  abandoned 
mined  lands.   Being  a  voluntary,  locally  driven  program,  it  also  stimulates  job  creation  and 
improves  rural  economies.   RAMP  is  funded  by  a  special  trust  fund  paid  for  by  coal  mining 
companies,  with  part  of  the  funds  transferred  to  NRCS  to  help  defray  the  costs  associated  with 
mined  land  reclamation  activities.   NACD  recommends  that  RAMP  be  funded  at  a  minimum 
level  of  $25  million. 

Additional  recommendations  for  selected  programs  within  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  and  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  are  included  in  the  attached  funding  chart. 
Recommendations  for  BLM  represent  the  minimum  funding  levels  necessary  for  the  agency  to 
manage  and  protect  public  lands  under  the  its  jurisdiction.   In  addition,  increased  financial 
commitment  is  needed  to  expand  and  improve  management  of  riparian  areas.   USGS 
recommendations  support  the  agency's  role  in  monitoring  the  nation's  surface  and  ground 
water  resources. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  share  our  recommendations  with  your  subcommittee. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  ENERGY  SERVICE 

COMPANIES 

The  National  Association  of  Energy  Service  Companies  (NAESCO),  a  trade  association  of  energy 
service  companies  (ESCOs)  and  their  utility  and  manufacturing  allies,  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  submit 
the  following  testimony  to  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Interior  Appropriations. 

Executive  Summary 

Beginning  with  the  1985  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act,  the  Congress  recognized  the  Federal 
budget  savings  achievable  through  energy  efficiency  improvements  in  Federal  buildings  and  supported  the 
widespread  use  of  energy  savings  performance  contracts  with  private  sector  energy  service  companies  to 
capture  those  savings.  Yet,  ten-years  later,  and  three  years  after  enactment  of  the  bipartisan  1992  Energy 
Policy  Act  (EPAct),  American  taxpayers  still  are  being  denied  those  energy  and  budget  savings,  currently 
estimated  at  $1  billion  annually. 

The  Department  of  Energy's  (DOE)  Federal  Energy  Management  Program  (FEMP),  including  the 
Energy  Savings  Performance  Contracting  (ESPC)  initiatives  and  the  Regional  Energy  Action  Project  Teams 
(REAP  Teams)  will  foster  the  procurement  infrastiTicture  necessary  to  support  widespread  private 
investment  in  energy  conservation  in  Federal  facilities  through  energy  savings  performance  contracts. 
Similarly,  the  Technology  Introduction  Partnership  in  DOE's  Building  Energy  Division  is  fostering 
collaborations  with  the  private  sector  to  provide  the  Federal  Government  direct  access  to  new  technologies 
introduced  through  the  private  sector.   NAESCO,  therefore,  supports  full  funding  for  these  programs. 

The  Federal  Government,  the  single  largest  consumer  of  energy  in  the  United  States,  currentiy 
spends  approximately  $4  billion  per  year  on  energy  costs  in  buildings  that  it  owns  and  leases.  Performance 
based  energy  efficiency  improvements  can  save  the  Government  approximately  $1  billion  per  year  in 
energy  costs  alone.  Private  sector  investments  to  bring  about  the  efficient  use  of  energy  in  Federal 
facilities  will  enable  taxpayers  to  realize  this  savings  at  no  added  cost  to  the  Federal  budget  because  the 
funds  for  the  capital  investments  in  energy  efficiency  equipment  are  furnished  by  private  sector  ESCOs. 
In  addition,  with  ESCO  investments,  energy  consumption  reductions  and  cost  savings  are  proven  and 
reported  based  on  monthly  measurements. 

The  enormous  potential  for  reaping  the  benefits  of  energy  efficiency  investments  throughout  the 
economy  is  reflected  in  the  DOE  Rebuild  America  and  EPA  Energy  Star  Building  initiatives  contained  in 
the  United  States'  Climate  Change  Action  Plan.  However,  these  are  voluntary  private  sector  initiatives. 
For  our  nation  to  realize  fully  the  potential  these  programs  represent,  the  Federal  sector  must  make  a 
comparable  institutional  commitment  on  behalf  of  American  taxpayers. 
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The  FEMP  ESPC  and  REAP  Team  programs  and  the  Technology  Introduction  Partnerships 
represent  a  Federal  sector  commitment  to  energy  conservation  that  provides  a  net  budget  benefit  to  U.S. 
taxpayers  since  their  purpose  is  to  facilitate  private  ESCO  investments  in  Federal  buildings,  through 
ESPCs,  in  order  to  reduce  the  energy  consumption  and  therefore  the  dollar  cost  of  running  those  buildings. 
Within  the  next  month,  DOE  will  publish  its  final  regulations  to  govern  ESPCs.  Enactment  of  these 
regulations  will  enable  private  ESCOs,  working  through  the  FEMP  programs,  to  develop  the  pub  lie -private 
partnership  that  the  Congress  envisioned  ten  years  ago. 

Legislation  and  Poucy 

The  Congress  has  made  the  efficient  use  of  energy  a  priority  component  of  the  United  States' 
national  energy  policy.  Section  152  of  EPAct  sets  energy  use  reduction  targets  for  Federal  agencies  and 
authorizes  Federal  agencies  to  enter  into  ESPCs  with  private  companies  to  achieve  those  targets.  In 
Executive  Order  12902  the  President  reinforced  the  Congressional  mandate  to  Federal  agencies  to 
implement  energy  conservation  by  leveraging  private  funds  through  ESPCs. 

Past  procurement  issues  and  a  shortage  of  trained  Federal  energy  managers  dedicated  to  assisting 
in  the  implementation  of  private  ESCO  contracts  effectively  have  barred  widespread  project  development 
to  upgrade  the  energy  efficiency  of  Federal  buildings.  Therefore,  to  date  only  a  very  small  number  of 
privately  funded  energy  efficiency  upgrades  have  been  completed  in  Federal  facilities. 

Over  the  past  two  years,  however,  the  DOE  Office  of  Conservation  and  Renewable  Energy  has 
demonstrated  leadership  and  initiative  in  the  effort  to  open  the  Federal  market  for  private  energy 
conservation  investments.  In  addition,  during  the  past  two  years,  NAESCO  has  worked  extensively  with 
DOE  and  the  Congress  to  help  ensure  that  the  regulations  issued  by  DOE  under  the  1992  Energy  Policy 
Act,  as  well  as  the  FEMP  Energy  Savings  Performance  Contract  and  Regional  Energy  Action  Project  Team 
programs  will  provide  the  appropriate  structure  for  attracting  private  investments  in  Federal  facilities. 
Given  these  efforts,  NAESCO  believes  that  the  specific  budgetary  support  sought  by  DOE  for  these 
initiatives  represents  the  level  of  institutional  support  needed  to  create  a  public-private  energy  conservation 
partnership.  Furthermore,  these  programs  are  self-funding  since  the  amount  saved  given  the  level  of 
energy  savings  that  will  be  generated  will  be  greater  than  the  cost  of  these  initiatives. 

How  Energy  Savings  Performance  Contracts  Work  in  Federal  FACiUTrES 

Energy  service  companies  finance  and  install  energy  efficiency  measures  for  energy  customers  and 
utilities.  ESCOs  install  energy  efficient  lighting,  motors,  HVAC  and  other  energy  conservation  measures 
in  their  customers'  facilities  at  no  up-ft'ont  investment  cost  to  a  customer,  such  as  the  Federal  Government. 
As  a  result,  the  building  owner  or  occupant  benefits  from  reduced  energy  costs,  while  enjoying  an 
upgraded  facility.  The  utility  frees  up  existing  energy  capacity  that  can  be  sold  to  new  customers,  while 
avoiding  investments  in  new  generating  capacity.  Where  efficiency  investments  are  made  by  ESCOs 
through  energy  savings  performance  contracts,  the  consumption  and  cost  reductions  are  proven 
continuously,  based  on  monthly  measurements,  thus  ensuring  that  energy  consumption  and  cost  reductions 
are  real. 

Under  an  energy  savings  performance  contract,  the  investment  in  conservation  equipment  can  be 
financed  entirely  by  the  private,  non-government  ESCO,  who  is  repaid  out  of  a  portion  of  the  customer's 
savings  over  the  life  of  a  contract  that  can  be  in  place  for  up  to  25  years.  Where  a  utility  demand  side 
management  program  is  in  place,  the  utility  incentive  payment  also  is  applied  to  buy  down  the  capital  cost 
of  the  project.  ESCO  contracts  usually  provide,  in  addition,  for  the  maintenance  of  the  conservation 
measures  by  the  ESCO  at  no  additional  cost  to  the  customer,  since  the  maintenance  costs  are  factored  into 
the  overall  cost  of  the  project. 

While  only  a  small  number  of  Federal  projects  currently  are  in  place,  those  projects  already  are 
generating  substantial  savings  for  U.S.  taxpayers.  For  example,  at  the  U.S.  Army  Base  at  Fort  Shafter, 
Hawaii,  a  $13.5  million  private  ESCO  investment  in  lighting  upgrades,  chillers,  condensing  units  and  water 
conservation  is  producing  a  savings  of  $1.27  million  per  year  on  energy  costs.  At  the  U.S.  Army  Base 
at  Fort  Polk,  Louisiana,  an  $18.5  million  private  ESCO  investment  in  lighting  upgrades,  HVAC  and  water 
conservation  will  save  taxpayers  a  projected  $2  million  annually  on  energy  costs.  At  the  U.S.  Army  Base 
at  Corpus  Christi,  Texas,  a  chiller  replacement  is  saving  taxpayers  $361,541  per  year.  Other  installed 
projects  are  providing  similar  savings.  Unfortunately  however,  the  Federal  Government  is  realizing  only 
a  small  firaction  of  the  energy  cost  savings  available  through  private  energy  conservation  investments  in 
Federal  facilities.    DOE  initiatives  like  Energy  Savings  Performance  Contracting,  the  Regional  Energy 
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Action  Teams  and  the  Technology  Introduction  Partnerships  will  help  to  make  energy  cost  savings  such 
as  those  cited  above  readily  available  in  a  broad  range  of  Federal  facilities. 

ESCOs  ARE  Renovating  the  Pubuc  and  Private  U.S.  Building  Stock  to  Produce  an  Energy 
Efficient  Infrastructure. 

The  U.S.  energy  market  is  moving  away  from  its  traditional  monopoly  structure  and  cost  of  service 
regulation  and  into  a  market  characterized  by  open  competition  among  all  participants.  At  the  same  time, 
energy  efficiency  retrofits,  funded  and  carried  out  by  private  sector  ESCOs,  are  producing  one  of  the  most 
energy  efficient  building  stocks  in  the  world. 

ESCOs  typically  are  small  to  medium  sized  entrepreneurial  companies  that  produce  numerous  new 
jobs,  not  only  within  their  companies,  but  through  the  use  of  contractors  and  through  the  countless  other 
firms  involved,  directly  and  indirectly,  in  supporting  energy  conservation  projects.  For  example,  the 
ESCO  industry  has  spawned  a  new  group  of  firms  that  specialize  in  providing  the  hardware  and  software 
used  in  measuring  energy  savings.  Our  industry  experience  is  that  approximately  one-third  of  the  money 
invested  in  ESCO  projects  is  applied  to  labor  costs.  Thus,  out  of  the  estimated  $1  billion  of  installed 
projects  to  date,  ESCOs  have  generated  approximately  $350  million  in  direct  labor  employment.  In 
addition,  the  energy  efficiency  technologies  installed  by  ESCOs  are  primarily  U.S. -produced,  providing 
an  added  stimulus  to  the  U.S.  economy.  Energy  service  companies  thus  support  American  manufacturing 
and  stimulate  job  growth  while  enhancing  the  competitiveness  of  U.S.  industry  by  reducing  the  operating 
costs  of  the  nation's  buildings,  and  manufacturing  facilities  and  processes. 

Within  the  United  States'  economy,  residential  and  commercial  buildings  consume  one-third  of  all 
primary  energy  and  65  percent  of  all  of  the  electricity  we  produce.  By  investing  in  energy  efficiency,  we 
can  capture  more  than  25  percent  of  this  energy  for  use  elsewhere  within  our  economy.  If  the  same 
amount  of  capacity  for  energy  production  were  to  be  provided  from  the  construction  of  new  electric  power 
plants,  it  would  require  80  1,000  megawatt  plants  with  their  attendant  environmental  impacts  and  siting 
concerns.  Through  energy  efficient  improvements  in  existing  buildings  we  can  free  up  this  existing  energy 
supply  for  other  purposes  while  creating  345,000  new  jobs  and  reducing  carbon  emissions  by  72  metric 
tons  annually. 

A  recent  macroeconomic  study  demonstrates  that  by  meeting  a  2010  energy  use  reduction  target 
of  30  percent,  the  U.S.  will  reduce  annual  electricity  generation  by  27  percent  and  decrease  the  need  for 
the  construction  of  new  generating  facilities  by  over  50  percent.  U.S.  electricity  customers  will  enjoy  an 
18  percent  overall  reduction  in  their  electricity  bill  (a  savings  of  $50  billion),  while  electric  sector 
emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  and  oxides  of  nitrogen  will  be  reduced  by  33  percent  and  12  percent 
respectively.  These  lower  costs  for  energy,  available  through  private  energy  efficiency  investments,  will 
enable  U.S.  consumers  to  increase  their  annual  consumption  of  non-electricity  goods  and  services  by  $45 
billion.  ("DSM  and  the  Broader  Economy,"  Edward  Moscovitch,  The  Electricity  Journal.  May  1994.) 

Private  ESCO  investments  in  Federal  facilities  offer  a  key  vehicle  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
capitalize  on  these  opportunities  and  to  procure  cost  effective  energy  efficiency  upgrades  in  its  buildings. 


STATEMENT  OF  DR.  ALAN  R.  EK,  RESEARCH  CHAIR,  THE  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  PROFESSIONAL  FORESTRY  SCHOOLS  &  COLLEGES 

I  am  Alan  R.  Ek,  Professor  and  Head  of  the  Department  of  Forest  Resources  at  the  University  of 
Minnesota.  This  statement  is  presented  in  my  capacity  as  Research  Chair  of  the  National  Association 
of  Professional  Forestry  Schools  and  Colleges  (NAPFSC).  Our  organization  represents  the  67 
universities  that  conduct  this  nation's  programs  of  teaching,  research  and  extension  in  forestry  and 
related  national  resource  areas.  We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  FY  1996  budget  of 
the  U.  S.  Forest  Service.  These  comments  will  be  limited  to  those  portions  of  the  Forest  Service 
budget  that  deal  with  Research,  State  and  Private  Forestry,  and  International  Forestry. 

RESEARCH 

Conduct  of  forestry  research:  The  nation's  schools  and  colleges  of  forestry  and  the  research  arm  of 
the  Forest  Service  have  a  long  history  of  cooperation.  We  serve  on  each  other's  advisory  committees 
at  the  regional  level  and  our  research  goals  and  objectives  are  complementary.   Many  Forest  Service 
scientists  are  located  on  or  near  our  campuses  and  some  share  offices  and  laboratories  in  the  same 
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building  with  our  scieiUists.    Portions  of  the  Forest  Service's  researcii  budget  also  fund  collaborative 
research  in  our  schools  and  colleges  and  we,  in  turn,  occasionally  fund  research  in  Forest  Service 
laboratories. 

Since  the  National  Research  Council  report  "Forestry  Research:   A  Mandate  for  Change,"   the 
leadership  in  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  universities,  state  forestry  agencies,  professional  and 
conservation  groups  have  cooperated  to  initiate  and  implement  a  forestry  research  and  education 
initiative.    That  initiative  provided  budget  increases  to  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  and  to  the  Cooperative 
State  Research,  Education  and  Extension  Service  (via  funding  to  the  Mclntire-Stennis  Cooperative 
Forestry  Research  Program,  the  National  Research  Initiative  and  the  Renewable  Resources  Extension 
Act).   We  hope  you  will  continue  to  recognize  this  important  cooperative  initiative  in  both  language 
and  funding. 

This  federal-state  partnership  has  been  very  productive.   Research  carried  out  by  Forest  Service  and 
university  scientists  has  expanded  the  market  horizons  for  forest  products,  extended  the  available 
timber  supply  by  greatly  improving  the  utilization  efficiency  of  harvested  timber,  and  provided  a  better 
understanding  of  management  systems  appropriate  for  multiple-use  of  forest  lands  for  timber,  wildlife, 
and  recreation.  These  programs  have  al.so  made  .solid  advances  in  our  knowledge  of  the  basic  chemical, 
physical,  biological  and  human  forces  which  influence  forest  productivity. 

Rationale  for  federal  funding  of  forestry  research.    Justifying  private  investment  in  forestry  research 
is  problematic.  The  payoffs  can  be  large,  but  individuals  and  industry  are  often  deterred  by  the  size  of 
the  investment  and  the  fact  that  benefits  accrue  widely  to  society  and  are  not  readily  captured. 
Consequently,  most  industry  support  is  focused  on  product  development  where  benefits  are  readily 
captured.  Forestry  research  is  especially  difficult  for  individual  landowners  to  perform  because  research 
problems  are  of^en  very  large  and  extend  beyond  any  single  ownership.  Also,  forestry  research 
investments  are  often  long-term  with  benefits  accruing  well  into  the  future.    This  argues  for  a  strong 
program  of  federal  forestry  research. 

Federal  funding  is  urgently  needed  now  because  forestry  in  the  U.S.  in  undergoing  a  major  transition. 
Until  recentK'.  wood  and  wood  fiber  demands  have  mainly  been  met  in  significant  part  from  federal 
lands.  However,  recent  controversy  over  the  spotted  owl  and  challenges  to  USDA  Forest  Service  plans 
have  greath  reduced  the  level  of  federal  forest  management  and  lianesting.  This  means  the  bulk  of  the 
supply  requirements  has  shifted  to  private  lands.  To  meet  this  major  change,  productivity  on  private 
lands  must  be  greatly  improved.  Further,  doing  so  in  an  efficient  and  environmentally  friendly  manner 
will  require  research  and  extension.  Importing  wood  is  not  a  viable  option  as  we  cannot  afford  the 
associated  trade  imbalance,  loss  of  jobs  or  the  importing  of  serious  plant,  animal  and  human  diseases  and 
pests. 

Benefits  of  forestry  research.    Forestry  research  benefits  the  economy,  society  and  the  environment 
through  increased  productivity  and  jobs  and  enhanced  environmental  quality  and  protection.    Forests 
contribute  substantially  to  our  nation's  economy.  Forestry  related  employment  constitutes  a  large  sector 
of  our  workforce  including  manufacturing,  research,  and  recreation.  Forest  products  companies 
employed  more  than  1.5  million  people  in  1988,  representing  8.5  percent  of  the  manufacturing 
workforce.    In  addition,  approximately  seven  million  nonindustrial  private  forest  land  owners  inanage 
more  than  59  percent  of  our  nation's  timberland.  The.se  private  citizens  depend  on  forestry  researcii  and 
extension  to  support  and  improve  the  wide  ranging  public  and  private  benefits  from  their  investments. 
Society  as  a  whole  benefits  from  improved  recreation  and  amenity  values,  maintenance  of  biodiversity, 
and  enhanced  water  quality. 

The  sum  of  these  interests  is  that  forestry  research  and  extension  should  be  a  partnership  with  federal, 
state  and  private  participating.  That  is  what  is  evolving.  This  funding  request  encourages  continued 
federal  participation.  In  particular,  the  federal  share  has  been  an  important  incenti\e  and  mechanism  for 
focusing  on  the  most  meaningful  mix  of  state,  region,  national  and  international  issues  and  problems. 

The  report  of  the  National  Research  Council  points  out  that  we  do  not  have  the  research  results  or  the 
programs  in  place  needed  to  provide  sound  public  policy.   It  recommends  major  funding  increases,  a 
broadening  and  deepening  of  forestry  research,  and  the  development  of  an  envirormiental  paradigm  in 
Forest  Service  and  university-based  research  programs  to  fill  this  gap.  We  concur  with  that  report. 

Many  states  are  now  reassessing  the  long  range  and  cumulative  effects  of  timber  harvesting  on  the 
forests  and  impacts  on  water,  wildlife,  recreation,  aesthetics,  and  economics,  i.e.,  on  the  sustainability 
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of  development.   Such  studies  provide  information  that  feeds  job  development  and  a  healthy  economy. 
However,  research  information  is  again  a  icey  input  to  these  assessments  and  planning. 

Despite  our  progress,  the  science  to  which  resource  management  and  national,  state  and  local  policy 
measures  can  be  anchored  is  simply  inadequate.  The  urgent  need  for  research  on  envirorunental  issues 
related  to  forest  lands  is  apparent  on  federal  and  private  lands  and  at  the  state  and  local  levels. 
Management  of  land  for  timber,  water,  wildlife  and  recreation  is  becoming  increasingly  more  difficult 
and  expensive  due  to  lack  of  reliable  information  on  the  best  management  and  harvesting  practices  on  a 
site  specific,  landscape  and  regional  basis.  This  knowledge  gap  truly  hinders  thoughtful  movement  to 
ecosystem  management. 

There  is  also  convincing  evidence  that  forest  products  will  become  even  more  important  in  the  future. 
Global  demand  for  forest  products  is  increasing.  This  increase  in  demand  coincides  with  diminished 
wood  supplies  in  many  wood-producing  countries  of  the  world.  The  United  States  is  well  positioned  in 
terms  of  timber  supply  and  manufacturing  and  transportation  infrastructure  to  satisfy  a  major  share  of 
this  increase  in  demand.   However,  continued  economic  health  of  forest-based  industries  will  require 
that  we  develop  more  efficient  and  environmentally  softer  production  and  processing  systems  if  we  are 
to  compete  in  an  international  market  where  foreign  competition  is  increasing. 

We  also  recognize  the  very  significant  degree  to  which  our  forests  provide  the  setting  for  outdoor 
recreation  and  the  considerable  economic  impact  associated  with  that.  In  many  areas,  tourism  and  the 
forest  products  industry  coexist  very  effectively  and  together  make  for  very  viable  communities. 
Additionally,  there  is  solid  evidence  that  forests,  by  virtue  of  their  structure  and  biodiversity,  will 
become  even  more  important  as  wildlife  habitat  and  to  maintain  the  gene  pool  for  a  wide  range  of 
plants  and  animals. 

Needs  and  framework  for  action.  It  is  clear  that  the  problems  we  are  facing  are  complex-we  will  not 
be  able  to  provide  needed  goods,  services  and  values  the  people  require  AND  sustain  our  ecosysteins  if 
we  do  not  improve  our  understanding  of  how  those  systems  function,  both  now  and  under  some  desired 
future  condition.  Considering  the  number  and  complexity  of  forest  resource  related  issues  and  the 
indisputable  need  to  maintain  strength  in  existing  research  programs,  certain  programs  in  the  Forest 
Service  are  going  to  need  an  extra  measure  of  support.  An  example  of  our  concern  is  the  recent  report 
of  the  USDA  Forestry  Research  Advisory  Coinmittee  (FRAC).  This  report  highlighted  policy  relevant 
questions  and  recommended  additional  investments  in  the  following  areas  beginning  in  FY  96. 

■  Improve  existing  inventories  and  assessments  of  forest  resources  and  their  many  functions; 

■  Conduct  research  on  [understanding]  ecosystem  dynamics  and  alternative  forest  management 
systems  on  the  most  productive  lands  to  meet  increasing  demands; 

■  Develop  adaptive  management  strategies  and  prototypes  for  multiple-use  management  of 
forest  lands  to  provide  both  commodities  (wood  and  fiber)  and  other  resource  values  (water 
quality,  wildlife  habitat,  livestock  grazing,  recreation  and  aesthetics);  and 

■  Build  a  forestry  research  and  education  infrastructure  to  foster  interdisciplinary  studies  on 
long-term  sustainable  forest  management,  promote  timely  scientific  synthesis  and 
communication,  and  provide  anticipatory  leadership. 

FY  96  Recommendations:  Among  specifics,  we  especially  urge  your  support  of  at  least  the 
Administration's  request  levels  for  the  following  budget  categories:  (1)  Research  Foundation  Program, 
(2)  Forest  Resources  and  Management  Research  and  (3)  Ecosystems  Research.   However,  we  want  to 
further  stress  several  items  within  these  categories. 

Within  the  Research  Foundation  Program,  we  see  increasing  differentiation  in  forestry  activities 
depending  upon  ownership.   Examples  are  diverse  practices  on  public  lands  where  there  are  a  wide 
range  of  interests,  management  of  nonindu.strial  private  ownerships  where  operations  are  small  in  scale 
but  cumulative  economic  and  ecological  impacts  are  large,  and  forest  management  for  private  industry 
where  intensive  forestry  practices  are  especially  important.  Consequently,  research  programs  must 
increasingly  recognize  all  those  interests.  This  means  forestry  research  must  encompass  agroforestry 
and  short  rotation  crops  to  meet  energy  and  fiber  needs. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REGULATORY 
UTILITY  COMMISSIONERS 

Tlie  NARUC,  whose  members  include  the  regulatory  bodies  of  the  50  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  greatly  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  present  its 
views  on  the  fiscal  year  1996  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Energy's  (DOE)  energy 
efficiency  programs. 

Before  commenting  on  specific  programs,  NARUC  is  extremely  pleased  to  see  that  the 
DOE  has  continued  its  commitment  to  energy  conservation  through  its  request  for  the  energy 
conservation  and  renewable  energy  programs  that  come  under  the  direction  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy.   The  proposed  $1.4  billion  for  these 
programs  continues  the  commitment  and  strides  the  DOE  has  made  to  foster  increased  energy 
conservation  and  to  develop  renewable  energy  technologies.    For  these  reasons,  the  NARUC 
is  particularly  pleased  with  the  27%  increase  over  FY  1995  levels  for  the  energy  efficiency 
portion  of  this  funding.   Tliese  programs  cover  a  variety  of  efficiency  and  renewable 
technologies  in  the  building,  industrial  and  utility  sectors  that  NARUC  has  long  supported. 
Tlie  NARUC  stands  ready  to  work  with  this  Subcommittee  and  the  DOE  in  seeing  that  this 
level  of  funding  is  realized. 

Tliis  statement  will  focus  on  the  DOE's  proposed  budget  for  the  Integrated  Resource 
Planning  (IRP)  program,  Low-Income  Weatherization  Assistance  Program  and  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan  initiatives. 

The  DOE's  FY  1995  budget  request  under  the  Office  of  Utility  Technologies  calls  for 
$9.9  million  for  the  IRP  program.   Tliis  level  is  $1  million  above  what  the  program  received 
in  FY  1995,  is  consistent  with  the  level  needed  for  continued  progress  in  this  program,  and 
will  allow  for  expanded  activities  in  utility  IRP. 

As  you  know,  the  electric  utility  industry  is  rapidly  changing  as  opportunities  increase 
for  competition  in  wholesale  and,  on  a  more  limited  basis,  retail  markets.    With  the  passage 
of  the  Public  Utilities  Regulatory  Policies  Act  (PURPA)  in  1978  -  which  promoted 
competition  in  the  generating  sector  of  the  utility  industry  --  utilities  have  moved  away  from 
investing  in  large,  central  station  generating  plants  and  transmission  and  distribution  systems. 
Diversification  of  the  electric  utility  industry's  energy  supply,  expansion  of  competition  and 
greater  customer  choice  are  the  current  trends.    IRP  is  one  of  the  many  offshoots  of  this 
trend.    IRP  provides  a  flexible,  systematic  technique  for  assessing  all  resource  choices,  and 
the  DOE's  IRP  program  provides  tools  and  methodologies  that  enable  electric  and  gas 
utilities,  regulatory  commissions  and  customers  to  make  more  sensible  resource  decisions 
while  promoting  increased  energy  efficiency,  security  and  reduced  environmental  impacts. 

State  commissions  are  responsible  for  most  of  the  decisions  that  would  require  or 
encourage  IRP,  and  37  States  for  electric  utilities  and  16  States  for  gas  utilities  have  required 
or  are  developing  IRP.    However,  more  needs  to  be  done.   Tlie  DOE's  IRP  program  assists 
with  the  implementation  of  IRP  practices  as  well  as  disseminating  the  tools  and  data  for 
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implementing  IRP,  wiiicli  are  not  fully  developed.    States  remain  active  in  implementing  IRP; 
however,  because  utilities  are  poised  to  invest  an  estimated  $200  billion  into  plants  and 
equipment  over  the  next  20  years,  failing  to  remove  barriers  to  efficient  technology 
investinents  would  be  a  detriment  to  our  economy. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  DOE  intends  to  use  the  $9.7  million  request  for  IRP 
for  three  general  purposes.   The  first  would  continue  to  support  the  development  of  data, 
models,  and  analytical  tools  which  enable  States  to  consider  all  types  of  resources  on  an 
equal,  consistent  basis.    Tliis  includes  continued  assistance  to  States  and  utilities  toward 
developing  planning  processes  that  promote  treatment  of  energy  efficiency  and  renewable 
energy  technologies  as  viable  alternatives.    Second,  the  program  will  research  and  evaluate 
the  merits  of  alternative  regulatory  policies  for  electric  and  gas  utilities  by  concentrating  on 
an  alternative  ratemaking  concept  that  rewards  utilities  for  delivering  energy  savings  to 
customers  through  the  use  of  alternative  energy  sources  (perfonnance-based  ratemaking).    Tlie 
program  will  also  assist  in  identifying  regulatory  barriers  to  increa.sed  use  of  IRP.    Tliirdly, 
the  program  will  be  used  to  further  enhance  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan,  which  I  will 
discuss  in  more  detail  later. 

In  1993,  the  NARUC  Executive  Committee  called  upon  the  Administration  and  the 
Congress  to  implement  the  language  contained  in  Section  1 12  of  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992 
(EPAct),  which  authorized  $5  million  for  grants  to  State  commissions  for  fiscal  years  1994, 
1995,  and  1996.   Tlie  Section  1 12  grant  program  continues  to  have  a  great  deal  of  importance 
for  State  commissions.   Tliese  grants  were  authorized  by  Congress  so  that  States  commissions 
could  comply  with  the  requirement  that  they  consider  several  IRP  standards  for  electric  and 
gas  utility  companies  under  their  jurisdiction.    Under  EPAct,  Congress  encouraged  State 
commissions  to  create  economic  incentives  that  promote  a  more  efficient  use  of  our  energy 
resources. 

As  the  Subcommittee  is  aware,  no  funds  were  appropriated  for  the  Section  1 12  grants 
for  State  commissions  in  FY  1994  or  FY  1995.    Instead,  the  DOE  was  instructed  to  make 
funds  available  to  the  extent  possible  from  funds  that  were  appropriated  for  the  IRP  program 
program.    In  view  of  the  fact  that  several  States  have  yet  to  consider  or  wish  to  re-consider 
existing  IRP  standards  for  electric  utilities,  and  that  many  more  States  have  not  considered 
IRP  for  gas  utilities,  the  Section  1 12  grant  program  should  be  fully  funded  at  the  authorized 
level  of  $5  million  for  FY  1996.   Tliis  small  portion  of  the  energy  efficiency  budget  is  certain 
to  contribute  to  the  DOE's  overall  goal  of  saving  homeowners  and  business  an  estimated 
$20  billion  over  the  next  decade,  while  creating  310,000  jobs.    A  copy  of  the  NARUC 
resolution  on  IRP  is  attached  as  well  as  tables  NARUC  has  compiled  that  list  whether  States 
require  IRP. 
DOE  Weatherization  Assistance  Program 

NARUC  supports  the  DOE's  $229  million  budget  request  for  FY  1996  for  the  DOE's 
Low-Income  Weatherization  Assistance  Program.    Continuation  of  this  program  is  essential 
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toward  ensuring  that  low-income  Iiomes  are  made  more  energy  efficient.    Also,  the  DOE's 
goals  of  weatherizing  1 16,000  low-income  homes  during  FY  1996  goal  will  generate 
additional  jobs,  as  it  has  in  the  past.    Furthermore,  investments  in  energy  efficiency  return 
more  dollars  to  the  economy  not  only  in  the  form  of  new  jobs,  but  also  in  terms  of  real 
savings  for  individuals  on  fixed  or  limited  incomes.   This  program  coupled  with  the  Low- 
Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  (LIHEAP)  provides  the  most  effective  way  of 
addressing  the  tremendous  challenge  of  ensuring  that  low-income  households  can  pay  their 
energy  bills  without  compromising  other  critical  household  needs,  including  nutrition.    For 
these  reasons,  NARUC  requests  that  this  Subcommittee  continue  to  support  the 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program  at  the  Administration's  requested  level. 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan 

Finally,  I  want  to  briefly  comment  on  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan  initiatives 
contained  in  the  DOE's  FY  1995  budget  request.    Tlie  DOE  's  $176  million  request  would 
enable  the  DOE  to  continue  implementing  this  voluntary  program's  objectives  through 
partnership  with  utilities,  private  industry  and  State  and  local  governments  to  reduce 
emissions  of  greenhouse  gases.   In  a  1988  resolution,  the  NARUC  called  for  increased 
funding  for  both  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  programs  to  address  global  warming. 
More  recently,  at  NARUCs  Winter  1995  meetings,  the  Executive  Committee  adopted  a 
resolution  that  supports  a  national  policy  on  global  climate  change  that  is  consistent  with 
efforts  to  develop  cost-effective  alternative  energy  sources  and  more  efficient  use  of  energy. 
It  is  encouraging  to  note,  therefore,  that  the  DOE  is  listening  and  responding,  as  it  has  been 
for  a  number  of  years  now. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  STATE  FORESTERS 

The  National  Association  of  State  Foresters  represents  the  directors  of  the  State  forestry  agencies  of 
the  fifty  States,  four  U.S.  Territories  (American  Samoa,  Guam,  Puerto  Rico  and  the  U.S.  Virgin 
Islands),  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Forest  lands  owned  and  managed  by  the  federal  government  are  only  33  percent  of  the  total  forest 
land  base  in  this  country.  The  majority  of  our  forests  are  non-federal  lands  in  various  state,  private, 
or  other  ownerships.  State  Foresters  have  principle  responsibility  for  the  management  and 
protection  of  these  forest  lands  which  are  subject  to  the  very  same  demands  for  commodity  and  non- 
commodity  resources  (timber,  recreation,  clean  water,  wildlife  habitat,  etc.)  as  are  Federal  lands.  In 
fact,  Federal  land  issues  and  other  factors  are  shifting  demand  for  forest  resources  from  Federal 
lands  to  State  and  private  lands  at  an  alarming  rate  that  we  do  not  believe  is  going  to  be  reversed. 
This  shift  brings  with  it  increasing  pressures  and  complex  issues  for  private  lands  that  are  often 
complicated  because  of  the  diverse  forest  types,  ownership  patterns  and  objectives,  state  and  local 
governments  and  increasing  federal  regulations  (i.e..  Endangered  Species  Act,  Clean  Water  Act, 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Act,  Clean  Air  Act). 

We  have  and  continue  to  support  a  national  role  for  the  USDA  Forest  Service  as  steward  to  all  the 
Nation's  forest  lands.  This  is  accomplished  through  the  Forest  Service's  State  and  Private  Forestry 
Program  which  has  provided  forest  resource  protection  and  management  for  all  lands  for  over  70 
years  through  the  State  Forester  delivery  system.  The  system  has  been  a  model  of  cost-effectiveness 
and  efficiency.  The  Federal  investment  in  the  State  and  Private  forestry  programs  leverages  signifi- 
cant additional  funding  and  cooperation  from  the  States  for  national  programs  and  goals  (e.g.  -  wood 
products,  clean  air  and  water,  wildlife  habitat  and  recreational  opportunities)  on  non-federal  lands. 
It  also  provides  a  mechanism  for  collaborative  responses  to  major  problems  such  as  wildfire,  major 
pest  outbreaks  and  reforestation.  For  example,  because  of  the  training  and  foundation  laid  by  the 
Cooperative  Fire  Protection  Program,  the  States  provided  over  30  percent  of  the  "overhead"  or  man- 
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agement  in  the  efforts  to  combat  last  summer's  catastrophic  Western  wildfires.  Personnel  and 
equipment  were  provided  by  almost  every  State  in  the  lower  48. 

FY  1996  Recommendations 

NASF's  comments  on  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  for  State  and  Private  Forestry  and  Research 
Programs  reflect  the  recommendations  of  our  standing  committees  as  approved  by  our  Executive 
Committee.  Our  major  priorities  continue  to  be  Rural  Fire  Protection  and  Control,  Forest  Health 
Protection,  the  Forest  Stewardship  and  Urban  and  Community  Forestry  programs.  NASF  strongly 
supports  the  Administration's  budget  recommendations  for  State  &  Private  Forestry  programs  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996.  These  balanced,  realistic  recommendations  meet  immediate  needs  on  State  and 
private  lands  and  allow  the  States  to  provide  continued  fire  protection  and  insect  and  disease  control 
on  all  forest  lands,  including  Federal  ownerships.  NASF's  recommendations  for  the  Forest  Service's 
Research  programs  are  also  included  in  this  statement. 

FIRE  PROTECTION:  Cooperative  Fire  Protection  Program 

Last  year,  56,000  fires  burned  over  1.3  million  acres  of  State  and  private  lands;  14,000  fires  burned 
1.5  million  acres  of  Federal  lands.  Wildfire  is  not  only  a  tremendous  threat  to  citizens  and  property, 
it  has  far-reaching  negative  impacts  on  the  health  and  productivity  of  forest  resource  and  water- 
sheds. The  Cooperative  Fire  Protection  Program  provides  vital  assistance  for  the  protection  of 
non-federal  lands,  and  we  strongly  urge  you  to  adopt  the  Administration's  budget  request  that  re- 
stores the  program  to  a  $17.3  million  level.  This  program  is  vital  to  the  ability  of  States  and  localities 
to  protect  lives  and  property,  as  well  as  to  assist  Federal  land  management  agencies  in  their  fire  con- 
trol efforts.  The  Cooperative  Fire  program  is  needed  to  develop  and  maintain  strong  initial  attack 
programs,  strengthen  local  fire  protection  efforts,  particularly  for  the  new  challenges  presented  in 
wildland/urban  interface  areas  and  to  facilitate  joint  training  and  planning  concepts  for  local,  re- 
gional and  national  mobilization. 

FOREST  HEALTH  PROTECTION: 

The  Cooperative  Forest  Health  Management  program  provides  iunding  for  cooperative  efforts  on 
all  forest  land  ownerships  to  monitor  and  control  major  forest  insects  and  diseases.  We  support  the 
Administration's  recommendation  which  includes  funding  suppression,  surveys  and  technical  assis- 
tance to  the  States.  In  addition,  the  President's  budget  will  allow  the  expansion  of  the  Forest 
Health  Monitoring  Program  to  18  States.  This  program,  currently  underway  in  14  States,  col- 
lects, analyzes  and  reports  information  on  the  health  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  forest  lands.  As 
data  is  accumulated,  the  program  will  serve  as  an  early  warning  system  for  new  forest  health  prob- 
lems and  allow  better  response.  The  long-term  goal  for  this  program  is  to  include  every  State  as  an 
active  participant. 

Three  years  ago.  Congress  created  a  $27  million  Emergency  Pest  Suppression  Fund  as  part  of  the 
Fiscal  Year  1993  appropriation  for  the  Forest  Service.  This  fund  makes  money  available  on  an  emer- 
gency basis  to  meet  the  immediate  needs  of  major  unanticipated  pest  outbreaks.  NASF  supports  con- 
tinued authorization  for  this  fund  at  the  $27  million  level,  and  urges  the  committee  to  provide  direc- 
tion that  will  expedite  the  release  of  funds  from  this  account.  Direction  should  also  be  provided  to  the 
Forest  Service  that  will  enable  them  to  do  rapid  research  on  the  problem  of  exotic  pests,  an  issue  that 
has  emerged  explosively  in  many  regions  over  the  past  several  years,  with  the  introduction  of  the 
Asian  gypsy  moth  in  several  regions  of  the  country  being  just  one  example. 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Forest  Stewardship:  With  the  consolidation  of  budget-line  items  within  the  Forest  Service  budget, 
the  Forest  Stewardship  budget  line  item  now  include  three  programs:  the  Forest  Stewardship, 
Seedlings  and  Nurseries,  and  Forest  Resource  Management  programs.  We  support  the 
Administration's  budget  request  which  provides  continuing  levels  for  the  latter  two  programs  and  an 
increase  for  the  Forest  Stewardship  Program.  State  Forestry  agencies  continue  to  make  strong 
efforts  to  assist  non-industrial  private  forest  landowners  in  managing  their  lands  for  multiple  re- 
sources under  this  program.  State  agency  and  private  sector  foresters  help  prepare  multi-resource, 
written  management  plans  according  to  landowner  objectives.  More  than  87,000  Stewardship  man- 
agement plans,  covering  approximately  10  million  acres,  have  been  developed  to  date.  The  budget  in- 
crease will  result  in  7,000  more  landowners  developing  Stewardship  plans  on  1.2  million  acres  of 
non-industrial  private  forest  lands.  Federal  Stewardship  dollars,  which  are  matched  by  the  States, 
have  been  shared  with  many  cooperators  and  partners  (including  State  wildlife  and  water  quality 
agencies,  cooperative  extension  services)  to  meet  landowner  objectives  and  accomplish  multiple  re- 
source management  practices.  The  Forest  Stewardship  Program  has  also  supported  agroforestiy  re- 
search and  information  transfer  by  the  National  Agroforestry  Center  in  Lincoln,  Nebraska. 
Agroforesty  integrates  agriculture  and  forestry  production  and  conservation  practices  to  attain  more 
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diversifled  and  sustainable  agroecosystems.  NASF  recommends  $500,000  to  ensure  the  application  of 
this  research  through  technology  transfer  to  professional  and  State  forestry  demonstration  projects. 

Stewardship  Incentives:  Sign-ups  for  the  Stewardship  Incentives  Program  (SIP)  have  been  un- 
derway for  four  years  now.  SIP  practices  that  are  cost-shared  with  non-industrial  private  landowners 
include  tree  planting,  timber  stand  improvement,  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  establishment  and  man- 
agement, soil  and  water  conservation  and  improvement  of  recreational  opportunities.  NASF  strongly 
supports  the  President's  budget  request  of  $28  million  for  the  program. 

Urban  and  Community  Forestry:  NASF  strongly  supports  the  administration's  reque^for  the 
Urban  and  Community  Forestry  Program  which  nearly  matches  the  authorized  level  of  $30  million. 
This  program  has  proven  effective  in  involving  community  groups  in  the  planting  and  maintenance 
of  their  community  trees.  Long-term  viability  and  management  of  these  trees  is  being  ensured. 
Urban  forestry  councils  and  state  coordinator  positions  have  been  established  in  every  state;  a 
majority  of  the  states  have  established  volunteer  coordinator  positions  to  involve  more  citizens  in 
tree  planting  projects.  Trees  in  our  cities  and  communities  are  a  major  capital  asset  that  improves 
the  quality  of  life  for  (jur  people.  Studies  have  shown  that  trees  can  substantially  reduce  energy  costs 
for  both  heating  and  cooling  and  also  provide  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  air  pollution  control  and 
abatement. 

Natural  Resource  Conservation  Education 

NASF  strongly  supports  the  President's  budget  request  of  $1.5  million  for  this  program.  NASF  and 
the  Forest  Service  have  jointly  developed  this  program  to  raise  public  awareness  and  understanding 
of  the  complexities  of  natural  resource  issues  and  to  foster  individual  responsibility  for  wise  use  and 
conservation  of  natural  resources. 

Forest  Legacy 

The  Forest  Legacy  Program  meets  specific  regional  and  State  needs  that  have  arisen  in  recent  years 
as  a  result  of  changing  land  use  patterns  and  population  pressures.  The  States  and  the  public  have 
expressed  increasing  interest  in  and  support  for  this  program.  NASF  supports  the  Administration's 
budget  recommendation  of  $10  million  for  continued  expansion  of  the  Forest  Legacy  Program. 

FOREST  SERVICE  RESEARCH: 

The  National  Association  of  State  Foresters  appreciates  the  recognition  and  support  that  the 
Congress  has  shown  for  forestry  research  over  the  past  several  years.  NASF,  along  with  many  others 
individuals  and  groups  in  the  forestry  community,  believes  that  a  sound  and  credible  scientific  foun- 
dation is  necessary  if  increasing  demands  for  forest  resources  are  to  be  met  in  the  future.  NASF  also 
recognizes  that  productive,  healthy  forest  ecosystems  are  essential  for  long-term  economic  growth, 
just  as  a  healthy  economy  provides  the  resources  to  focus  attention  on  managing  and  caring  for  the 
Nation's  forested  ecosystems. 

NASF's  budget  recommendations  for  Forest  Service  Research  programs  will  allow  for  the  expansion 
of  key  research  and  monitoring  programs,  including  the  Forest  Inventory  and  Analysis  (i.e.  re-estab- 
lishing a  national  10-year  average  cycle  for  FIA)  and  Forest  Health  Monitoring  programs.  NASF  also 
supports  focused  research  on  sustainable  forest  management  which  will  include  more  intensive  pro- 
duction forestry,  as  well  as  short  rotation  wood  crops  for  biomass  energy  production.  An  investment 
in  these  research  programs  is  essential  if  we  are  to  provide  the  science  necessary  to  meet  the  re- 
source needs  of  tomorrow. 


STATEMENT  OF  DR.  ROBERT  D.  BROWN,  CHAIRMAN,  SECTION  ON 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES,  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION 
OF  STATE  UNIVERSITIES  AND  LAND  GRANT  COLLEGES 

Stinwhin:  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Section  of  the  National  Association  of  State  Universi- 
ties and  Land-Grant  Colleges  (NASULGC)  respectfully  requests  that  the  Subcommittee  on  Interior 
and  Related  Agencies  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  support  the  President's  FY  1996 
Budget  request  of  $  172.696  million  for  the  National  Biological  Ser\ice  and  $  I5.S27  million  for 
the  Coperative  Units  Program.  The  Cooperative  Research  Units  Program  ser\es  as  a  model  of  co- 
operation in  ^eneratinK  timely,  science-based  information  for  resource  managers,  supplying  trained 
resource  managers,  and  multiplying  investments  and  dividends  for  all  cooperators  and  users. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

1  am  Dr.  Robert  D.  Brown.  Protes.sDr  and  Head  of  the  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 
Sciences  at  Texas  A&M  University.  I  am  currently  Chair  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  Section 
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of  the  National  Association  of  State  Universities  and  Land-Grant  Colleges  (NASULGC)  and  Presi- 
dent of  the  National  Association  of  University  Fish  and  Wildlife  Programs.  My  testimony  is  on  be- 
half of  the  1 K 1  academic  institutions  that  comprise  NASULGC.  1  represent  the  concerns  of  the  ad- 
ministrators, teachers,  researchers,  exten.sion  speciali.sts.  and  students  at  over  80  NASULGC  insti- 
tutions with  wildlife  and  fisheries  academic  programs. 

The  purpose  of  our  testimony  today  is  to  urge  support  for  the  authorization  and  appropriations  for 
the  National  Biological  Service  (NBS)  at  the  level  recommended  in  the  Pre.sident's  FY  1996  budget 
of  $  172.696  million  and  1658  FTEs.  We  in  the  nation's  colleges  and  universities  are  particularly 
concerned  about  continuation  of  the  Cooperative  Research  Units  associated  with  many  of  our  insti- 
tutions. We  urge  support  of  the  Cooperative  Units  Program  within  the  NBS  at  the  level  of  $  15.827 
million  and  173  fTEs. 

The  National  Biological  Survey  was  established  in  1993.  The  many  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  have  had  a  history  of  substantive  and  vigorous  research  which  has  helped  us  to  protect, 
sustain,  and  utilize  the  natural  re.source  wealth  of  this  nation.  This  agency  resulted  from  a  reorgani- 
zation of  the  research  re.sources  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  This  was  viewed  by  the 
scientific  community  as  a  bold  step  forward  in  the  consolidation  and  coordination  of  natural  re- 
sources research,  and  it  offered  the  potential  added  benefit  of  .separating  the  agencies  that  conduct 
research  from  those  that  implement  regulations.  This  latter  point  allows  the  NBS  to  be  more  respon- 
sive ti>  the  Nation's  people  rather  than  to  otlier  federal  bureaus.  The  new  agency  recently  modified 
iLs  name  to  the  National  Biological  Service  to  better  repre.sent  the  true  nature  of  its  activitie.s. 

As  a  step  towards  achieving  the  mission  of  the  NBS.  the  Cooperative  Research  Unit  Programs  of 
the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  and  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  were  transferred  to  the  NBS.  The  Cooperative  Units  Program  of  the  NBS  now 
contains  all  54  of  the  former  Units  -  41  from  the  USFWS,  12  from  the  NPS  and  1  from  the  BLM. 
These  Units  are  a  unique  resource  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  the  universities  where  they  are 
housed,  and  the  40  .states  in  which  they  re.side.  Most  units  represent  a  partnership  of  tho.se  three  en- 
tities -  often  with  participation  of  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute  -  with  the  .salaries  of  the  .scien- 
tists and  modest  operating  funds  being  provided  by  the  NBS:  office,  laboratory,  and  administrative 
support  from  the  university:  and  operating  support  provided  by  the  state  fish  and  wildlife  agency. 

The  Cooperative  L'nits  are  not  new  -  they  have  a  6()-year  hi.story  of  succe.s.sful  re.search  activities 
and  accomplishments  in  strengthening  re.source  education  and  management  programs.  They  were 
fomially  e.stabtished  by  the  Cooperative  Units  Act.  P.  L.  86-686  of  I960  as  amended  by  the  Fi.sh  and 
Wildlife  Improvement  Act  of  197X. 

Cooperators  from  the  three  entities  -  the  state,  the  university  and  the  Unit,  determine  the  direction 
of  research  for  each  unit.  Unit  scientists  interact  with  other  faculty  of  the  university  to  strengthen  the 
( 1 )  natural  re.source  re.search  capabilities.  (2)  academic  course  offerings  and  graduate  student  ad  vis- 
ing, and  (3)  advice  and  .services  within  each  .state.  Accomplishments  of  the  units  have  been  impres- 
sive for  60  years.  The  Units  have  produced  over  5000  graduates.  The  Units  are  currently  involved 
in  over  1400  re.search  projects  involving  over  600  graduate  .students.  One  hundred  twenty-five 
graduated  this  past  year.  Thus,  the  nation  is  getting  both  the  .scientific  information  that  will  be  vital  in 
making  future  policy  decisions  involving  the  natural  re.source  wealth  of  this  country,  and  we  are  pro- 
ducing a  cadre  of  well-trained  future  .scientists  and  re.source  managers  to  carry  on  this  work  in  the  in- 
terests of  our  public  and  private  lands. 

In  these  difficult  and  controversial  times,  numerous  challenges  mu.st  be  faced  in  coaserving  and 
managing  fi.sh.  wildlife,  and  other  natural  resources  of  our  country  for  future  generations.  As  you 
know,  natural  re.sources  contribute  to  the  health  and  well  being  of  people  and  the  economic  .stability 
of  our  nation.  Accurate,  timely  and  extensive  information  is  needed  on  natural  resources  to  make 
.sound  decisions.  State  agencies  and  universities  cannot  shoulder  these  responsibilities  alone.  Many 
state  agencies  lack  the  .scientists,  laboratories  and  funding  to  address  all  of  their  research  needs. 
Likewi.se,  time  of  university  faculties  often  is  constrained  by  heavy  teaching  loads  and  limited  internal 
research  funds.  Similarly,  u.se  of  funds  available  to  these  entities  is  often  restricted  to  only  state  re- 
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source  problems.  The  partnership  with  the  NBS  Cooperative  Units  broadens  the  horizon  in  research 
activities  to  include  those  which  have  regional  and  national  implications  as  well  as  importance  to  the 
states.  Research  on  migratory  waterfowl,  neo-tropical  birds,  restoration  of  river  systems,  and  water- 
shed management  are  but  a  few  of  the  challenges  that  cross  state  boundaries.  The  NBS  already  has 
consolidated  multiple  Cooperative  Units  in  Ala.ska.  California  and  Maryland  to  addre.ss  multi-agency 
and  multiple  state  issues. 

Regrettably,  the  mission  of  the  National  Biological  Service  has  been  misunderstood  by  some  in  the 
Congre.ss  and  in  the  pre.ss.  The  NBS  mistakenly  has  been  identified  with  controversies  over  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act  (ESA)  and  private  property  rights  i.s,sues.  No  doubt  the  ESA  and  other  regula- 
tory measures  may  be  revised  constructively  as  reauthorization  proceeds.  The  need  for  sound  scien- 
tific infomiation  is  substantial  to  guide  the  revisions  and  to  improve  resource  decisions.  The  NBS. 
and  in  particular  the  Cooperative  Units  Program,  is  a  means  to  provide  helpful  information  while  de- 
centralizing government.  Unlike  many  federal  programs,  the  NBS  is  not  a  top-down  organization. 
The  people  of  this  country  want  a  clean  and  healthy  environment,  sound  natural  re.source  manage- 
ment, economic  viability,  and  efficient  partnership  government.  The  Cooperative  Units  Program  of 
the  NBS  can  continue  to  be  in.strumental  in  helping  to  respond  to  all  of  those  needs. 

Americans  never  have  been  afraid  of  .science-ba.sed  information.  Rather,  it  is  utilization  of  .such  in- 
fomiation hy  insensitive  policy  makers  and  regulatory  administrators  that  is  the  only  threat  to  tho.se 
concerned  about  property  rights  and  economically  oppre.ssive  regulation.  Surely  with  more  and 
better  information  iiur  legislative  repre.sentatives  and  agency  administrators  will  be  able  to  make 
.sounder  decisions  concerning  the  natural  re.sources  of  this  country  as  demanded  by  citizens. 

The  pre.ssure  on  the  resource  base  is  increa.sing  as  the  U.S.  human  population  increa.ses  and  tech- 
nological impacts  expand.  A  continuing  fiow  of  better  .science-ba.sed  information  is  required  to  de- 
.sign  and  implement  guidelines  to  prevent  adverse  impacts  on  natural  re.sources.  avoid  costly  re.stora- 
tion  and  strengthen  re.siiurce  management.  For  the.se  rea.sons.  we  urge  this  Subcommittee  to  support 
the  President's  \W(t  Budget  request  for  the  NBS  and  the  Cooperative  Re.source  Unit  Program. 

On  behalf  of  NASULGC.  we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  te.stimony  on  this  important 
needed  program.  Should  you  need  additional  information,  please  contact  us.  Our  members  would 
be  pleased  to  respond. 


STATEMENT  OF  HENRY  J.  VAUX,  JR.,  SECTION  ON  WATER  RE- 
SOURCES, THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  STATE  UNIVERSITIES 
AND  LAND  GRANT  COLLEGES 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Dr.  Henry  Vaux.  I  appear  here  on  behalf  of  the  Section  on  Water  Resources.  Board  on  Natural 
Resources  of  the  National  Association  of  State  Universities  and  Land  Grant  Colleges.  I  also  serve  as  past-President  of  the 
National  Institutes  for  Water  Resouit:es  and  as  Associate  Vice  President  for  Agriculnire  and  Namral  Resources  of  the 
University  of  California  System.  1  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  subcomminee. 

For  fiscal  year  1996,  Mi.  Chairman,  the  National  Institutes  for  Water  Resources  and  the  National  Association  of  State 
Universities  and  Land-Grant  Colleges  seek  appropriations  of: 

510,000,00  to  fund  research,  training,  and  information  transfer  activities  at  the  Sute  Water   Resources 
Research  Institutes  established  under  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Resources  Research  Act; 

55,000,000  to  initiate  a  program  of  research  that  focuses  on  water  problems  of  a  regional  or   intersute 
nature;  and 

5250,000  for  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  to  administer  the  Water  Resources  Research  Institutes  program. 

This  year  our  testimony  is  in  two  parts.  1  will  testify  in  support  of  an  appropriation  for  the  activities  established  under  the 
Water  Resources  Research  Aa  (42  U.S.C.  109)  and  the  need  for  continued  funding  for  the  Water  Resources  Resea«:h 
Institutes  while  my  colleague,  E)r.  Steven  Gloss,  who  is  President  of  the  National  Institutes  for  Water  Resources,  will  explain 
why  Congress  should  fund  regional  water  research  programs  envisioned  by  the  authors  of  the  Act. 

As  you  are  aware,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Administianon  has  proposed  the  elimination  of  the  Water  Resources  Research  Institutes 
Program  again  this  year.  They  have  provided  no  explanation  or  justification  for  this  action.  We  find  this  very  difficult  to 
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understand  in  light  of  the  fed  thai  the  Administration  supports  a  SIO  million  iDcrease  for  internal  water  resources  research 
to  be  conducted  by  federal  scientists  on  the  payroll  of  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey.  While  we  recognize  that  the  federal 
budget  will  be  ver>'  bghi  this  year,  we  believe  that  the  documented  productivity  of  the  Water  Resources  Research  Institutes 
and  the  critical  unponance  of  a  modest  federal  approphauon  in  maintaining  that  productivity  amply  justifies  our  requests. 

PROGRAM  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  modest  federal  appropriation  which  supports  activities  under  Section  104(b)  of  the  Water  Resources  Research  Act 
provides  the  core  resources  for  a  nerwofk  of  54  Water  Resource  Research  Institutes  at  the  land  grant  colleges  in  each  of  the 
50  sutes.  3  trust  territories  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  This  network  links  faculty  and  students  with  interests  in  water 
resources  at  vurually  every  institution  of  higher  cducauon  in  the  country.  These  faculty  and  students  are  distributed  across 
many  dtscipliiws.  and  the  Water  Resources  Research  bmitutes  are  the  only  entity  through  which  their  interests  and  work  on 
water  resources  arc  connected  and  integrated 

The  core  federal  futKling  is  augmertted  from  other  sources  to  create  a  program  with  dollar  revenues  that  are  more  than  £isv£n 
times  yreater  than  the  funds  appropriated  directly  to  the  program. 

•  The  nrty  four  Iiistltvtcs  generated  a  total  orS64^14JS3  from  all  sonrecs  to  support  tbeir  activities  in  FY 

1994. 

One  measure  of  program  cfTeaiveness  is  the  extent  to  which  federally  appropriated  dollars  attract  additional  funds,  thereby 
leveraging  the  basic  support  provided  b>  the  Federal  Government.  Taken  as  a  whole,  the  Water  Resources  Research 
Institutes  Program  generated  SI  1  for  each  federal  dollar  appropriated.  This  is  fer  in  excess  of  the  legislatively  mandated  cost 
share  of  2  to  I  and  far  larger  than  the  matching  hinds  generated  by  virtually  any  other  federally  supported  research  progran.*. 

»  S41,959^73  of  this  support  was  generated  from  non-federal  sources. 

The  strength  ofthe  Water  Resources  Research  Institutes  Program  is  illustrated  by  the  fact  that  non-federal  entities,  including 
state  and  local  government  and  the  private  sector  provide  a  majority  ofthe  fmancial  support  Non-federal  agencies  contribute 
$8  for  each  dollar  appropriated  to  the  program.  The  large  non-federal  contribution  testifies  to  the  program's  repuUtion  for 
excellence  in  water  research  and  education  as  well  as  to  the  program's  prtxJuctivity.  It  is  especially  noteworthy  that  the  non- 
federal program  support  increased  by  more  than  $1.4  million  in  FY  1994. 

>  The  federal  appropriation  provides  the  "legitimacy"  that  allows  the  Institutes  to  attract  additional  funding. 
If  this  legitimacy  is  lost,  external  fiinding  will  erode  very  rapidly. 

>  None  of  the  federally  appropriated  dollars  are  used  to  pay  institutional  overhead  or  indirect  costs. 

In  the  aggregate,  the  Institutes  spend  only  8.9  percent  of  their  funds  in  administrative  support.  Few,  if  any,  comparable 
federal  research  programs  can  boast  of  administrative  costs  this  low. 

PROGRAM  ACC01VIPLISHMr.NT.S  IN  FY  1994 

Accomplishments  in  Research  and  Education 

Virtually  every  research  project  supported  by  the  Institutes  Program  involves  students.  Funds  spent  by  the  Institutes  on 
research  thus  support  the  training  of  future  water  managers  and  professionals. 

»  The  Institutes  Program  supported  801  research  projects  in  FY  1994. 

Nearly  two  thirds  of  the  Institutes  supported  projects  that  were  conducted  in  non-host  institutions.  This  shows  how  the 
Institutes  network  creates  ties  to  all  institutions  of  higher  education  with  expertise  in  water  resources. 

»  Institute-sponsored  research  resnilcd  in  over  900  publications  in  FY  1994  of  which  22  percent  appeared  in 

peer-reviewed  outlets. 

The  remainder  of  the  publications  include  monographs,  book  chapters,  conference  proceedings  and  technical  reports.  Many 
ofthe  publications  are  accessible  through  the  National  Technical  Information  Service. 

>  1 194  students  were  trained  in  water  resources  under  the  auspices  of  the  Institutes  Program. 

Approximately  two-thirds  ofthe  students  trained  were  graduate  students  and  the  remaining  one-third  were  undergraduates. 
These  students  will  help  to  fill  the  exploding  demand  for  water  leaders  and  professionals  to  meet  the  water  resources 
management  challenges  ofthe  next  century. 

This  record  in  research  and  education  cannot  be  sustained  without  the  basic  federal  program. 
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Accomplishments  in  Information  Transfer 


>  81  percent  of  the  Water  Research  Institutes  published  at  least  one  newsletter.  An  estimated  480,000  copies 
of  these  newsletters  were  distributed  in  FY  1994. 

>'  The  Institutes  sponsored  or  cosponsored  130  conferences  on  water  resources  in  FY  1994. 

These  conferences  ranged  from  technical  sessions  for  water  researchers  to  policy  conferences  focusing  on  water  issues  facing 
a  slate  or  region.  Estimated  attendance  at  such  conferences  totaled  more  than  24,000. 

Tliis  record  in  information  transfer  cannot  be  sustained  without  the  basic  federal  program. 

CONSEQUENCES  OF  ELIMINATION  OF  FUNPING  FOR 
THE  WATER  RESOURCES  RESEARCH  INSTITUTES 

The  objectives  of  the  Water  Resources  Research  Act  are  even  more  compelling  today  than  they  were  when  the  Act  was 
originally  passed.  These  objectives  cannot  be  attained  if  the  federal  program  is  eliminated. 

»  Without  a  federal  appropriation,  nearly  half  of  the  Institutes  will  cease  to  exist  altogether.  Another  40  percent 

will  be  reorganized  to  emphasize  different  programmatic  foci. 

>  Without  a  federal  appropriation,  the  Institutes  network  will  cease  to  exist 

»  Without  a  federal  appropriation,  the  broad  programmatic  focus  of  the  remaining  Institutes  will  disappear 

as  those  Institutes  focus  increasingly  on  narrow  local  and  sectoral  problems. 
In  addition,  the  important  activities  through  which  the  Institutes  help  to  resolve  many  of  the  Nation's  real  water  problems 
will  be  significantly  diminished.  Examples  of  such  activities  include: 

-  The  Ohio  Institute  has  developed  a  technology  transfer  service  on  the  information  superhighway  to  transfer 

technology  and  information  from  the  Nations'  colleges  and  Universities  to  the  National  Laboratories  of  the 
Department  of  Energy  to  assist  the  Labs  in  conducting  environmental  remediation  programs. 

>  The  New  Mexico  Institute  is  a  member  of  the  New  Mexico-Texas  Water  Commission  and  provides  critical 
technical  information  which  is  at  the  core  of  efforts  to  develop  a  plan  for  more  reliable  water  supplies  for 
southern  New  Mexico  and  the  City  of  El  Paso. 

»  The  Washington  Institute  was  selected  by  state  agencies,  citizens  committees  and  Indian  tribes  to  conduct 

a  water  quality  study  and  prepare  a  water  management  plan  for  Lake  Roosevelt  on  the  Columbia  River. 

»  The  Illinois  Institute  is  developing  technologies  that  will  permit  small  communities  to  meet  safe  drinking 

water  standards  in  an  affordable  fashion. 

These  are  merely  a  few  of  the  dozens  of  activities  undertaken  by  the  Institutes  with  the  aid  of  federal  funding.  The  loss  of 
federal  funding  means  that  many,  if  not  all.  of  these  activities  will  cease  to  be  done  by  the  Institutes.  They  are  jobs  that  must 
be  done  and  the  Institutes  have  demonstrated  that  they  can  do  them  more  cost-effectively  than  the  private  sector  or  the 
Federal  Government.  We  believe  that  the  productivity  of  the  Program  and  the  evidence  of  increasing  demand  for  that 
program  speak  convincingly  to  the  need  to  continue  the  program. 

The  U.S.  Geological  Survey  has  proposed  elimination  of  funding  for  the  Institutes  Program  even  while  supporting  an 
increase  of  $10  million  to  support  to  support  its  own  in-house  water  research  efforts.  In  a  world  characterized  by  increasing 
competitiveness,  there  seems  little  justification  for  augmenting  federal  programs  which  are  not  collaborative  at  the  expense 
of  the  Institutes  Program  which  has  a  demoitstrated  record  of  effective  collaboration  with  water  managers  and  citizens  alike. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  this  testimony.  The  National  Association  of  State  Universities  and 
Land  Grant  Colleges  and  the  National  Institutes  for  Water  Resources  are  grateful  for  your  past  support  of  our  program  and 
we  trust  that  the  performance  and  productivity  which  1  have  outlined  today  fully  justifies  your  continuing  support.  Thank 
you  very  much. 


STATEMENT  OF  JIM  HENDRIX  AND  RICHARD  BAJURA,  SECTION  ON 
MINERAL  RESOURCES,  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  UNIVER- 
SITIES AND  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 

Programs  of  the  USBM  Generic  Technology  Centers 

We  are  testifying  totiay  to  request  your  continued  support  for  the  programs  of  the  Generic 
Technology  Centers  which  have  been  designated  by  the  United  Sutes  Bureau  of  Mines  as  those 
which  should  be  incorporated  into  their  research  endeavors  as  outlined  in  the  "Reinventing  the  US 
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Bureau  of  Mines"  study.  Continued  support  of  the  Bureau's  programs  and  the  Generic  Technology 
Centers  will  ensure  development  of  new  knowledge  that  will  maintain  the  nation's  investment  in 
minerals  research  and  technology  development. 

We  recommend  that  FY96  funds  of  $6.2  million  be  appropriated  to  continue  the  work  of 
the  Generic  Technology  Centers  at  the  level  authorized  in  the  FY95  budget. 

Reinventing  the  USBM 

In  the  USBM's  planning  document,  "Reinventing  the  USBM",  specific  recommendations 
were  made  regarding  the  Mineral  Institutes  program.  The  recommendations  included  the 
following  points: 

*  Allotment  grants  are  no  longer  necessary 

*  Research  of  the  institutes  should  be  more  closely  coordinated  with  the  research  program  of  the 
USBM 

*  Reclamation  and  waste  treatment  and  recovery  generic  centers  programs  should  be  integrated 
into  the  USBM  enviroiunental  technology  program 

*  Respirable  dust  and  mine  systems  design  and  ground  control  program  should  become  part  of  the 
USBM  health  and  safety  research  program 

*  The  fiinding  for  the  Generic  Mineral  Technology  Centers  should  be  reduced  to  $5.5  million  and 
integrated  into  the  new  EnvironmenUl  Remediation  ($1.3),  Pollution  Prevention  and  Control 
($2. 1).  and  Health  and  Safety  ($2. 1)  programs. 

In  the  budget  statement  offered  by  the  Administration,  the  four  Generic  Mineral 
Technology  Centers:  Mine  Systems  Design  and  Ground  Control,  Mineral  Industry  Waste 
Treatment  and  Recovery,  Respirable  Dust,  and  National  Mine  Land  Reclamation  Center  have 
been  specifically  designated  to  be  incorporated  into  the  Bureau  of  Mines  research  program. 
Unfortunately,  and  to  our  concern,  at  the  same  time  the  Administration  advocates  eliminating 
funding  for  the  generic  centers,  including  the  four  designated  for  inclusion  into  the  Bureau's 
research  program.  For  the  past  14  years  the  federal-academic  partnership  for  research  in  the 
important  fields  described  in  the  Reinventing  the  USBM  plaiuiing  document  has  been  nearly 
exclusively  done  through  the  Generic  Technology  Centers  program.  If  this  partnei^hip  is  dissolved 
there  is  no  replacement  on  the  horizon. 

Value  of  University  Generic  Technology  Centers  and  USBM  Cooperation 

University  Generic  Technology  Centers  are  capable  of  assisting  in  the  kinds  of  basic 
research  described  in  the  comprehensive  plan  of  the  USBM  at  a  lower  cost,  using  the  existing 
university  laboratory  facilities,  which  are  quite  similar  to  those  found  in  USBM  laboratories. 
Universities  subsidize  research  in  several  ways  because  research  is  an  important  part  of  their 
mission.  Faculty  generally  do  not  charge  their  time  to  research  projects  except  during  the  summer. 
Students  work  for  low  wages.  Overhead  rates  are  low,  usually  less  than  50  percent,  because 
research  projects  do  not  carry  the  full  burden  of  industry  overhead  costs.  There  is  a  tendency  to 
think  of  the  education  as  only  supporting  graduate  education,  but  it  is  a  fact  that  faculty  in  these 
disciplines  cannot  be  attracted  or  retained  in  a  university  culture  unless  they  conduct  research. 
Without  research  funds,  there  will  not  be  any  faculty,  undergraduate  education,  or  production  of 
bachelor  degree  engineers  and  scientists  in  these  disciplines. 

Supporting  these  academic  programs  at  an  adequate  level  is  needed  to  meet  national 
requirements  for  continuing  the  mining  and  basic  materials  industries.  Graduates  in  these 
disciplines  fmd  employment  throughout  the  nation  and  often  do  not  remain  in  the  state  where  they 
were  educated.  Given  this  geographical  dispersal  and  because  the  states  pay  the  primary  cost  of 
education,  it  is  reasonable  for  the  federal  government  to  share  at  least  some  of  the  cost  of 
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educating  these  engineers  and  scientists  for  the  nation.  There  arc  also  advantages  in  centralizing 
research  in  almost  all  engineering  scientific  fields  and,  indeed,  that  is  what  is  done  in  the  United 
Sutcs  as  the  federal  government  has  become  the  primary  sponsor  of  univenity  research. 

Since  many  of  the  mining  and  minerals  companies  have  discontinued  their  corporate 
research  laboratories  during  the  past  15  years,  most  of  the  basic  research  so  desperately  needed  by 
the  nation  so  that  the  minerals  mdustry  may  continue  to  be  competitive  without  harming  the 
environment  is  being  done  by  the  scientists  and  engineers  at  the  USBM  and  a  few  remaining 
universities  commined  to  minerals  industries  education  and  scholarship.  If  by  chance,  these 
centers  of  excellence  are  discontinued,  the  nation  will  be  void  of  any  ability  to  continue  to  develop 
the  knowledge  required.  The  Generic  Technology  Centers  and  the  appropriate  centers  within  the 
USBM  represent  focal  pomts  for  the  concentration  of  expertise  to  continue  the  generation  of  ideas 
and  technologies  that  will  help  the  minerals  industries  in  the  beginning  of  the  twenty  first  century. 

The  Centers 

The  Generic  Center  Technology  Center  for  Rcspirable  dust  brings  expertise  in  medical 
science,  mining  technology,  access  to  the  mining  industry,  and  instrumentation  and  measurements 
capabilities  which  complement  instead  of  duplicate  the  expertise  of  the  Bureau.  Researchers  at 
the  Center  have  shown  that  some  particulate  components  in  the  dust  stream,  such  as  quartz,  nuy 
aflFcct  the  severity  of  the  disease.  These  results  may  explain  why  different  mines  have  different 
health  risks  while  the  weight  of  the  dust  loading  in  the  air  may  be  the  same. 

Both  the  Bureau  of  Mines  peisonnel  and  researchers  in  the  Generic  Technology  Center  for 
Ground  Control  and  Mint  Systems  Design  focus  on  reducing  accidents  and  making  the 
underground  environment  safe  for  workers.  Because  of  the  participation  of  a  set  of  geographically 
diverse  universities,  the  Generic  Technology  Center  is  developing  two  main  thrusts;  one  related  to 
coal  mining  and  the  other  is  hard  rock  mining  which  is  becoming  more  and  more  prominent  in  the 
western  United  States. 

The  National  Mine  Land  Reclamation  Center  has  developed  new  reclamation 
technologies.  This  Center  works  closely  with  the  Bureau,  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining,  and  a 
broad  base  of  industrial  organizations  which  not  only  advise  but  also  provide  matching  support  for 
reclamation  technology  and  clean>up  operations. 

The  Generic  Technology  Center  for  Minerals  Industry  Waste  Treatment  and  Recovery 
provides  advanced  concepts  on  pollution  prevention  and  control  which  address  problems  relevant 
to  mining  operations  in  our  western  states.  The  basic  research  conducted  at  the  Center  has  been  so 
highly  valued  by  the  minerals  industry  that  a  significant  portion  of  the  Center's  budget  is  funded 
by  the  minerals  industry  for  support  of  applied  research  devoted  to  pollution  control  and 
environmental  remediation. 

Concluding  Remarks 

The  areas  of  Health  &  Safety  Research,  Environmental  Remediation,  and  Pollution 
Prevention  and  Control  identified  by  the  Bureau  are  national  priority  areas.  The  four  Generic 
Technology  Centers  mentioned  in  the  Bureau's  planning  documents  arc  strongly  oriented  toward 
these  priorities.  Each  enter  has  a  solid  record  of  accomplishments  and  has  been  favorably 
reviewed  by  the  USBM  Advisory  Committee  on  a  regular  basis.  The  continued  success  of 
growing  a  knowledge  base,  training  students  and  practitioners,  and  the  technology  transfer  in  these 
important  areas  is  dependent  on  federal-academic-industrial  partnerships. 

Therefore,  we  request  that  the  four  generic  technology  centere  be  funded  at  the  FY95  level 
of  S6.2  million  in  FY96. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  AUDUBON  SOCIETY 

Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee:  Onbehalf  of  the  National  Audubon 
Society's  more  than  half  a  million  members,  and  our  515  chapters  in  communities  throughout  the 
United  States,  we  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony  on  the 
President's  1996  Interior  appropriations  request.  Audubon's  priorities  for  the  1996  Department  of 
Interior  budgets  and  Forest  Service  are  as  follows: 

Preservation  of  Nongame  Birds 

Audubon  urges  Congress  to  recognize  the  economic  impact  that  a  decline  of  nongame 
migratory  species  would  produce,  and  to  increase  direct  appropriations  for  nongame  migratory 
birds,  including  earmarks  for  research  and  con.servation  of  neotropical  migratory  birds.  In  the 
United  States,  more  than  50  million  people  identify  them.selves  as  backyard  birdwatchers--more 
than  twenty  times  the  number  of  U.S.  duck  hunters.  Bird  lovers  and  nongame  wildlife  enthusiasts 
contribute  more  than  $20  billion  annually  to  the  U.S.  economy.  For  example,  each  year  more  than 
KXUKX)  birders  visit  Cape  May,  New  Jersey,  contributing  more  than  $10  million  to  the  local 
economy.  In  High  Island,  Texas  more  than  6,000  birders  visit  this  small  Gulf  Coast  town 
annually,  spending  more  than  $2.5  million  in  the  community,  and  generating  for  the  region  a  total 
economic  impact  of  about  $6  million.  One  birding  "hot  spot."  Malheur  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in 
Oregon,  receives  50.000  visitors  each  year,  who  directly  contribute  about  $4  million  to  the  local 
economy.  Yet  the  U.S.  government  continues  to  invest  less  than  one  tenth  of  what  it  spends 
annually  on  waterfowl  on  nongame  birds,  despite  the  fact  that  pre.servation  of  nongame  birds 
makes  good  economic  .sense,  and  despite  the  fact  that  more  than  50  '7c  of  our  .state  birds  and 
.seventy  percent  of  neotropical  migrants  that  breed  on  the  east  coast  of  the  United  States  are  in 
decline. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  budget  nongame  migratory  birds  will  benefit  from  the 
$36  million  request  for  Riparian  Management  and  Wildlife  Management  activities.  Hie  BLM  is 
participating  in  a  new  agreement,  modeled  on  the  North  American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan 
(N  AWMP),  H)  preserve  critical  riparian  habitat  in  California  for  game  and  nongame  birds  and  other 
wildlife.  In  the  U.S.  Fi.sh  &  Wildlife  Service  ("FWS")  budget,  nongame  migratory  birds  will 
benefit  from  its  Western  Hemisphere  program,  which  includes  the  RESERVA  training  program, 
and  appropriations  for  activities  under  the  under-utilized  Convention  on  Nature  Protection  and 
Wildlife  Preservation  treaty  (Western  Hemisphere  Convention)  ($1,863,000).  Audubon  also 
supports  the  FWS  budget  request  of  $4.7  million  for  Migratory  Bird  Management,  which  provides 
important  .scientific  information  and  techniques  for  the  management  of  nongame  birds.  We  also 
support  the  President's  budget  requests  of  $4.5  million  for  nongame  bird  research,  and  $1.2 
million  for  nongame  bird  inventory  and  monitoring  under  the  National  Biological  Service,  and  the 
Joint  Ventures  launched  under  the  NAWMP  which  benefit  nongame  birds. 

Forest  Service 

We  applaud  many  of  the  new  measures  propo.sed  for  the  Forest  Service  in  the  President's 
FY96  Budget;  they  cleariy  reflect  a  much  more  ecologically-oriented  approach  to  forest 
management.  We  support  the  President'  request  of  $107.4  million  for  the  Forest  Plan  for  the 
Pacific  Northwe.st.  an  increase  of  $12.4  million  over  FY95.  We  al.so  the  President's  request  of  $10 
million  for  International  Forestry,  an  increase  of  $3  million  from  last  year. 

We  oppose  the  request  of  $  103  million  for  constmction  of  yet  more  logging  road.s.  whether 
by  direct  appropriation,  or  through  the  device  of  "purchaser  credits."  Almost  all  of  the  proposed 
roads  will  support  the  below-cost  timber  sales  program.  This  program  is  a  drain  on  the  taxpayer, 
and  also  one  of  the  prime  causes  of  the  continuing  environmental  degradation  on  our  federal  forest 
estate.  At  the  very  least  the  committee  should  direct  that  no  new  roads  of  any  type  be  constructed 
into  roadless  areas.  In  addition,  in  1993.  the  cost  of  running  timber  sales  in  81  of  the  1 10  National 
Forests  with  commercial  timber  sales  programs  far  exceeded  the  receipts  from  the  sale  of  timber 
resources.  Eliminating  these  below-cost  timber  sales  would  save  taxpayers  more  than  $200 
million. 

National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 

The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Sy.stem  represents  an  enormous  investment  by  the  American 
Public  in  our  nation's  precious  wildlife  resources.  However,  in  September.  1993.  the  Department  of 
the  Interior's  Inspector  General  issued  a  report  that  documented  a  $323  million  backlog  in  maintenance 
projects  (Report  No.  93-1-1477).  The  report  concluded  that  "refuges  were  not  maintained  at  a  level 
sufficient  to  meet  [their]  goals  because  Service  funding  requests  for  refuge  maintenance  have  not  been 
adequate  to  meet  even  the  minimal  needs  of  .sustaining  the  refuges"  (emphasis  added).  Inadequate 
operations  and  maintenance  funds  have  allowed  the  habitat  on  National  Wildlife  Refuges  to  become 
less  productive  for  wildlife,  and  consequently  has  reduced  both  wildlife  populations  and  associated 
recreational  opportunities.  The  President's  budget  requests  $  1 69.5  million  for  operations  and 
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maintenance  of  our  national  wildlife  refuges.  This  amount  represents  a  $6  million  decrease  in  much- 
needed  maintenance  funds  from  FY95.  We  urge  you  to  increase  funding  for  refuge  maintenance  by  at 
least  $6  million. 

Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 

Audubon's  highest  priorities  for  federal  acquisition  in  FY  95  include  the  Canaan  Valley 
NWR  (WV).  Cape  May  NWR  (NJ).  Lower  Rio  Grande  NWR  (TX).  Stillwater  NWR  (NV). 
Kodiak  NWR  (AK).  Hart  Mountain  NWR  (OR),  and  San  Joaquin  River  NWR  (CA).  Other 
priorities  include  Everglades  National  Park,  as  discus.sed  below,  the  San  Pedro  Riparian  National 
Conservation  Area  in  Arizona,  under  the  BLM  budget,  and  two  critically  important  forested  areas: 

The  Great  Northern  Forest:  The  National  Audubon  Society  asks  Congress  to  fund  the 
acquisition  of  10  already-identified  priority  ecological  reserves,  at  an  estimated  co.st  of  $25 
million.  We  further  recommend  funding  of  the  Forest  Legacy  program  for  this  region  at  $25 

million. 

« 

The  Steriing  Forest:  Located  on  the  New  York-New  Jersey  border,  at  18.000  acres,  it  is  the 
largest  unbroken  tract  near  the  greater  New  York  metropolitan  area.  New  York  and  New  Jersey 
are  moving  [o  acquire  it  from  its  willing  owners-but  they  cannot  do  the  job  alone.  Therefore. 
we  recommend  funding  this  acquisition  at  least  the  level  authorized  by  S.223  (the  Steriing 
Fore.st  Acquisition  Act)-$17  million. 

Endangered  Species  Act 

The  National  Audubon  Society  supports  the  President's  overall  budget  request  of  $77.6 
million  for  endangered  species,  including  increases  of  $1.7  million  for  con.sultations  under  Section 
7,  and  $5.2  million  for  recovery  planning.  We  also  support  the  proposed  increase  of  $29  million 
in  funding  for  states  under  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species  Fund.  Audubon  is,  however,  very 
concerned  that  the  practical  effect  of  delays  in  listing  species  as  a  result  of  congressionally 
mandated  recis.sions  and  moratoria  will  be  to  dramatically  increa.se  the  co.st  of  recovery  once 
species  are  listed.  We  urge  this  committee  to  appropriate  full  funding  for  the  listing  process  as  well 
as  the  many  worthwhile  recovery  programs  designed  to  delist  species. 

Interior  Department  NAFTA-Related  Funding 

The  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  and  its  environmental  side  agreement 
recognized,  for  the  first  time,  that  trade  has  a  profound  impact  on  environmental  health.  We 
support  the  President's  request  for  $4  million  to  continue  exi.sting  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
projects  intended  to  diminish  the  impact  of  increa.sed  trade  on  important  environmental  resources, 
in  particular  lho.se  kxrated  in  the  border  region.  This  request  represents  a  modest  increa,se  of 
$52.(XX)  over  1995  funding  levels  for  increased  needs  of  border  area  wildlife  refuges. 

National   Biological   Service 

National  Audubon  urges  Congress  to  support  the  President's  budget  request  of  $172.7 
million  for  the  National  Biological  Service  ("NBS").  The  NBS.  which  was  created  to  consolidate 
already  existing  and  previously  authorized  research  projects  at  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  is 
one  of  the  most  cost-effective  research  programs  in  the  U.S.-private  or  public.  Many  NBS 
functions  also  fulfill  the  federal  govenunent's  responsibilities  under  congressional  mandates  and 
international  treaties-other  functions  range  from  a.ssisting  ranchers  with  potentially  devastating 
livestock  diseases  to  providing  data  that  is  critical  to  maintaining  the  multi-billion  dollar  fisheries 
industry  to  developing  critical  ecosystem  and  hydrologic  models  for  the  South  Florida  Everglades. 

Audubon  remains  concerned  that  the  NBS  has  come  under  attack  by  some  who  claim  that 
information  obtained  by  the  NBS  will  lead  to  more  regulations.  In  fact,  the  opposite  is  true.  The  NBS 
has  no  regulatory  or  resource  management  agenda.  It  provides  sound,  unbiased  information  to  federal 
agencies,  state  and  local  governments,  private  industry,  and  the  public  so  that  management  decisions 
regarding  our  nation's  natural  resources  can  be  made  in  the  most  open  and  practical  manner. 
Consistent  with  the  new  Congress'  pledge  to  base  decisions  on  "sound  science."  Audubon 
recommends  full  funding  for  the  NBS. 

Rivers,  Trails,  and  Conservation  Assistance  Program-National  Parks  Service 

This  has  proven  to  be  one  of  the  most  successful  partnership  and  cooperative  ventures 
between  state,  local,  federal,  and  private  interests  ever  undertaken  by  our  government.  A  number 
of  Audubon's  chapters  at  the  grassroots  level  have  worked  very  successfully  under  its  umbrella  to 
accomplish  community  conservation  goals,  such  as  the  Lower  Yakima  River  Greenway  in 
Washington  State.  We  urge  continued  funding  of  this  program. 
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Everglades  (Smith  Florida  Restoration  Initiative) 

Restoring  the  health  of  the  Everglades  means  protecting  the  very  heart  of  south  Florida's  $35 
billion  tourism  and  natural  resource  based  economy.  The  near  ecological  collapse  of  Florida  Bay  and 
the  Everglades  has  had  dire  consequences  not  only  for  the  more  than  50  threatened  and  endangered 
plant  and  animal  species  that  call  the  Everglades  home,  but  for  the  economy  of  South  Florida  as  well. 
Declines  in  commercial  fishing  harvests,  such  as  pink  shrimp,  and  giant  algae  blooms  which  now 
smother  some  of  the  Keys'  world  famous  coral  reefs  are  only  two  of  the  most  visible  examples  of  the 
impact.  Professional  fishing  guides,  who  once  entertained  clients  from  around  the  worid  --  including 
former  President  George  Bush  --  have  seen  their  ranks  halved  as  Florida  Bay  suffocates  beneath  ever 
larger  algae  blooms.  It  is  imperative  tliat  the  joint  federal  and  state  effort  to  restore  the  Everglades,  to 
protect  the  drinking  water  supplies  of  the  4.5  million  residents  of  south  Florida,  and  to  preserve  the 
natural  resources  so  critical  to  Florida's  economy,  be  ba.sed  on  a  solid  scientific  foundation.  Audubon 
also  urges  Congress  to  fully  fund  the  President's  request  for  $4.8  million  grant  to  the  State  of  Florida 
for  land  acquisition,  and  $3  million  for  acquisition  of  9000  acres  for  Everglades  National  Park.  The 
Park  Service  budget  request  also  includes  $7.5  million  for  an  ongoing  project  to  modify  the  water 
delivery  system  for  Everglades  National  Park. 


STATEMENT  OF  RANDAL  G.  PENCE,  DIRECTOR  OF  GOVERNMENT 
RELATIONS,  THE  NATIONAL  CONCRETE  MASONRY  ASSOCIATION 

We  will  keep  our  comments  brief  and  to  the  point. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  funds  available  for  any  combination  of 
CCAP  and  core  energy  conservation  and  renewables  programs  will  be 
cut  deeply.   Given  the  choice  between  CCAP  and  core  programs,  it 
is  equally  clear  that  the  core  programs  are  far  more  mature  and 
more  likely  (nearly  certain)  to  provide  tangible  and  measurable 
benefits  in  the  marketplace  in  the  near  future  than  CCAP  could 
provide  under  the  best  of  circumstances.   Rather  than  begin  new 
programs,  inevitably  at  the  expense  of  the  core  programs  that  a 
large  portion  of  the  home  building  industry  supports  strenuously, 
the  Committee  should  concentrate  the  funds  available  to  it  on  key 
core  programs  to  ensure  that  design  tools  like  ENERGY-10  are 
completed  by  the  end  of  1995  and  that  elements  of  the  BEST 
PRACTICES  Program  will  see  substantial  progress  in  the  next 
fiscal  year. 

NCMA  has  always  seen  the  problem  of  CCAP  is  that  it  distracts 
from  the  critical  core  programs  already  approved  and  partially 
funded  by  Congress.   While  CCAP  is  not  entirely  without  merit,  we 
recommend  against  dilution  of  already  scarce  resources  in 
deference  to  a  concept  such  as  CCAP  which,  absent  the  political 
underpinnings  of  its  creation,  likely  would  never  have  been 
proffered. 

It  would  appear  that  the  new  congressional  leadership  will  favor 
funding  priorities  that  will  be  at  odds  with  the  present 
Administration  regarding  energy  and  renewables  policy.   Given  the 
expected  resistance  by  the  Department  to  allocating  scarce 
funding  from  CCAP  to  core  programs,  it  is  vitally  important  not 
only  for  the  Committee  to  appropriate  sufficient  sums  to  allow 
for  real  progress  in  the  core,  but  also  to  include  binding 
fencing  provisions  in  the  bill  language  to  ensure  that  either  the 
funds  are  spent  according  to  congressional  intent  —  on  core 
programs  high  on  Congress'  priority  —  and  for  no  other  program 
or  purpose.   Reducing  the  total  amount  of  funds  spent  is  only 
part  of  the  deficit  reduction  equation.   It  is  also  important  to 
ensure  that  the  funds  that  are  expended  are  spent  only  as 
Congress  intends,  and  certainly  not  for  programs  not  considered 
at  the  top  of  the  congressional  priority  list. 

We  would  further  recommend  that  the  Committee  include  tightly 
drafted  bill  language  requiring  the  Department  to  report  back 
early  in  FY  1996  on  the  way  it  is  spending  funds  for  energy  and 
renewables,  providing  progress  reports  and  timetables  for 
delivery. 
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In  conclusion,  NCMA  reconunends  that  spending  cuts  be  concentrated 
in  CCAP  programs,  and  that  core  programs  be  funded,  at  a  minimum, 
as  follows: 

Exemplary  Buildings:   $2.5  million;  ENERGY-10  software: 
$1.5  million;  training  and  technical  support:   $1  million; 
utility  demand  side  management:   $1  million. 

We  appreciate  the  Committee's  consideration  of  these  views. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  CONFERENCE  OF  STATE  HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION  OFFICERS 

The  National  Conference  of  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  requests  an  appropriation 
of  $32  million  for  the  States  from  the  Senate  Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Interior.' 

The  National  Conference  represents  the  gubematorially  appointed  officials  that  carry  out 
the  national  historic  preservation  program  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Advisory  Coun- 
cil on  Historic  Preservation.  (National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  16  USC  470)  The  Historic 
Preservation  Fund  provides  half  the  cost  of  administering  the  federal  preservation  program — the 
States  and  other  non-federal  sources  contribute  the  rest. 

Historic  Preservation  Is  a  National  Purpose 

"The  spirit  and  direction  of  the  Nation  are  founded  upon  and  reflected  in  its  historic  heri- 
tage; ...  the  preservation  of  this  irreplaceable  heritage  is  in  the  public  interest  so  that  its  vital 
legacy  of  cultural,  educational,  esthetic,  inspirational,  economic,  and  energy  benefits  will  be 
maintained  and  enriched  for  future  generations  of  Americans."^ 

"It  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  Federal  Government,  in  cooperation  with  other  nations  and  in 
partnership  with  the  States,  local  governments,  Indian  tribes,  and  private  organizations  and  indi- 
viduals to  .  .  .foster  conditions  under  which  our  modern  society  and  our  prehistoric  and  historic 
resources  can  exist  in  productive  harmony  and  fulfill  the  social  ,  economic,  and  other  requirements 
of  present  and  future  generations"  ' 

The  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  clearly  states  the  governmental  purpose  of  the 
historic  preservation  program.  Under  the  act,  historic  preservation  in  America  is  not  mere  rever- 
ence for  the  past:  it  is  a  tool  for  coordinating  new  development  with  our  past.  Historic  preserva- 
tion allows  Americans  to  decide,  collectively  and  carefully,  which  of  our  older  places  are  important 
and  which  ones  are  not.  Historic  preservation  means  making  a  thoughtful  effort  to  meet  today's 
needs  in  ways  that  also  retain  and  use  our  important  historic  resources. 

Historic  preservation  is  a  contract  with  our  past  and  an  investment  in  our  future.  Of  those 
historic  places  handed  over  to  us  from  our  past,  which  ones  will  wc,  in  turn,  hand  over  to  our 
children?  The  national  historic  preservation  program  sets  up  an  operating  system  to  include  gov- 
ernment in  making  those  decisions. 
Historic  Preservation  Fund  Leverages  Investment 

Historic  Preservation  Fund  appropriations  leverage  non-fcdcral  investment  both  directly 
and  indirectly.  The  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  requires  every  federal  dollar  to  be  matched 
before  grantees  are  reimbursed.  State  governments,  local  governments  and  the  private  sector 
provided  $22  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  as  direct  match.* 


'The  National  Conference  supports  a)  an  appropriation  of  $7  million  for  the  National  Trust  for  Historic 
Ptesei-vation.  $2  million  for  Tribal  Grants,  and  $2  million  for  restoration  grants  for  historically  black  colleges, 
b)  a  FV'  96  appropriation  for  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  of  $3,063  million,  and  c)  we  strongly 
support  the  maintenance  of  level  funding  and  FTEs  for  the  cultural  programs  in  the  National  Park  Service,  NRP 
budget 

^National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  Section  1,  16  USC  470. 

'l6  USC  470(1). 

■"while  the  Act  requires  a  40'"c  non-federal  match,  actual  State  appropriations  for  historic  preservation 
activities  are  much  higher  as  many  Stales  fund  restoration  grant  programs  (eg,  PA  $2.4  million,  MD  $1  million) 
and  provide  rehabilitation  tax  incentives  (eg,  NM,  RI,  WI). 
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The  Historic  Preservation  Fund  also  directly  leverages  rehabilitation  activity  through  the 
rehab  tax  credit.  State  Historic  Preservation  Offices  approved  over  500  rehabilitation  projects  for 
investment  tax  credits  which  has  a  total  constmction  impact  of  $483  million' — an  amount  over  ten 
times  greater  than  the  federal  appropriation.  Most  of  this  construction  activity  focused  on  housing- 
-a  total  of  3,304  units,  2,159  of  which  were  for  low/moderate  income  tenants.  The  National  Park 
Service  estimates  this  created  20,960  jobs. 

Historic  Preservation  Fund  supported  restoration,  when  last  available  in  fiscal  year  1984 
Emergency  Jobs  Act,  generated  a  2:1  match  of  non-federal  dollars  to  the  Historic  Preservation 
Fund  contribution.  The  federal  appropriation  went  to  1,011  projects  and  created  10,782  jobs.  A 
decade  later,  the  University  of  Rhode  Island  conducted  a  study  of  the  economic  effects  of  that 
State's  Historic  Preservation  Office.*  That  study  showed  that  the  Rhode  Island  Historical  Preserva- 
tion Commission  added  $232  million  to  the  gross  state  product,  generated  new  wages  of  $187 
million  and  increased  federal  taxes  by  $43.9  million,  State  taxes  by  $13.5  million  and  local  taxes 
by  $8.1  million.  Further,  historic  preservation  construction  activity  generated  25%  more  jobs  than 
the  building  of  new  roads.  In  1992,  $1  from  the  Historic  Preservation  Fund  allocated  to  Rhode 
Island  leveraged  $36  dollars  in  non-federal  expenditures.'  Because  of  the  $62  million  in  private 
construction  investment  generated  through  the  rehabilitation  tax  credit  in  1994,  $1  from  Pennsyl- 
vania's Historic  Preservation  Fund  allocation  leverages  $75. 

In  terms  of  secondary  leverage,  the  impact  stretches  widely  across  America.  Heritage 
tourism,  a  multi-billion  dollar  industry,  relies  on  historic  places.  HPF  supported  surveys  and 
inventories  provide  authentic  information  for  quality  interpretation  and  tourist  promotion.  As  an 
example,  the  New  Mexico  tourism  and  historic  preservation  offices  jointly  finaced  a  survey  of 
properties  on  Route  66  to  serve  the  growing  tourism  interest.  Research  in  Oklahoma  led  to  the 
creation  of  a  Route  66  museum  in  Clinton. 

The  Historic  Preservation  Fund  has  made  a  dramatic  impact  on  small  town  retail  through 
the  Main  Street  program,  started  by  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation.  "Main  Street"  has 
joined  the  American  lexicon,  meaning  the  combination  of  historic  preservation  and  marketing 
techniques  for  downtown  economic  development. 

Historic  preservation,  by  documenting  the  significance  of  neighborhoods  and  highlighting 
their  architectural  character  and  local  history  stimulates  neighborhood  pride  and  attracts  rehab- 
minded  home  buyers.  Historic  designations,  such  as  National  Register  listing,  have  been  a  first  step 
in  community  revitalization  across  the  country.  These  revitalized  neighborhoods  have  been  a  key 
clement  for  many  communities  in  attracting  new  businesses. 

Inter-governmental  Historic  Preservation  Team 

In  one  sense,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  differ  fundamentally  from  the  other  public 
witnesses.  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  do  Federal  work  on  the  interagency  partnership  set 
up  by  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  USC  470).  The  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officers  are  indispensable  members  of  the  intergovernmental  operating  system  that  canies  out  the 
historic  preservation  program.  This  Federal-state  compact  dates  from  the  very  beginning  of  the 
program.  One  of  the  Secretary's  first  actions  was  to  contact  each  governor  and  ask  him  to  partici- 
pate in  the  program.  The  Federal  government,  under  federal  law,  set  the  standards,  administrative 
structure  and  asked  the  States  to  do  the  work  and  provide  half  the  cost.  The  national  historic 
preservation  program  was  ahead  of  its  time  by  establishing  a  block  grant  to  the  States  to  accom- 
plish a  federal  objective.  State  decisions  are  made  within  federal  standards. 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  Activities 

What  do  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  do  as  part  of  this  national  historic  preservation 


team? 


identify  buildings,  sites,  structures  and  districts  of  historical  importance 

maintain  information  about  historical  places  (presence  and  absence)  for  use  by  Federal 
agencies,  local  government  planners,  and  the  general  public 


MPS  figures  for  fiscal  year  1994.  Preservation  Assistance  Division,  National  Park  Service,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  Tax  Incentives  for  Rehabilitaling  Hisloirc  Buildings:  Fiscal  Year  1994  Analysis,  Febniary  1995. 
Susan  Eschcrich,  202-343-9591 

Mjniversity  of  Rhode  Island  Inlergovcmmenlai  Policy  Analysis  Program,  Economic  Effects  of  the  Rhode 
Island  Historical  Preservation  Commission  Program  Expenditures  from  1971  to  1993. 

'hPF  allocation  to  Rhode  Island  in  1992:  $423,328  plus  $56,050  pass  through  to  Certified  Local 
Governments    The  Stale  of  Rhode  Island  appropriated  $274,221  in  operating  funds  and'$283,660  for  preservation 
loans    Hi.storic  preservation  rehabilitation  activity  certified  through  the  Historic  Preservation  office  that  year 
totalled  $16,025,572. 
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3.  administer  the  National  Register  nomination  process  working  with  property  owners,  orga- 
nizations, and  local  and  state  governments 

4.  work  with  Federal  agencies  to  resolve  any  differences  between  agency  activities  and 
historic  preservation  values  (SHPOs  review  and  resolves  preservation  issues  on  roughly 
70,000  federal  projects  annually.  While  the  Council  staff  sees  only  2%  of  them.) 

5.  assist  local  governments  who  wish  to  adopt  historic  preservation  programs 

6.  establish  formal  relationships  with  "certified"  local  governments  including  pass  through 
grants 

7.  assist  private  owners,  developers,  and  architects  in  planning  rehabilitation  of  National 
Register  buildings  using  the  20%  investment  tax  credit 

8.  conduct  limited  educational  programs:  for  government  agencies,  certified  local  govern- 
ments, preservationists,  and  the  general  public 

What  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  do  not  do.  The  50%  cut  in  1981  to  Historic 
Preservation  Fund  appropriations  reduced  the  national  preservation  program  to  a  bare  bones,  core 
program.  Discretionary  activities.such  as  restoration  matching  grants,  comprehensive  historic  site 
surveys  (other  than  for  federal  project  review)  with  local  governments,  how-to  and  inventory 
publications,  preparation  of  National  Register  nominations  for  interested  communities,  training  for 
the  public  and  private  sector.can  no  longer  be  funded  through  Historic  Preservation  Fund  alloca- 
tions. 


STATEMENT  OF  RONALD  J.  TIPTON,  THE  NATIONAL  EVERGLADES 

COALITION 

On  behalf  of  the  National  Everglades  Coalition,  I  want  to  submit  this  testimony 
concerning  the  FY  '96  budget  request  for  the  South  Florida/Everglades  restoration  initiative. 

Our  coalition,  which  I  helped  found  in  1985,  represents  more  than  30  national  and 
Florida  environmental  organizations  dedicated  to  the  restoration  of  natural  values,  wildlife  and 
adequate  water  supply  and  delivery  for  the  entire  South  Florida  system,  including  the 
Kissimmee  River,  Lake  Okeechobee,  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve,  Everglades  National  Park, 
Florida  Bay  and  the  Florida  Keys.  Groups  which  are  part  of  the  Coalition  include  the  National 
Audubon  Society,  The  Wilderness  Society,  Sierra  Club,  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council, 
Florida  Audubon  Society,  Florida  Wildlife  Federation,  the  Everglades  Trust  and  Save  Our 
Everglades. 

The  South  Florida  Everglades  is  indeed  a  remarkable  place,  and  is  certainly  one  of  the 
most  unique  ecosystems  in  the  world.  However,  as  a  result  of  decades  of  construction  and 
operation  of  flood  control  and  water  delivery  structures  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  its  local  partner  the  South  Florida  Water  Management  District,  the  natural  flow  of  water 
tlirough  this  system  has  been  gradually  and  inexorably  compromised  to  the  point  that  a  recent 
magazine  article  ranked  the  Everglades  as  one  of  the  ten  U.S.  "bummer  vacations." 

There  are  now  some  55  federally  listed  endangered  or  threatened  species  of  plants  and 
animals  in  this  ecosystem.  Only  half  of  the  original  Everglades  is  still  intact,  the  rest  sacrificed 
to  intensive  farming  and  urbanization.  Agricultural  runoff  spreads  pollutants  throughout  the 
system;  canals,  levees  and  water  pumping  facilities  have  completely  altered  the  region's 
hydrology;  the  renowned  wading  bird  population  of  the  Everglades  has  shrunk  to  a  tiny 
fraction  of  what  it  was  a  half-century  ago;  and  seagrass  die-offs  and  massive  algal  blooms  have 
turned  extensive  portions  of  Florida  Bay  into  a  murky  green  soup  that  threatens  the  health  and 
vitality  of  important  fisheries  and  coral 
reefs. 

That  is  the  bad  news.  The  goods  news  is  there  is  still  time  to  protect  and  restore  much 
of  this  magnificent  ecosystem  to  a  condition  similar  to  what  existed  at  the  beginning  of  this 
century  before  the  devastating  impact  of  human  activities  occurred.  And  we  now  are  really 
beginning  to  understand  the  root  causes  of  the  collapse  of  this  ecosystem,  and  the  steps  which 
must  be  taken  to  reverse  this  decline. 
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It  is  possible  to  restore  the  Everglades,  bring  Florida  Bay  back  to  a  condition  of 
environmental  health  and  stability,  prevent  the  degradation  of  our  coral  reefs,  and  make  the 
entire  South  Florida/Everglades  ecosystem  an  integral  part  of  the  future  economic  and  social 
well-being  of  the  region.  For  this  to  happen  will  require  the  political  will  and  commitment  of 
both  the  state  of  Florida  and  the  federal  government  working  clos:^ly  together  towards  common 
objectives. 

To  a  large  extent  this  partnership  already  exists.  Florida  Governor  Lawton  Chiles  and 
key  agencies  in  state  government,  especially  the  South  Florida  Water  Management  District, 
want  to  help  restore  this  ecosystem,  and  are  willing  to  make  this  a  top  priority  for  the  state  and 
commit  the  funding  necessary  to  make  it  happen.  In  fact,  the  state  of  Florida  has  for  the  last 
decade  contributed  a  portion  of  the  costs  of  science  and  research,  land  acquisition  and 
management,  changes  in  flood  control,  water  supply  and  delivery  which  must  occur  for  the 
benefit  of  the  South  Florida/Everglades.  This  commitment  by  the  state  should  be  an  incentive 
for  the  Congress  to  continue  to  support  restoring  the  Everglades. 

At  the  same  time  over  the  past  several  years  the  federal  government  has  pulled  together 
a  substantial  interagency  effort  to  focus  on  the  challenge  of  restoring  the  South 
Florida/Everglades  system.  Under  the  leadership  of  the  Department  of  Interior,  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  EPA,  NOAA,  the  National  Park  Service,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National 
Biological  Service,  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  are  all  working 
together  towards  the  goal  of  making  as  much  of  the  Everglades  system  as  possible  be  like  it 
was  before  human  impacts  began  to  degrade  the  system. 

We  stroncly  support  the  full  request  in  the  FY  '96  budget  proposal  for  the  Department 
of  Interior  for  South  Florida  ecosystem  restoration.  This  amount  totals  almost  $62  million,  with 
about  two-thirds  of  the  requested  money  in  the  Park  Service  budget.  Some  of  the  principal 
activities  planned  for  next  fiscal  year  with  these  funds  include  continued  biologic  modeling  and 
research;  creation  of  an  ecosystem-wide  approach  for  recovery  of  the  55  endangered  and 
threatened  species  in  the  region;  development  of  the  best  hydrologic  model  possible  in  order 
to  facilitate  the  recreation  of  a  nearly  natural  flow  of  fresh  water  through  the  system;  a 
continuation  of  acquisition  of  inholdings  in  existing  national  park  and  national  wildlife  refuges 
in  South  Florida  with  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  money;  and  changes  in  water 
delivery  to  benefit  Everglades  National  Park  and  Florida  Bay. 

The  key  to  success  in  restoration  of  the  South  Florida/  Everglades  is  an  integrated, 
federal-state  partnership  which  is  adequately  funded  by  both  governmental  partners  and  enjoys 
broad  public  support.  For  the  first  time  in  history  we  are  in  that  situation.  The  Everglades 
Coalition  is  excited  by  the  prospects  for  comprehensive  restoration,  but  success  is  dependent 
on  sufficient  funding  for  science,  research  and  monitoring;  land  acquisition  and  management; 
wildlife  and  endangered  species  protection;  and  the  restoration  of  the  necessary  timing  and 
delivery  of  water  to  the  system. 

Let  me  speak  specifically  about  the  importance  of  science  and  research  to  this  effort. 
Only  recently  have  we  begun  to  understand  enough  about  the  South  Florida/Everglades  system 
to  be  able  to  develop  an  informed  plan  of  action  for  restoration.  It  is  absolutely  essential  that 
the  federal  government  continues  to  fund  research  that  addresses  key  questions  such  as  what 
conditions  and  benefits  will  result  from  specific  changes  in  the  delivery  of  fresh  water  to  the 
system;  what  is  the  natural  state  of  Florida  Bay  that  once  existed  which  we  would  like  to  re- 
create; how  will  alterations  in  water  flow  in  a  particular  place  in  the  ecosystem  affect 
conditions  elsewhere  in  the  system;  and  what  will  happen  to  important  individual  species  as 
the  federal  government  attempts  integrated  endangered  species  management  for  the  first  time. 

Restoring  the  Everglades  is  much  more  than  simply  reviving  a  dying  ecosystem.  A 
healthy  South  Florida/Everglades  will  have  tremendous  benefits  to  regional  tourism  in  that  it 
will  attract  U.S.  and  foreign  visitors  by  presenting  a  more  positive  sense  of  the  natural  beauty, 
biodiversity  and  ecology  of  the  region  than  now  exists.  Improving  water  quality  and  the 
delivery  of  fresh  water  to  Florida  Bay  will  result  in  better  commercial  and  sport  fishing  in  the 
Bay,  and  will  also  help  prevent  further  damage  to  coral  reefs  in  the  Keys  which  are  a  major 
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attraction  to  scuba  divers  and  snoriceiers.  Restoration  of  the  ecosystem  can  be  done  in  a  way 
tiiat  improves  water  supplies  to  the  cities  along  both  coasts  of  south  Florida.  In  essence,  the 
revival  of  the  South  Florida/Everglades  is  an  integral  part  of  a  sustainable  economy  and  the 
future  quality  of  life  of  the  region. 

I  want  to  make  one  final  point  which  is  central  to  this  debate:  the  fate  of  the  South 
Florida  l-'vcrnladcs  is  dependent  on  the  continuation  of  bipartisan  political  support  for 
restoration.  I'he  Everglades  has  never  been  a  partisan  issue.  Governors  and  Administrations  of 
both  parties  have  made  important  decisions  to  benefit  the  Everglades  National  Park  and  the 
surrounding  ecosystem.  In  Congress  we  have  been  fortunate  in  recent  years  to  have  both 
Republicans  and  Democrats  take  an  active  interest  in  restoring  the  environmental  integrity  of 
this  system.  We  urge  this  Subcommittee  to  continue  in  this  tradition,  and  to  approve  the  full 
FY  '96  request  for  the  South  Florida  Restoration  Initiative. 


STATEMENT  OF  AMOS  S.  ENO,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  THE  NATIONAL 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  FOUNDATION 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  before  the  Subcommittee  on  appropriations 
requested  for  the  Foundation  in  the  President's  budget  by  various  agencies  funded  within  the  Interior 
bill.    The  President's  budget  includes  $8  million  for  the  Foundation  within  the  request  for  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  and  $1  million  each  in  the  request  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
the  Forest  Service.    The  requested  funding  for  the  Foundation  in  the  budgets  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  Forest  Service  is  at  the  same  level  which  the  Congress  appropriated  in  FY 
1995.    For  BLM,  the  1996  budget  represents  the  first  expressly  requested  funding  for  the 
Foundation,  although  under  existing  authorities  the  Bureau  is  making  roughly  $500,000  of  its  FY 
1995  appropriations  available  to  the  Foundation  this  year  for  projects  of  mutual  interest. 

The  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  (NFWF)  is  a  501(c)(3)  nonprofit  organization  created  by 
Congress  in  1984,  and  dedicated  to  the  conservation  of  natural  resources  -  fish,  wildlife,  and 
plants.  Among  its  goals  are  species  habitat  protection,  environmental  education,  natural  resource 
management,  habitat  and  ecosystem  rehabilitation  and  restoration,  and  leadership  training  for 
conservation  professionals.  It  meets  these  goals  by  forging  partnerships  between  the  public  and 
private  sectors,  and  by  supporting  conservation  activities  that  pinpoint  and  solve  the  root  causes  of 
environmental  problems.    Increasingly,  the  Foundation  is  pioneering  programs  designed  to  solve 
natural  resource  problems  that  involve  significant  private  sector,  and  particularly  corporate 
America's,  participation. 

We  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  Subcommittee  is  under  pressure  to  reduce  spending.    We  respectfully 
suggest  that  by  funding  the  Foundation  at  the  level  requested  in  the  President's  budget,  the 
Subcommittee  will  be  able  to  achieve  results  that  are  three  times  greater  than  what  one  would 
normally  achieve  from  a  relatively  small  investment  in  Federal  funds.    Furthermore,  by  investing  in 
the  Foundation  now,  the  Subcommittee  may  avoid  fish  and  wildlife  conflicts  that  might  otherwise 
lead  to  far  larger  expenditures. 

Bottom  Line:  Shrinking  Potential  Federal  Liabilities  and  Unfunded  Mandates 

What  can  NFWF  do  for  the  Interior  Department  and  the  Forest  Service?  We  can  help  these  agencies 
learn  how  to  engage  in  cooperative  resource  management  partnerships  with  the  private  sector,  and  we 
can  help  the  private  sector  enlist  the  cooperation  of  government  to  address  natural  resource  issues  in 
a  manner  that  eliminates  unnecessary  and  expensive  regulatory  burdens.    We  have  the  ability  to  put 
together  partnerships  that  bridge  traditional  interests. 

We  can  head  off  potential  endangered  species  problems,  which  ultimately  might  pose  expensive 
problems  for  this  Subcommittee  and  the  private  sector,  by  working  up-front  with  local  communities  and 
the  agencies  to  improve  fish  and  wildlife  populations  that  might  otherwise  deteriorate  to  the  point  of 


762 

being  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA).  The  Foundation  can  help  the  agencies  take 
practical  steps  to  lessen  or  avoid  these  problems,  establish  an  atmosphere  of  cooperation  rather  than 
antagonism  between  the  agencies  and  the  local  community,  and  provide  a  series  of  positive  examples 
that  can  be  emulated  throughout  the  country. 

It  is  axiomatic  that  an  ounce  of  prevention  is  worth  a  pound  of  cure.  With  the  leveraging  resources  of 
the  Foundation,  this  Subcommittee  is  only  being  asked  to  make  a  third  of  an  ounce  of  investment  in 
prevention    We  will  better  than  triple  your  money  and  solve  real-world  problems  far  more  amicably, 
cost-efficiently,  and  quickly  than  would  be  the  case  if  fish  and  wildlife  problems  were  addressed  solely 
by  the  Federal  government     As  you  know  only  too  well,  agency  appropriations  are  subject  to  small,  or 
not  so  small,  nicks  for  overhead  at  various  levels  of  the  organization  chart    In  contrast,  all  the  money 
you  provide  the  Foundation  goes  straight  to  on-the-ground  work    We  can  also  act  quickly  and 
responsively,  not  being  hampered  by  an  agency's  far-flung  bureaucratic  organization  and  procedures, 
which  often  requires  multiple  signatures  on  many  pieces  of  paper  before  anything  meaningful  can 
happen 

The  Foundation  actively  seeks  on-the-ground  partners  for  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  as  well  as 
entertaining  unsolicited  grant  applications  from  individuals  or  groups.  All  potential  grants  are  subject 
to  a  peer  review  process,  involving  state  and  federal  agency  staff,  academics,  commodity  and 
environmental  interests,  and  other  recognized  experts.    The  review  process  examines  the  project's 
technical  merit,  the  degree  of  interest  in  the  local  community,  the  variety  of  partners  who  are  willing  to 
participate,  and  the  amount  of  non-Federal  cost-share  that  is  proposed     If  the  proponent  of  an  otherwise 
highly  meritorious  project  is  unable  to  provide  the  minimum  necessary  cost-share,  the  Foundation  will 
work  with  the  project  proponent  to  identify  and  solicit  corporate  or  other  sponsors  for  the  project  in 
question    If  necessary,  we  work  with  potential  grantees  to  improve  the  quality  of  their  grant  proposal. 

Projects  recommended  for  funding  by  Foundation  staff  are  fully  reviewed  by  agency  staff  before 
being  presented  to  our  Board  for  approval.     The  Foundation  requires  strict  financial  reporting  by 
grantees,  and  we  ourselves  are  subject  to  an  annual  audit.    In  addition  to  our  own  audits,  NFWF  is 
also  routinely  audited  by  our  Federal  partners.    In  1993,  the  Foundation  underwent  an  audit  by  the 
Inspector  General  of  the  Interior  Department  which  we  passed  with  flying  colors. 

To  adequately  address  the  resource  challenges  facing  fish  and  wildlife.  Federal  agencies  need 
creative  solutions  and  the  development  of  new  partnerships  with  state  agencies  and  the  private 
sector.    This  is  exactly  what  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  can  deliver.    I  would  like  to 
briefly  describe  a  tiny  sample  of  the  nearly  1,200  projects  supported  by  the  Foundation  since  1986 
to  illustrate  how  we  work  and  what  this  Subcommittee  can  expect  from  us  in  the  future: 

On  the  Crooked  River  in  central  Oregon,  for  example,  a  Foundation  "Bring  Back  the  Natives"  grant 
has  united  diverse  interests  into  the  Crooked  River  Ecosystem  Education  Council,  which  is  using  an 
imaginative  and  effective  blend  of  restoration,  habitat  protection,  private  landowner  involvement, 
facility  development,  and  public  education  to  restore  the  river's  aquatic  health. 

In  Washington  State,  we  recently  conducted  a  seminar  and  published  a  book  addressing  approaches 
to  reduce  fishery  bycatch  problems,  are  currently  helping  to  establish  a  wildlife  corridor  on  the 
Quimper  Peninsula  through  a  series  of  workshops  and  other  landowner  education  projects,  and 
developed  a  program  working  with  owners  of  small  woodlots  to  protect  wildlife  habitat  and  prevent 
conversion  of  forest  lands  to  other  uses  by  developing  long-term  land  management  strategies. 

In  West  Virginia,  our  projects  have  included  support  of  a  residential  16-day  Mountaineer  Youth 
Science  Camp  for  100  students  -  2  gifted  high  school  juniors  from  each  of  West  Virginia's  55 
counties.    The  students  participate  in  classroom  workshops,  lab  work,  field  studies,  and  outdoor 
recreation.    We  also  have  invested  in  research  and  habitat  improvement  projects  to  restore  and 
manage  early  successional  forest  communities  to  benefit  woodcock,  ruffed  grouse,  and  a  range  of 
other  wildlife  species. 
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Basic  Facts  About  the  Foundation 

The  Foundation  is  authorized  to  receive  Federal  appropriated  funds,  and  last  year  this  funding 
authorization  was  extended  through  FY  1998.   The  authorized  funding  level  for  FY  1996  is  $25 
million.    We  are  in  the  President's  budget  for  $13.2  million,  of  which  $10  million  is  in  the 
President's  request  for  agencies  funded  within  the  Interior  appropriations  bill.    The  Foundation 
invests  in  the  best  possible  solutions  to  conservation  problems  by  awarding  challenge  grants  using  its 
federally  appropriated  funds  to  match  private  sector  funds.  We  have  a  statutory  requirement  to 
match  Federal  funds  with  at  least  an  equal  amount  of  non- Federal  funds,  but  we  have  consistently 
exceeded  a  2: 1  overall  matching  ratio.    These  combined  Federal/non-Federal  resources  fiiel  effective 
con.servation  projects.    No  Federal  appropriations  are  used  to  meet  NFWF's  administrative 
expenses;  these  administrative  costs  are  covered  solelv  through  private  fundraising  activities  that  are 
distinct  from  our  matching  grant  fundraising.    All  appropriations  made  available  for  NFWF  by  this 
Subcommittee  will  support  on-the-ground  projects,  at  the  rate  of  roughly  $3  of  activity  for  every 
Federal  dollar  appropriated. 

The  Foundation  is  governed  by  a  fifteen-member  Board  of  Directors  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior.  At  the  direction  of  Congress,  the  Board  operates  on  a  non-partisan  basis,  and  currently 
has  a  roughly  equal  number  of  Democrats  and  Republicans.  Directors  do  not  receive  any  financial 
compensation  for  service  on  the  Board;  in  fact  all  of  our  Directors  make  financial  contributions  to 
the  Foundation.  It  is  a  diverse  Board  representing  corporate  America,  the  philanthropic,  and 
conservation  communities;  their  only  common  characteristic  is  a  tenacious  commitment  to  fish  and 
wildlife  conservation. 

In  less  than  a  decade,  NFWF  has  awarded  1,171  grants,  leveraging  approximately  $43  million  in 
Federal  funds  into  $152  million  for  on-the-ground  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.    The  funds  we 
dispense  cannot  be  used  for  lobbying,  litigation  or  other  advocacy  activities. 

NFWF  is  the  most  cost-effective  conservation  program  funded  in  part  by  the  Federal  government.  By 
implementing  real-world  solutions  cooperatively  with  the  private  sector,  while  avoiding  regulatory  or 
advocacy  activity,  our  approach  is  more  consistent  with  Congress's  philosophy  than  ever  before 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  for  the  record,  and  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any 
questions  which  the  subcommittee  might  have. 


STATEMENT  OF  PATRICIA  BATTIN,  PAST  PRESIDENT,  COMMISSION 
ON  PRESERVATION  AND  ACCESS,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  NATIONAL 
HUMANITIES  ALLIANCE,  ASSOCIATION  OF  RESEARCH  LIBRARIES, 
AND  COMMISSION  ON  PRESERVATION  AND  ACCESS 

In  October  1988,  President  Ronald  Reagan  signed  a  Fiscal  Year  1989  appropriation 
bill  increasing  the  budget  of  the  NEH  Office  of  Preservation  to  $  1 2.5  million.  This  action 
effectively  created  the  nationwide  preservation  program  that  uses  modest  funds  to  stimulate 
cooperation  and  resources  to  intelligently  preserve  and  provide  access  to  our  nation's 
endangered  intellectual  heiitage.  During  the  past  seven  years,  the  NEH-managed  program 
has  become  a  model  for  nations  around  the  world. 

in  an  extraordinary  partnership  with  libraries,  archives,  private  foundations, 
publishers  and  international  agencies,  NEH  has  conceived  and  now  coordinates  an 
unprecedented  battle  against  the  crumbling  acidic  paper  that  threatens  our  recorded 
knowledge  stored  in  libraries  and  archives.  The  track  record  of  the  Endowment's 
preservation  efforts  is  impressive.  As  one  example,  after  the  first  seven  years  of  the  20- 
year  Brittle  Books  program,  accomplishments  are  right  on  target  with  our  1988 
projections:  Some  660,000  embrittled  volumes  are  preserved  or  undergoing  preservation. 
With  a  33  percent  cost-sharing  requirement,  70  institutions  are  participating,  from  small 
archives  and  colleges  to  large  research  consortiums. 
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Preservation  programs  are  not  entitlement  programs.  All  inslitiilions 
applying  for  grants  must  go  through  a  rigorous  review  process  and  provide  one-third  of  the 
project's  funding.  Since  the  establishment  of  the  Office  of  Preservation  (now  the  Division 
of  Preservation  and  Access)  in  1986,  the  Endowment  reports  that  its  projects  have 
leveraged  over  $6.4  million  in  gifts.  Moreover,  in  FV 1994,  grants  generated  cost-sharing 
totaling  $19.4  million,  equaling  84  percent  of  NEH's  investment  of  federal  funds. 

The  design  of  the  Endowment's  coordinated  series  of  programs  recognizes  the  fact 
that  our  nation's  libraries  and  archives  are  not  distributed  evenly  throughout  the  50  states, 
ruling  out  the  efficacy  of  a  block-grant  approach.  The  Division  of  Preservation  and 
Access,  for  example,  provides  grants  for  statewide  planning  that  enable  each  state  to 
design  a  preservation  program  most  suitable  for  its  specific  circumstances  within  the 
context  of  the  national  effort.  In  1994,  NEH  was  helping  support  preservation  projects 
within  156  institutions  in  40  states  and  the  Distinct  of  Columbia. 

Brittle  Books      Only  federal  stimulus  could  make  possible  such  a  cooperative, 
sustained,  and  massive  salvation  effort  as  the  Brittle  Books  program.  Prior  to  1988,  the 
library  and  archival  profession  had  repeatedly  sounded  the  alarm,  but  to  little  avail. 
Millions  of  books  were  crumbling  and  turning  to  dust  on  shelves  in  libraries  and  archives. 
Scientific  research  had  determined  the  cause  of  the  decay:  Acidic-based  paper  had  been 
introduced  in  the  mid-nineteenth  century  to  respond  to  the  demand  for  books  and  journals 
fueled  by  the  spread  of  literacy  and  the  growth  of  American  scholarship.    So-called  "slow 
fires"  triggered  by  the  acids  in  the  paper  were  breaking  down  the  cellulose  fibers  that  give 
paper  its  structural  strength. 

Surveys  confirmed  that  nearly  80  million  books  in  North  American  libraries  were 
threatened  with  such  destruction.  Of  that  number,  12  million  were  unique  titles  requiring 
high-priority  preservation.  Not  only  were  books  endangered,  but  also  maps,  music  scores, 
archival  records,  and  other  paper-based  materials.  By  1987  it  had  become  unhappily 
evident  that  the  individual  efforts  of  the  Library  of  Congress  and  large  research  libraries  to 
preserve  their  collections  were  simply  inadequate  to  the  challenge.  Since  our  intellectual 
heritage  belongs  to  all  of  us,  it  seemed  eminently  reasonable  that  the  national  interest 
required  a  federal  response  with  judiciously  determined  priorities,  coordinated  leadership, 
and  shared  expenditures  of  public  and  private  funds.  The  bold  vision  of  Congress  in 
October  1 988  in  recognizing  the  appropriate  role  of  the  federal  government  to  help 
individual  institutions  preserve  distinctive  collections  for  the  benefit  of  all  citizens  is  amply 
documented  by  the  NEH's  record  of  achievement  since  that  time. 

The  Brittle  Books  program  is  an  outstanding  example  of  the  use  of  federal 
resources  to  support  the  national  interest  in  which  the  whole  is  far  greater  than  the  sum  of 
the  parts.  The  program  was  carefully  crafted  not  only  to  preserve  the  holdings  in  our 
nation's  libraries  but  to  make  them  accessible  to  all  citizens  in  ways  that  were  not  possible 
before.  The  massive  preservation  microfilming  program  carries  a  set  of  rigorous 
conditions:  I )  filming  that  meets  stringent  technical  standards;  2)  a  master  negative,  a  print 
master,  and  a  service  copy  for  the  institution;  3)  entering  the  record  into  a  national 
bibliographic  database;  4)  a  commitment  to  provide  interlibrary  loan  or  film  copies  at  cost  to 
any  requester;  and  5)  permanent  storage  in  environmental  conditions  meeting  nationally 
accepted  standards.  It  also  stretches  preservation  dollars  by  requiring  that  institutions 
concentrate  on  materials  of  the  highest  priority  and  that  they  avoid  duplicating  previous 
preservation  efforts. 

Newspapers      Newspapers  represent  the  most  widely  used  set  of  materials  for  learning 
about  our  history,  both  for  scholarly  studies  and  for  individual  citizens  wishing  to 
understand  their  own  genealogical,  ethnic,  and  local  histories.  Like  books,  newspapers  are 
printed  on  self-destructing  paper.  Because  newspaper  titles  may  be  scattered  throughout  a 
state,  cost-effective  preservation  is  even  more  difficult  than  for  books.  Again,  the 
challenge  has  required  national  stimulus  and  coordination  by  NEH.  Some  states  did 
preserve  newspaper  holdings  prior  to  1982,  but  many  could  not  afford  a  systematic 
approach,  and  none  provided  comprehensive  bibliographic  access  to  their  collections. 
Since  it  was  launched  in  1982,  the  NEH  U.S.  Newspaper  Program  has  involved  all  50 
states,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  Half  of  these  states  have  completed  their 
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projects.  When  current  projects  conclude,  54  million  pages  of  disintegrating  newsprint  will 
have  been  microfilmed,  and  bibliographic  records  for  224,000  newspaper  titles  will  be 
accessible  to  the  general  public.  Under  this  program,  microfilm  copies  of  newspaper  arc 
available  to  anyone  anywhere  in  the  country  through  intcrlibrary  loan.  And  each  state 
project  produces  a  newspaper  bibliography  to  ensure  full  access  to  all  citizens. 

Education  and  Research      Education  remains  a  high  priority  need  for  librarians  and 
archivists  as  they  manage  an  increasing  array  of  preservation  activities.  In  1994,  an  NEH 
grant  to  the  University  of  Texas  at  Austin  helped  support  the  only  graduate  training 
program  in  library  and  archival  administration  and  conservation  that  focuses  on 
preservation  of  library  and  archival  materials.  Another  grant  supported  staff  training  in 
book  repair  techniques  to  help  40  libraries  preserve  continuing  access  to  circulating 
collections.  Among  grant  recipients  were  the  Universities  of  Washington  and  Utah  and  the 
University  of  California  at  Berkeley.  An  estimated  150  supervisory  staff  of  libraries  will 
receive  training  in  management  of  preservation  microfilming  projects,  thanks  to  another 
1994  grant  to  the  Northeast  Document  Conservation  Center,  Andover,  MA.  And  an  award 
to  the  Southeastern  Library  Network  will  provide  education  and  training  services  in 
Alabama.  Georgia,  Kentucky.  Tennessee,  Louisiana,  Mississippi,  North  Carolina,  South 
Carolina,  Virginia  and  Rorida. 

As  we  continue  with  established  methods  of  preserving  and  providing  access  to 
materials,  the  preservation  community  also  is  investigating  how  to  make  the  best  u.sc  of 
digital  technologies  for  preserving  and  providing  access  to  humanities  materials.  Cornell 
and  Yale  Universities  have  received  NEH  grants  to  help  establish  national  guidelines  for 
the  interchange  of  microfilmed  and  digitized  materials  within  a  preservation  environment. 
The  Endowment's  support  for  such  activities  is  crucial  at  a  time  when  no  single  institution 
has  enough  resources  to  conduct  research  and  development  projects. 

We  must  ensure  that  emerging  technologies  are  used  to  provide  enhanced  access  to 
the  humanities  to  an  even  broader  population  of  citizens.  We  also  are  concerned  that 
humanities  materials  created  with  new  technologies  can  be  safely  preserved  for  long-term 
reference.  Both  of  these  goals  --  enhanced  access  and  preservation  of  digital  formats  - 
require  new  efforts.  We  welcome  a  proposed  special  initiative  of  NEH  --  Technology  and 
the  Humanities  --  to  be  implemented  in  1996.  Building  on  its  past  research,  NEH  would 
support  projects  that  ( 1 )  apply  electronic  technologies  to  teaching  the  humanities  at  all  levels 
of  the  educational  system,  (2)  digitize  texts,  documents,  images,  and  sound  records,  to 
constitute  a  digital  library  of  humanities  resources,  and  (3)  expand  public  access  to  the 
humanities  through  technology  and  telecommunications.  These  activities  are  ab.solutely 
essential  to  this  nation's  education,  preservation,  and  research  efforts. 
International  Influence.     In  1988,  we  were  primarily  concerned  with  saving  the 
contents  of  American  libraries.  We  didn't  foresee  the  remarkable  impact  of  the 
Congressional  initiative  on  the  international  scene.  The  example  of  NEH  leadership  over 
the  past  seven  years  has  resonated  beyond  our  national  boundaries  and  stimulated  the 
governments  of  other  nations--  large  and  small,  developed  and  emerging—  to  take  similar 
actions.  The  wisdom  of  that  vision  has  been  recognized  again  and  again  as  other 
governments  have  used  the  American  experience  as  a  model  in  organizing  their  own 
preservation  programs.  As  a  consequence,  the  international  community  is  sharing  with  us 
the  cnomious  effort  to  save  and  make  accessible  the  fragile  memory  of  the  world.  This 
coordinated  international  effort  -  patterned  after  the  NEH  program  —  provides  our  schools 
and  libraries  with  needed  intellectual  resources  from  around  the  world  with  minimum  cost. 

In  Conclusion      The  Endowment's  preservation  activities  provide  Congress  with  an 
ongoing  success  story  of  public  money  wisely  spent,  leveraging  resources  nationally  and 
internationally.  What  was  conceived  and  promised  by  the  Endowment  in  1988  is  being 
delivered  by  the  Endowment  (together  with  supporting  institutions)  in  1995. 

Success  to  date,  however,  is  predicated  on  a  long-term  view.  The  Brittle  Books 
program,  a  20-year  effort  to  save  three  million  volumes,  is  only  25  percent  complete.  The 
network  forged  by  the  Endowment  -  institutions  that  are  sharing  costs  and  working 
cooperatively  for  the  benefit  of  all  —  is  poised  to  deliver  the  remaining  portion  of  the 
promised  volumes  by  their  due  date  and  to  expand  their  collaborative  preservation  activities 
under  the  able  leadership  of  the  NEH.  The  1 04th  Congress  has  the  historic  opportunity  to 
continue  the  legacy  so  wisely  established  by  its  predecessors,  so  that  our  children  and 
grandchildren  can  know  and  understand  their  heritage. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  INDIAN  EDUCATION  ASSOCIATION 

The  National  Indian  F.ducniion  Association  (NIF.A)  is  pleased  to  submit  this  statement  on  the 
Administration's  rYI9%  budget  proposals  which  affect  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  education.  NIEA 
will  discuss  programs  directly  related  to  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  education  in  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA),  the  Department  of  Education  (DOE),  and  the  Indian  Health  Service  (IHS). 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

•  Adult  Education  (BIA).  Although  the  Adult  Education  Program  is  considered  the  most  poorly 
funded  of  all  Indian/ Alaska  Native  education  needs,  funding  for  this  program  continues  to  be  ver\'  low. 
The  Administration's  proposal  in  FYI996  is  $3.56  million,  a  modest  increase  of  $57,000  over  the  FY1995 
enacted  level.   We  support  the  Administrations  request. 

•  lohnson  O'Malley  (lOM)  Program.  The  Administration  has  requested  $22.75  million  for  JOM, 
$1.6  million  less  than  the  FY1995  enacted  level.  The  real  need  in  jOM  is  $54  million.  This  number  is 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  FYt995  student  enrollment  of  271,857  by  $200  per  student.  The  actual  per 
pupil  expenditure  is  $94  per  student.  This  proposed  per  pupil  amount  is  supported  by  the  Northwest 
Indian  Education  Summit  as  well  as  the  National  JOM  Director's  Association.  In  FY1994,  the  BIA  had 
a  4.6"..  increase  in  lOM  students;  in  FY1996,  there  is  an  expected  increase  of  at  least  5?;..  Funding  for  JOM 
should  support  the  increase  in  student  population. 

•  Indian  School  Equalization  Formula  (ISEF)  Funding.  NIEA  appreciates  the  $17.9  million 
increase  for  ISEF  as  proposed  by  BIA.  According  to  the  BIA,  the  $277.6  million  budget  would  result  in  a 
Weighted  Student  Unit  (WSU)  of  approximately  $3,008  (School  Year  1996-1997).  However,  according 
to  organizations  representing  BIA  funded  schools,  the  WSU  for  FY1996  level  would  be  approximately 
$2,907,  a  $101  WSU  difference.  Nevertheless,  both  figures  fall  extremely  short  of  the  1991  National 
Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force  recommendation  of  $3499  WSU.  In  accordance  to  our  membership  resolution, 
NIEA  continues  to  support  a  WSU  of  $3499. 

Additionally,  NIEA  requests  an  update  from  the  Secretary  of  Interior  on  the  analysis  of  the 
BIA  school  system  on  the  cost  of  achieving  academic  and  dorm  standards,  and  the  feasibility/ 
desirability  of  changing  the  method  of  financing  from  the  current  WSU  formula  method  to  a  school- 
based  budget  system  or  other  financial  support  system,  as  directed  by  P.L.  103-382,  the  Improving 
America's  School  Act. 

•  Family  and  Child  Education  (FACE)  Program.  We  support  the  $6.5  million  request  for  BlA's 
early  childhood  development  program  which  is  at  the  same  level  as  enacted  in  FY1995. 

•  Student  Transportation.  NIEA  supports  the  proposed  $28.5  million  funding  request  for  school 
transportation,  a  $3.8  million  increase  over  the  FY1995  level,  especially  since  there  is  a  projected 
increase  in  enrollment  in  Kindergarten  classes  which  will  increase  day  school  mileage.  According  to 
the  BIA,  this  level  would  provide  $1.71  per  mile.  BIA  also  acknowledges  that  this  level  remains 
below  the  national  average  of  $2.34  per  mile,  that  schools  having  transportation  cost  in  excess  of  $1.71 
per  mile  use  Indian  School  Equalization  Program  (ISEP)  funds  to  make  up  the  difference  and,  that  this 
increase  would  lessen  the  adverse  impact  on  ISEP  funding.  As  stated  above,  the  ISEP  funding  level 
continues  to  fall  short  of  the  national  recommendation. 

•  Education  Facilities  Operation  and  Maintenance.  NIEA  supports  the  proposed  $4.4  million 
increase.   However,  this  amount  still  falls  nearly  $19  million  below  the  projected  need  in  this  area. 

•  Administrative  Cost  Grants.  NIEA  supports  the  proposed  $5.6  million  increase.  However, 
there  are  at  least  four  more  schools  that  have  converted  to  grant  schools  in  FY1995  and  two  new  schools 
have  come  into  the  system.  We  doubt  this  increase  will  be  enough  to  cover  the  need  here. 

•  Tribal  Departments  of  Education.  NIEA  recommends  at  least  $3  million  for  tribal 
departments  of  education,  as  authorized  by  P.L.  103-382,  the  Improving  America's  Schools  Act.  We 
believe  that  the  $500,000  proposed  by  the  Administration  would  not  go  far  enough  to  assist  tribes  in 
planning  and  developing  their  own  centralized  tribal  administrative  entity  to  accomplish  the  intent  of 
P.L.  103-382. 

•  Tribal  Colleges/ Postsecondarv  Schools.  NIEA  supports  the  testimony  and  requests  of  the 
tribal  colleges  and  those  of  their  individual  member  schools.  Among  the  requests  are  funding  at  the 
fully  authorized  Indian  Student  Count  (ISC)  level  of  $5820  for  the  Title  I  colleges,  $10  million  for  tribal 
college  endowments,  and  $2  million  for  emergency  facility  repair  and  renovations. 

•  Graduate  Scholarships.  NIEA  supports  a  funding  level  of  at  least  $3.5  million  for  the 
Special  Higher  Education  Graduate  Program  which  is  administered  by  the  American  Indian, Graduate 
Center  (AIGC)  of  Albuquerque,  NM. 
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•  School  Conslruction.  We  support  the  $35  million  proposed  for  school  construction,  a  $30.5 
million  increase  over  the  FY1995  enacted  level.  However,  although  this  funding  level  will  provide  for 
the  completion  of  two  projects,  it  will  not  allow  for  any  new  school  construction.  We  recommend  a 
funding  level  which  would  allow  at  least  five  new  school  starts  per  year. 

•  Education  Facilities  Improvement  and  Repair.  NIEA  does  not  support  the  proposed  reduction 
of  $7.5  million  from  the  enacted  FY1995  level  for  Education  Facilities  Improvement  and  Repair  since 
there  is  currently  a  backlog  of  over  $500  million  in  this  program. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

Overall,  NIEA  supports  the  proposed  FY1996  Presidents  budget  for  DOEs  Office  of  Indian 
Education  (OIE)  programs;  however,  there  are  some  budget  proposal  we  disagree  with. 

•  Subpart  2.  Indian  Fellowship  and  Education  Personnel  Development.  NIEA  opposes  the 
proposed  $732,000  reduction  in  the  funding  for  the  Indian  Fellowship  Program.  Last  year,  we  asked 
that  this  program  be  maintained.  For  FY1996,  funding  should  be  at  least  $3  million.  The  Indian 
Fellowship  Program  currently  has  a  backlog  of  1500  students  on  a  waiting  list  for  applications. 

•  Subpart  4.  Funding  for  Indian  Adult  Education.  Title  IX.  Part  A.  Subpart  3.  NIEA  supports 
the  Department's  request  for  $5.4  million  for  OIE  Adult  Education  Program  serving  Indian  adults  who 
are  trying  to  increase  their  literacy  skills.  We  continue  to  ask  that  funding  be  made  available  as  part 
of  any  increase  for  a  national  survey  of  Indian  Adult  Education  needs. 

•  Subpart  3.  National  Activities  -  Research.  Evaluation.  Data  Collection  and  Technical 
Assistance.  NIEA  recognizes  and  supports  the  need  for  research,  evaluation  and  data  collection  to  look 
at  federally-funded  education  programs  from  which  American  Indian/ Alaska  Native  children  benefit. 
The  Department  proposes  in  FY1996  to  use  nearly  $1  million  of  OIE  funds  for  three  statistical  studies. 
These  studies  should  be  paid  for  by  the  Office  of  Education  Research  and  Improvement  (OERI). 

•  Safe  and  Drug  Free  Schools.  NIEA  concurs  with  the  $4.7  million  request  and  recommends  that 
the  Substance  Abuse  Counselors  line  item  in  the  BlA's  School  Operations  be  considered  for  funding  since 
it  would  seem  to  enhance  DOE's  efforts  at  combating  drug  abuse  in  BIA  schools. 

•  Payment  for  Children  with  Disabilities.  The  Administration  has  requested  $20  million  for 
this  program,  $7  million  less  than  the  FY1995  enacted  level.   We  support  the  FY1995  level. 

•  Bilingual  Education.  NIEA  concurs  with  the  FY19%  request  of  $26  million. 

•  Alaska  Native  Culture  and  Arts.  NIEA  requests  $1  million  for  this  initiative  in  FY1996 
because  language  and  culture  are  such  integral  parts  of  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  livelihood. 
The  Administration's  zero  funding  proposal  reflects  negatively  on  DOE's  commitment  to  Indian 
education. 

INDIAN  HEALTH  SERVICE 

•  School-based  Health  Education  Programs.  NIEA  requests  at  least  $2  million  to  develop 
increased  capacity  and  infrastructure  within  the  IHS  Health  Education  Program  to  focus  on 
community/ school  based  programs  for  teacher  training,  curriculum  development  and  evaluation, 
community  education,  data  management  and  standards  development  in  comprehensive  school  health 
education 

•  Scholarships.  There  arc  three  components  of  this  program  which  assists  American  Indian  and 
Alaska  Native  students  who  are  pursuing  health-related  degrees.  The  Indian  Health  Care 
Improvement  Act  (IHCIA)  authorizes  IHS  to  conduct  three  interrelated  scholarship  programs  to  train 
IHS  and  tribal  health  personnel.  NIEA  supports  a  funding  level  of  at  least  $13  million  for  this 
program  in  the  FY1996  budget.  The  Administration  requests  $1 1.5  million. 

•  Recruitment  and  Retention.  NIEA  also  supports  continued  IHS  funding  for  recruitment  and 
retention  programs  in  public  health,  social  work,  substance  abuse  prevention  and  environmental  health. 
These  kinds  of  programs  are  located  at  the  University  of  California /Berkeley,  the  University  of 
Oklahoma,  and  the  University  of  Hawaii. 

•  HIV /AIDS  Prevention.  NIEA  recommends  a  significant  increase  in  actual  funding  to  all 
HIV/ AIDS  education  and  prevention  programs  within  IHS.  NIEA  also  urges  IHS  to  take  a  stronger 
leadership  role  in  insuring  adequate  care  for  Indian  people  living  with  HIV/ AIDS.  The 
Administration  has  proposed  a  $300,000  inflationary  increase  for  this  program. 
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In  summary,  we  want  lo  thank  you  for  your  attention  to  the  concerns  of  the  National  Indian 
Education  Association.  We  ask  for  your  support  in  maintaining  or  increasing  the  proposed  level  of 
funding  for  the  Indian  education- related  programs  outlined  in  this  testimony,  especially  now  that 
Congress  is  looking  to  rescind  previously  appropriated  spending  from  some  of  these  programs. 


STATEMENT  OF  DR.  STEVEN  P.  GLOSS,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  FOR  WATER  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Chairman.    My  name  is  Steven  Gloss  and  I  am  providing  testimony  in  behalf  of  the  state-based 
Water  Resources  Research  Institutes  and  our  associated  programs  in  water  resources  research,  education, 
and  technology/information  transfer.    I  am  President  of  the  National  Institutes  for  Water  Resources, 
Director  of  the  Wyoming  Water  Resources  Center  and  a  member  of  the  faculty  at  the  University  of 
Wyoming.    I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  committee  and  for  the  committee's  past 
support  of  these  programs. 

I  wish  to  ask  your  consideration  of  three  principal  areas  in  my  remarks: 

•  Why  the  federal  government  should  continue  funding  the  Water  Resources  Research  Institutes. 

•  Why  the  federal  government  should  initiate  a  program  through  the  Institutes  to  conduct  research 
of  an  interstate  and  regional  nature. 

•  Achieving  balance  and  efficiency  in  federally  funded  water  resources  research  and  related 
activities. 

A  federal  appropriation  is  necessary  because: 

It  assures  that  all  states  maintain  the  capability  and  expertise  needed  to  solve  their  own  water 
resources  problems  rather  than  relying  solely  on  the  federal  government  and  it  does  so  in  a  manner 
that  allows  the  states  adequate  flexibility.  The  federal  funding  creates  a  national  network  among  the 
states  and  between  their  land  grant  colleges  and  universities  and  other  research  institutions.  The  network 
links  water  resource  investigations  throughout  the  nation,  thereby  eliminating  research  duplication  and 
ensuring  that  high  priority  research  topics  are  addressed. 

Science  to  support  water  management  should  be  focused  at  least  in  part  at  the  state  level.   Water 
management  is  generally  recognized  as  a  state  responsibility.  As  such,  states  are  in  a  better  position  than 
the  federal  government  to  determine  the  kind  of  information  needed  to  support  water  management. 

Each  Institute  maintains  one  or  more  advisory  bodies  comprised  of  local,  state,  and  federal  water 
officials,  representatives  from  water  user  groups,  and  members  of  the  interested  public.   Aiuiually, 
these  groups  develop  research  priorities  and  review  the  allocation  of  funds  among  various  competing 
projects,  ensuring  that  limited  funds  are  spent  on  research  that  addresses  the  most  pressing  water 
problems  and  issues. 

Nearly  20  percent  of  Institute  funding  supports  information  dissemination,  technology  transfer,  and 
other  educational  activities  which  ensure  that  solutions  to  water  resources  problems  are  trar^ferred  to 
policy  makers,  water  managers,  and  water  users  in  a  timely  fashion  so  that  research  findings  can  be 
implemented  most  effectively. 

A  few  additional  points  -  Institutes,  using  state  employees,  conduct  important  state,  regional,  and 
national  research  while  reducing  the  size  and  cost  of  the  federal  government.   State  agencies  charged 
with  management  responsibilities  need-but  often  do  not  have--such  research  capabilities.   Institute 
research  is  independent,  and  while  under  broad  administrative  guidance  is  not  mandated  to  follow  federal 
agency  agendas  or  regulatory  responsibilities. 

Initiating  Regional  Research 

We  believe  the  tremendous  productivity  and  efficiency  established  by  the  Institute  program  should  be 
extended  by  providing  funds  to  enable  us  to  deal  with  important  and  emerging  water  issues  of  a  regional 
or  interstate  nature.    Important  reasons  to  initiate  this  program  include: 

•       Recognition  of  the  changing  nature  of  water  resources  issues  and  problems. 

Our  water  supplies  and  their  quality  are  increasingly  in  need  of  regional  and,  nearly  always, 
interjurisdictional  management.   Today's  water  resources  decisions  must  address  interjurisdictional 
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impacts,  for  what  each  governmental  entity  does  now  is  more  likely  than  ever  to  affect  its  neighbors. 
The  nation's  universities  have  the  interdisciplinary  expertise  needed  to  help  solve  these  problems. 

•  Federal  funds  are  necessary  to  create  a  base  of  support  for  research  on  interjurisdictional 
problems. 

Without  federal  support,  there  are  virtually  no  sources  of  funds  available  to  support  the  scale  of 
interdisciplinary  research  and  analysis  necessary  for  assessing  regional  and  interstate  water  resources 
problems.    Because  of  the  interjurisdictional  nature  of  regional  and/or  interstate  water  resources  problems, 
there  often  exists  a  parochial  and  competitive  reluctance  on  the  part  of  states  and  other  governmental 
entities  to  enter  into  cooperative  ventures  for  research.   It  is  wholly  appropriate  for  the  federal 
government  to  provide  the  support  base  and  serve  as  a  catalyst  for  this  kind  of  research. 

•  The  research  and  networking  capabilities  of  the  Water  Resources  Research  Institutes  are  well 
suited  to  lead  multi-  and  interdisciplinary  programs  aimed  at  providing  solutions  to  complex  water 
issues. 

The  network  of  university-based  expertise  created  by  the  WRRIs  extends  beyond  the  academic  community 
and  into  the  various  local,  state  and  federal  agencies  faced  with  seeking  answers  to  interjurisdictional 
issues.  Therefore,  the  Institutes  can  serve  to  provide  not  only  the  technical  expertise  needed  to  offer 
solutions  but  can  serve  as  the  point  of  contact  to  recognize  and  bring  together  concerns  of  all  the 
participating  parties  across  the  relevant  jurisdictions. 

•  The  future  demands  not  only  a  continuing  stream  of  qualified  engineers,  scientists,  and  policy- 
makers, but  requires  that  these  people  be  trained  with  more  complex  interdisciplinary  skills. 

Training  of  water  resources  professionals  has  been  a  hallmark  of  the  research  programs  conducted  by  the 
Institutes.  It  will  most  importantly  offer  training  that  provides  the  kinds  of  skills  which  will  be  needed  by 
many  future  water  resource  professionals.  Every  research  dollar  spent  on  this  program  has  the  important 
added  benefit  of  training. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  committee  has  an  opportunity,  by  initiating  a  regional  research  program  through  the 
Water  Resources  Research  Institutes,  to  increase  the  efficiency  with  which  the  government  helps  its 
citizens  solve  pressing  and  important  economic  and  environmental  issues.   It  can  do  so  at  a  net  savings  to 
the  federal  government  in  contrast  to  funding  similar  work  through  federal  agencies. 

Balance  and  EfTiciency  in  Federally  Funded  Water  Resources  Research  and  Related  Activities 

The  Interior  Department's  FY  1996  Budget  Briefing  Book  states:    "The  [WRRI]  program  has  yielded 
productive  research  and  education;  USGS  has  made  a  dimcult  decision  to  eliminate  the  program  In 
order  to  maintain  in-house  research  and  investigations  efforts  which  address  national  priorities  and 
needs"  (emphasis  added). 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences,  through  its  Water  Science  and  Technology  Board,  advocated  in 
1991  that  the  USGS  seek  additional  support  for  the  national  competitive  grants  program  of  the 
Water  Resources  Research  Act.   Instead,  the  USGS  recommended  reduction  and  elimination  of  the 
program.   The  WSTB  also  recommended  that  the  USGS  continue  to  administer  the  WRRI's  program  as 
an  effective  means  of  addressing  state  and  local  water  resources  needs.   Instead,  the  USGS  has 
recommended  reduction  and  now  on  two  occasions  the  elimination  of  the  WRRIs.   The  WSTB 
recommended  that  the  USGS  broaden  its  linkages,  interaction  with,  and  use  of  the  nation's  university 
research  community.   The  USGS  has  responded  by  reducing  its  funding  to  universities  and  continuing  to 
foster  its  own  internal  research  programs-those  which  entitle  the  federal  agency  rather  than  the  states  to 
determine  the  research  and  problem  solving  agenda. 

Last  year  a  panel  of  outside  experts,  chosen  by  the  USGS,  was  appointed  to  conduct  a  five  year 
evaluation  of  the  Institute  program.  The  report  of  that  congressionally  mandated  panel  was  extremely 
laudatory  about  the  program  as  a  whole,  while  at  the  same  time  suggesting  room  for  improvements. 
Among  their  findings  reported  to  the  USGS  was  the  following:    "There  is  danger  that ...  funding  is 
becoming  too  modest  to  attain  its  (the  program]  goals  in  a  number  of  states." 

Last  year  as  well,  Mr.  Chairman,  your  committee  in  its  conference  report  with  the  House  of 
Representatives  provided  the  following  instruction: 
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"The  managers  JUrther  agree  that  the  Survey  should  work  with  the  Institutes  to  ensure  the  relevancy 
of  Institute  research  to  State  and  National  issues  and  to  examine  ways  to  introduce  competition  into 
the  distribution  of  Federal  Junds  among  Institutes  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1996.    The  managers  also 
expect  the  Department  to  include  with  its  fiscal  year  1996  budget  submission  a  report  which  identifies 
specific  options  for  integrating  the  expertise  available  through  the  water  resources  research  institutes 
into  the  full  range  of  the  Department's  water  resources  programs.  " 

The  Institutes,  in  response  to  the  Committee's  request,  worked  diligently  last  fall,  holding  several 
meetings  with  the  USGS  Directorate  and  other  personnel  (all  at  the  Institutes'  request)  to  seek  ways  to 
address  the  issues  raised  by  the  conference  report.   Copies  of  the  many  suggestions  provided  by  the 
Institutes  to  help  develop  the  required  report  were  provided  to  your  committee's  staff  during  that  process. 
We  were  then,  and  remain,  prepared  to  address  any  concerns  this  committee  has  about  the  Water 
Resources  Research  Institutes.  To  my  knowledge,  the  agency  provided  no  report  to  the  Congress  with 
their  FY  96  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  summary,  we  view  the  USGS  budget  recommendations  about  the  Institute 
program  with  concern.   We  do  not  believe  this  is  a  healthy  situation  for  the  country's  premier  earth 
science  agency.   In  fact,  it  is  contrary  to  recommendations  from  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  and 
contrary  to  what  many  other  federal  agencies  have  begun  to  do  more  of  in  recent  times:  providing  for 
increased  competition  both  within  and  outside  their  agencies  in  an  effort  to  insure  that  research  is 
necessary  and  is  conducted  by  the  best  researchers  available  in  the  most  cost-effective  ways  for  the  federal 
government.   We  seek  your  concurrence  in  recommending  $10.0  million  for  the  Water  Resources 
Research  Institutes  and  $5.0  million  to  initiate  a  regional  research  program.    I  appreciate  your  time  and 
the  opportunity  to  convey  this  testimony.  Thank  you  for  your  past  support  and  your  consideration  today. 


STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  L.  LAWSON,  PRESIDENT,  THE  NATIONAL 
MINING  ASSOCIATION 

On  February  13,  1995,  the  National  Mining  Association  (NMA)  was  created  through  the  merger 
of  the  National  Coal  Association  (NCA)  and  the  American  Mining  Congress  (AMC).  NMA's  member 
companies  account  for  approximately  three-fourths  of  the  coal  production  in  the  United  States,  over  one 
biUion  tons  armually,  and  the  vast  majority  of  other  minerals  including  iron  ore,  copper,  gold,  silver, 
uranium,  lead,  zinc,  and  phosphate.  The  purpose  of  this  statement  is  to  present  the  NMA's  views  on  FY 
1996  programs  for  the  following  agencies:  Office  of  Fossil  Energy  (Department  of  Energy),  Bureau  of 
Mines  (Department  of  the  Interior),  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (Department  of  the  Interior),  and  the  Office 
of  Surface  Mining  (Department  of  the  Interior). 

OFHCE  OF  FOSSIL  ENERGY 

The  NMA  believes  that  no  single  technology  can  solve  the  challenge  of  energy  efficiency  and 
environmental  protection.  Therefore,  we  support  the  development  of  a  menu  of  technology  options  so 
that  individual  users  can  select  the  technology  best  matched  to  their  site-specific  needs. 

Electric  Generation  Uses:  Over  50  percent  of  the  electricity  generated  in  the  U.S.  is  coal-fired. 
Electricity  is  the  most  environmentally  benign  and  efficient  end-use  energy.  Current  coal-fired  electric 
power  generation  units  in  the  U.S.  operate  at  an  average  33-35  percent  thermal  efficiency,  with  some  older 
units  below  30  percent.  Advanced  systems  such  as  pressurized  fluidized  bed  combustion  and 
gasification/combined  cycle  systems  can  increase  power  generating  efficiency  to  over  40  percent,  thereby 
burning  25  percent  less  coal  to  produce  the  same  amount  of  electricity. 

The  Clean  Coal  Technology  Program  has  successfully  completed  five  rounds  of  solicitations 
resulting  in  45  showcase  demonstration  projects  which  are  either  completed  or  underway.  The  NMA 
strongly  advocates  the  provision  of  adequate  funding  to  fulfill  the  Federal  government's  commitment. 

Significant  progress  has  been  made  in  the  processes  that  convert  coal  to  liquid  fuels  within  the 
Advanced  Clean  Fuels  Research  program.  Even  though  the  cost  per  barrel  of  these  liquids  does  not  yet 
compete  with  synthetic  oil,  it  is  important  to  maintain  a  reasonable  level  of  research  demonstration  of 
promising  systems  as  an  insurance  policy  against  the  disruption  of  imported  oil  to  the  U.S. 

The  Advanced  Clean/Efficient  Power  Systems  program  must  be  funded  at  the  levels  requested  by 
the  Department  of  Energy.  To  support  these  programs.  Fossil  Energy  must  also  support  a  strong  basic 
research  program  which  is  covered  by  the  Advanced  Research  &  Technology  Program.    We  strongly 


771 

support  the  goal  to  develop  the  advanced  turbine  system,  fuel  cells,  and  the  development  of  hot  gas  clean- 
up systems,  which  will  allow  the  gas  from  the  combustion  system  to  be  cleaned  without  lowering  its 
temperature  and  energy  level  by  quenching  it  prior  to  clean-up.  The  NMA  also  supports  the  DOE  request 
for  the  continued  demonstration  of  coal  mine  methane  emission  capture  and  production  utilization  of 
recovered  methane. 

NMA  strongly  favors  continued  funding  to  assist  in  the  completion  of  the  mild  gasification  Process 
Development  Unit  (PDU)  in  Illinois.  This  technology  is  critical  in  order  to  replace  traditional  coke- 
making  processes  soon  to  be  eliminated  by  impending  Gean  Air  Act  requirements  and  thereby  stem  future 
reliance  on  imported  coke  from  countries  that  are  our  steel-making  competitors.  Of  equal  importance 
is  the  Advanced  Pulverized  Coal-Fired  Power  Plant  program  (the  LEBS  system)  which  builds  on  the  solid 
performance  history  of  conventional  pulverized-coal-fired  boilers. 

Cooperative  R&D  Program:  We  believe  the  Cooperative  R4&D  program  with  industry  at  the  Western 
Research  Institute  in  Wyoming  and  the  Energy  &  Environmental  Research  Center  in  North  Dakota  have 
value  becaus*;  of  their  potential  for  near-term  payback.  These  programs  continue  to  deserve  the  emphasis 
placed  on  them  in  past  years,  and  should  continue  to  be  funded  at  the  FY  1995  level. 

National  Laboratories:  The  government  can  also  promote  fossil  energy  R&D  by  making  maximum  use 
of  its  existing  research  facilities,  including  those  national  laboratories  which  traditionally  have  not  been 
highly  active  in  fossil  energy.  The  National  Mining  Association  (as  the  National  Coal  Association)  took 
the  initiative  in  August  1990  to  create  a  more  effective  partnership  between  the  coal  industry  and  the 
National  Laboratories.  To  date  representatives  of  the  coal  industry  have  met  with  researchers  at  Argonne, 
Los  Alamos,  Oak  Ridge  and  Sandia  National  Labs  as  well  as  Morgantown  and  Pittsburgh  Energy 
Technology  Centers.  The  partnership's  mission  is  to  stimulate,  facilitate,  and/or  coordinate  the 
development  and  transfer  of  technology  to  the  coal  industry  through  technical  information  interactions  and 
future  collaborations  with  the  National  Laboratories. 

U.S.  BUREAU  OF  MINES 

The  NMA  is  deeply  concerned  about  the  future  of  programs  and  activities  administered  by  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM).  During  the  past  two  decades,  the  Bureau  of  Mines'  budget  has  been  steadily 
whittled  to  the  point  where  its  surviving  programs  are  seriously  jeopardized.  A  further  reduction  of  S20 
million  has  been  proposed  by  the  Administration.  The  cut  comes  at  the  expense  of  mines  and  mineral 
programs  in  such  important  areas  as  mining  technology,  environmental  remediation,  pollution  prevention 
and  control,  and  health  and  safety  technology. 

The  NMA  supports  the  national  goal  of  reducing  the  federal  deficit,  but  also  believes  that  the  BOM 
programs  have  been  singled  out  to  absorb  a  disparate  proportion  of  reductions.  The  minerals  industry  of 
the  United  States  is  a  vital  and  integral  part  of  the  national  economy.  Minerals,  agriculture  and  energy 
are  the  foundation  of  our  economy.  The  BOM  programs  greatly  assist  this  basic  underpinning  of  the 
economy  and  are  an  essential  building  block  for  sound  govenunent  policy  in  this  area.  The  BOM's 
research  arm  is  the  sole  federal  program  focused  on  addressing  the  research  challenges  of  the  mining 
industry  in  such  crucial  areas  as  health,  safety,  and  environmental  protection.  Moreover,  it  is  the  exclusive 
entity  engaged  in  innovative  research  aimed  at  improving  mineral  production  and  processing  technology. 

BOM  is  not  engaged  in  research  more  appropriate  for  the  private  sector.  Its  work  is  in  those  areas 
where  the  private  sector  is  restrained  from  coUaborating  tmder  the  antitrust  laws  and  where  no  single 
company  could  afford  to  engage  in  research  and  remain  competitive  in  its  market  area.  Beyond  BOM's 
role  in  research  and  technology  improvement,  it  has  a  unique  role  in  gathering,  distilling  and  disseminating 
vital  statistics  related  to  the  world  minerals  industry.  This  function,  which  no  private  concern  could 
perform  because  of  the  proprietary  nature  of  much  of  the  information,  in  addition  to  its  value  to  the 
private  sector,  is  used  by  a  wide  variety  of  government  entities  for  critical  strategic  planning  and 
intelligence  assessments  related  to  the  economic  health  and  national  security  of  the  United  States. 

The  nation  has  received  far  more  for  the  taxpayer  dollar  from  the  BOM  than  from  most  other 
federal  government  agencies.  Its  research  has  been  the  foundation  for  subsequent  activities  in  other 
agencies  and  has  led  to  the  creation  of  thousands  of  domestic  jobs.  The  mineral  information  and  analysis 
developed  by  the  BOM  is  vital  for  govenmient  and  public  use.  The  BOM  has  an  intimate  knowledge  of 
the  industry,  its  technology  and  capacity  for  utilizing  new  research.  This  capability  simply  does  not  exist 
elsewhere  within  the  federal  laboratory  system.  It  should  be  retained. 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences  is  currently  reviewing  the  functions  and  responsibilities  of  the 
reorganized  and  downsized  BOM.  At  a  minimum,  the  results  of  this  study  should  be  reviewed  by  the 
Congress  before  making  a  decision  to  disproportionately  reduce  the  agency's  budget  and  effectivene's. 
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U.S.  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

The  NMA  is  also  extremely  concerned  about  the  future  of  the  programs  and  activities  administered 
by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS).  This  premier  scientific  agency  is  involved  in  research  and 
programs  that  are  of  critical  assistance  to  not  only  the  private  sector,  but  also  to  the  federal  and  state 
governments  and  to  local  communities.  Geoscience  research  and  information  play  vital  roles  in  a  growing 
range  of  societal  problems. 

Federal  investments  in  the  geosciences  have  for  decades  paid  enormous  dividends,  and  the  rationale 
for  continued  support  of  geosciences  remains  strong.  For  example,  there  is  a  demonstrated  need  for  an 
integrated  national  effort  to  provide  information  about  natural  resources  and  geologic  hazards.  The 
Geologic  and  Groundwater  Divisions  of  the  USGS  provide  high  quality  and  scientifically  reliable 
information  that  is  essential  to  the  United  States  and  its  citizens,  in  particular,  in  the  areas  of  economic 
health  and  national  security.  This  agency  is  very  relevant  to  a  broad  range  of  national  goals. 

The  USGS  has  a  variety  of  programs  and  activities  that  directly  benefit  the  citizens  of  the  nation. 
It  addresses  development  of  natural  resources,  prepares  geologic  maps  that  are  extremely  useful  to  both 
the  public  and  private  sectors,  it  helps  maintain  heaJthy  water  standards  and  it  assists  citizens  in  preparing 
for  emergencies  such  as  earthquakes  and  floods. 

OFHCE  OF  SURFACE  MINING 

The  NMA  believes  that  a  reduction  in  the  Regulation  and  Technology  Appropriation  for  the  Office 
of  Surface  Mining  (OSM)  is  appropriate  to  reflect  the  agency's  reduced  role  and  to  eliminate  its 
duplication  of  state  responsibilities  under  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  (SMCRA). 
The  number  of  coal  mines  has  declined  by  more  than  half  since  the  enactment  of  SMCRA.  In  the 
meantime,  states  have  assumed  regulatory  responsibility  to  implement  SMCRA  in  24  states  for  97  percent 
of  the  mines  and  production  in  the  United  States.  Despite  these  trends,  OSM  resource  levels  for  Title 
V  of  SMCRA  remain  well  above  the  levels  existing  in  1983  when  most  states  assumed  primacy.  A 
reduction  in  appropriation  levels  for  Title  V  is  consistent  with  the  Vice  President's  Task  Force  on 
Reinventing  Government  recommendations  for  OSM  to  close  and  downsize  field  offices  and  adjust  staffing 
levels  in  view  of  the  declining  federal  role.  Department  of  the  Interior.  Accompanying  Report  of  the 
National  Performance  Review,  pp.  9-12  (September  1993).  The  reduction  of  OSM's  Title  V  program  must 
be  targeted  for  the  inspection  and  regulatory  activities  which  duplicate  the  states'  responsibilities. 
Adequate  funding  for  state  regulatory  program  grants  should  be  maintained,  as  well  as  resource  levels  for 
OSM's  direct  permitting  activities  in  federal  program  states  and  mine  plan  approval  on  federal  lands. 

The  SCMRA  Title  IV  (Abandoned  Mine  Land  program)  deserves  increased  state  reclamation 
program  grants  particularly  in  view  of  the  Fund's  $1  billion  surplus  financed  by  the  AML  tax  paid  by  the 
coal  industry.  Yet,  there  are  opportunities  for  savings  in  this  program  by  reducing  imnecessaiy 
expenditures  for  administrative  expenses  particularly  at  the  federal  level.  The  duplication  occurring  in 
RAMP  and  OSM  oversight  of  state  AML  programs  should  be  carefully  scrutinized  for  savings.  Finally, 
the  $5.5  million  requested  for  audit  and  collection  functions  appears  excessive  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
98  percent  of  all  AML  fees  are  paid  voluntarily  by  the  industry.  This  audit  and  collection  function  could 
be  transferred  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  which  already  collects  the  Black  Lung  tax. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  RECREATION  AND  PARK 

ASSOCIATION 

The  National  Recreation  and  Park  Association  is  a  not-for-profit  organization  of  some  23,000  citizens, 

public  policymakers  and  professionals    We  care  deeply  about  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  American  ' 

people,  and  other  who  live  within  our  borders. 

Our  members  and  other  individuals  and  institutions  like  them  plan,  design,  develop  and  manage  the 
public's  recreation  and  park  resources  and  services  at  all  levels  of  government;  they  rehabilitate,  through 
recreation  therapy,  persons  whose  functions  have  been  impaired;  they  engage  in  research  critical  to 
understanding  the  intricacies  of  conserving  resources  and  human  behavior;  they  educate  tomorrow's 
leaders  in  recreation  and  parks;  and  they  provide  alternatives  for  children  and  youth  whose 
circumstances  put  them  at  personal  risk. 

Individually  and  collectively  our  members  are  distressed  by  legislators  who  suggest  that  this  array  of 
services  is  "social  pork."  We  are  equally  distressed  by  the  notion  that  we  as  a  nation  ate  so  fiscally  and 
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morally  bankrupt  that  we  cannot  invest  reasonable  amounts  in  our  public  recreation  and  park  systems 
for  our  people    Others  suggest  that  these  actions  to  acquire  and  protect  recreation  resources  can  be 
deferred  to  another  day  when  our  options  are  fewer  and  fewer  and  costs  higher  and  higher    Still  others 
suggest  that  there  is  a  substantial  federal  role  in  support  of  state  and  local  prisons,  for  example,  but 
none  for  actions  to  lessen  the  need  for  prisons 

We  reject  these  notions  for  the  reasons  noted  below,  and  others. 

Since  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  was  passed  in  1964,  our  national 
population  has  gown  from  about  191  million  to  263  4  million,  estimated  for  1995 

In  the  period  1982-1992  the  nation  experienced  an  18  percent  increase  in  developed  land, 
most  converted  from  cropland,  pasture,  forests  and  range. 

•  In  1990  only  37  percent  of  students  in  grades  nine  through  twelve  reported  at  least  20 
minutes  of  vigorous  exercise  three  or  more  times  a  week.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  has  recommended  substantial  improvement  in  access  to  public 
recreation  resources  to  enhance  opportunities  for  physical  activity. 

•  The  average  national  cost  of  incarcerating  a  juvenile  offenders  is  about  $29,000  a  year 

Pressures  to  add  more  units  to  federal  land  conservation  systems  continue,  while  resources 
for  viable  alternatives  are  severely  restricted 

•  Receipts  from  Outer  Continental  Shelf  energy  extraction  activities,  the  principal  source  of 

LWCF  revenue,  average  about  $2.7  billion  a  year. 

It  is  in  this  context  that  we  propose  the  following  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996: 

1.  A  significant  increase  in  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  investment,  at  least  one-half  of  which 
to  be  directed  to  state  and  local  grants    We  suggest  that  a  total  LWCF  appropriation  of  $400 
million  to  $500  million  is  not  unreasonable  given  OCS  revenue  estimates 

2.  A  significant  appropriation,  perhaps  to  $100  million,  for  the  Urban  Park  and  Recreation  Recovery 
program  to  help  restore  public  recreation  sites  and  systems  in  the  most  economically  and  socially 
distressed  neighborhoods 

3.  Amounts  sufficient  to  enable  the  National  Park  Service  to  at  least  sustain  its  technical  capacity  to 
assist  local  and  state  governments  obtain  abandoned  surplus  military  bases  for  recreation  and 
resource  conservation,  and  to  encourage  others  to  conserve  resources. 

These  are  not  frivolous  recommendations,  they  are  well  within  the  nation's  capacity  to  address.  We 
believe  the  Congress,  starting  with  this  Subcommittee,  must  reorder  at  least  some  of  its  priorities  to 
accommodate  these  programs. 

Even  a  cursory  examination  of  public  recreation  and  parks  today  reveals  that  focused,  high  quality 
recreation  opportunities  can  reduce  the  high  cost  of  crimes  against  society;  that  American  business 
leaders  choose  to  locate  in  communities  and  regions  which  offer  high  quality  recreation  and  park 
experiences,  that  the  conservation  of  land  at  critical  locations  helps  avoid  or  lessen  problems  and 
ultimately  the  public  costs  associated  with  imprudent  developments. 

This  examination  would  also  reveal  that  prior  to  1981,  LWCF  appropriations  were  sufTicient  to 
support  many  alternatives  to  full  federal  land  conservation  actions  and  all  of  the  "fijll  federal"  costs 
associated  with  that  action.  Local  and  state  authorities  estimate  about  $30  billion  in  recreation  and 
park  capital  investment  needs  during  the  period  1995-1999,  and  that  about  95  percent  of  that  amount 
should  be  available  from  non-federal  sources. 
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It  would  reveal  also  that  on-going  debates  about  the  national  significance  of  some  units  of  the 
National  Park  System,  system-wide  restoration/acquisition  costs,  and  timber  harvests  and  salvage 
activities  appear  to  distract  the  Subcommittee  from  more  basic  issues,  among  them;  Does  the 
Subcommittee  recognize  that  land  use  decisions  today  largely  determine  options  for  the  foreseeable 
future?  Does  it  believe  that  partnerships  can  help  stabilize  and  perhaps  reduce  federal  resource 
conservation  costs?  Does  is  believe  that  state  and  local  LWCF  grants  are  highly  efficient  in  returning 
to  the  American  people  some  portion  of  value  resulting  from  the  depletion  of  national  public  resources 
for  long-term  capital  investments? 

Many  of  the  proposed  spending  reductions  for  the  current  fiscal  year  and  proposals  for  the  future 
directly  impact  the  "quality  of  life"  for  millions  of  people  nationwide  —  foremost  among  them  children. 
In  defense  of  these  reductions,  it  has  been  said  that  if  we  do  not  reduce  spending,  we  burden  posterity 
with  a  debt  we  accumulated.  In  fact,  if  we  do  not  adequately  invest  today  in  recreation  and  park 
resources,  we  burden  our  children  and  their  children  with  a  deficit  of  opportunity  and  a  legacy  of 
diminished  health  and  welfare  and  environmental  stewardship 


STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  MOE,  PRESIDENT,  THE  NATIONAL  TRUST 
FOR  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony 
to  the  subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  on  behalf  of  Fiscal  Year  1996  funding  for  historic 
preservation.  The  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  appreciates  your  past  support  for  historic 
preservation,  and  the  working  relationship  we  have  had  with  the  subcommittee. 

In  chartering  the  National  Trust  in  1949,  Congress  created  and  charged  a  private  organization  with 
leading  the  public/private  effort  in  the  preservation  of  our  national  heritage.  Congress  believed  that  a 
private  organization  would  best  fulfill  this  public  purpose,  and  that  there  was  a  need  for  "the  many  local 
organizations  to  be  coordinated  and  encouraged  on  a  national  scale."  The  Historic  Preservation  Act  of 
1966,  and  its  subsequent  amendments,  have  expanded  and  diversified  this  mandate.  I  am  pleased  to  tell 
you  about  what  the  Trust  has  accomplished  in  the  intervening  forty-six  years  to  fulfill  its  charge. 

Today,  the  National  Trust  has  over  265,000  members  nationwide,  seven  regional  offices,  and 
eighteen  historic  house  museums  which  receive  over  650,000  visitors  annually.  We  produce  four 
periodicals  and  other  publications  which  reach  hundreds  of  thousands  of  individuals  annually,  and  hold 
national  and  regional  conferences  to  educate  the  citizenry  about  how  to  use  the  tools  of  preservation  to 
achieve  results  in  their  own  communities.  Every  day,  we  are  working  with  people  whose  goal  is  not 
simply  to  honor  their  past,  but  to  build  a  better  future. 

The  growth  in  membership  of  the  National  Trust,  the  over-subscription  of  our  conferences,  and 
the  broad  circulation  of  Trust  publications  are  testament  to  the  deep  desire  of  Americans  to  promote  and 
honor  our  heritage.  They  also  reflect  a  growing  recognition  that  historic  preservation  is  a  powerful 
economic  engine.  Dollar  for  dollar,  preservation  is  one  of  the  best  investments  a  community  can  make. 
The  expenditure  of  $1  million  on  the  rehabilitation  of  a  historic  structure  in  Washington  creates  34  jobs; 
17  in  the  construction  industry  and  17  elsewhere  in  the  community.  It  adds  $767,000  to  Washington 
household  incomes,  and  ultimately  results  in  an  additional  $1.1  million  in  economic  output  beyond  the 
$1  million  invested  in  the  building  itself  Finally,  $15,00O-$25,0OO  in  local  government  revenues  will 
be  generated  through  property  taxes,  and  thousands  more  in  sales  tax  collections. 

Visitors  to  historic  sites  stay  an  average  of  a  half-day  longer  and  spend  an  average  of  $62  more 
tlian  other  travelers.  Reinvestment  in  historic  buildings  reinforces  the  value  of  existing  real  estate  assets, 
reduces  the  need  for  investment  in  new  infrastructure,  and  stabilizes  local  tax  bases. 

The  creation  of  a  historic  district  can  be  a  significant  catalyst  for  private  investment.  When 
historic  neighborhoods  are  preserved  and  rehabilitated,  property  values  go  up  and  community  stability 
and  safety  is  enhanced.  Compared  to  new  construction,  rehabilitation  provides  ten  to  twenty  percent 
more  jobs-and  the  labor,  contractors,  and  suppliers  for  rehabilitation  are  almost  always  hired  locally. 
Consequently,  preservation  is  one  of  the  highest  job-generating  economic  development  options  available. 
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The  National  Trust  makes  grants  and  loans  that  can  mean  the  difference  in  communities'  ability 
to  revitalize  their  neighborhoods,  instilling  the  pride  and  hope  so  essential  to  community  stability  and 
civic  responsibility.  Through  our  Main  Street  program,  we  help  governments,  businesses,  and  civic 
organizations  keep  alive  small  town  downtowns—the  heart  of  their  communities.  We  provide  expertise 
on  a  diverse  range  of  issues,  from  preservation  of  rural  areas  to  restoration  of  historic  homes;  from 
establishment  of  neighborhood  revolving  funds  to  development  of  a  tourist  industry  around  historic 
resources. 

The  National  Trust's  work  is  enhanced  by  a  partnership  for  historic  preservation  consisting  of 
federal,  state,  local,  and  private  entities  working  together  to  save  our  national  heritage.  This  well-crafted 
framework,  which,  to  my  knowledge,  is  unique,  is  driven  by  the  efforts  of  local  communities  working 
to  preserve  their  definitive  heritage.  As  befits  a  grassroots  movement,  virtually  all  regulation  of  historic 
propenies  is  formulated  at  the  local  and  state  levels.  The  National  Park  Service  is  responsible  for  the 
designation  of  nationally  important  sites,  which  are  nominated  by  local  communities,  property  owners, 
and  states,  as  well  as  certification  of  eligibility  for  the  historic  rehabilitation  tax  credit.  The  Advisory 
Council  for  Historic  Preservation  consults  with  other  federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  impacts  on  historic 
resources  are  taken  into  consideration.  The  state  historic  preservation  offices,  together  with  the  Trust, 
provide  technical,  programmatic,  policy,  and  financial  support  to  the  thousands  of  local  preservation 
commissions,  local  governments,  and  citizen  preservation  organizations  across  the  country  that  are  the 
heart  of  America's  preservation  movement. 

This  partnership  is  federalism  at  its  best.  The  Historic  Preservation  Fund  is  rooted  in  the  notion 
that  communities  and  states  are  best  equipped  to  carry  out  the  important  work  of  historic  preservation. 
This  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  current  model  of  devolution  of  power  and  decisionmaking  to  the  state 
and  local  levels  in  conjunction  with  private  partners.  Thus,  the  federal,  sute,  and  private  partners  share 
both  a  mission  and  the  means  to  accomplish  that  mission.  Indeed,  the  Historic  Preservation  Fund  is  a 
perfect  example  of  a  funded  mandate. 

Through  its  Statewides  Initiative,  the  Trust  is  doing  its  part  to  strengthen  the  capacity  of  private 
state-wide  organizations  working  in  historic  preservation.  The  National  Trust  has  launched  a  program 
of  challenge  grants  and  technical  and  organizational  assistance  to  state-wide  preservation  organizations 
striving  to  expand  from  a  volunteer  to  a  professional  basis.  For  example,  over  the  last  year,  we  have 
helped  emerging  state-wide  organizations  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona,  and  provided  technical  assistance 
and  challenge  grants  of  up  to  $35,000  per  state,  over  three  years,  to  strengthen  organizations  in  Oregon, 
Colorado,  Michigan,  and  Mississippi. 

With  a  modest  investment  of  federal  money"$41  million  in  Fiscal  Year  1995-the  Historic 
Preservation  Fund  accomplishes  great  results.  The  National  Trust's  share-just  under  $7  million- 
contributes  funding  to  our  core  activities:  technical,  financial,  educational,  and  programmatic  assistance 
to  hundreds  of  communities,  preservation  organizations,  and  tens  of  thousands  of  individuals  nationwide, 
and  management  of  our  eighteen  historic  house  museums. 

The  National  Trust  provides  grant  and  loan  services  through  its  Inner  City  Ventures  Fund, 
National  Preservation  Loan  Fund,  and  Preservation  Services  Fund.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  National 
Trust  provided  over  $1.6  million  in  financial  assistance  to  204  projects  in  46  states-attracting  investment 
of  $17.9  million.  Some  examples  from  this  and  previous  years  include:  a  $2,500  grant  to  the  Vicksburg 
Foundation  for  Historic  Preservation  in  Mississippi  to  develop  plans  to  re-use  the  historic  St.  Francis 
Xavier  Convent;  a  $2,500  grant  to  the  City  and  Borough  of  Juneau,  Alaska  to  perform  a  rehabilitation 
feasibility  study  for  the  Mayflower  School;  a  $150,000  loan  to  the  Historic  Seattle  Preservation  and 
Development  Authority  for  the  acquisition  and  rehabilitation  of  six  historic  residential  buildings  as 
apartments  for  low  income  residents;  a  $150,000  loan  to  rehabilitate  the  historic  Palace  Hotel  in  Silver 
City,  New  Mexico;  and  a  $1,500  grant  to  Wells,  Nevada  to  research  the  feasibility  of  a  historic  district. 

We  are  particularly  proud  of  the  National  Trust's  National  Main  Street  Center,  which  helps  revive 
neglected  and  abandoned  downtown  commercial  districts  with  organization,  design,  economic 
restructuring,  and  marketing  assistance.  Since  1980,  the  Trust  has  helped  over  1000  communities  in  40 
states,  from  Covington,  Louisiana  to  Salem,  Oregon,  and  from  Brigham  City,  Utah,  to  Morgantown, 
West  Virginia;  creating  over  23,000  new  businesses,  over  85,000  new  jobs,  and  $3.6  billion  in  new 
investment. 
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We  don't  know  of  any  other  recipient  of  federal  funding-including  federal  agencies-that  can 
leverage  taxpayer  dollars  as  well  as  the  National  Trust.  Although  we  do  match  every  dollar  we  receive 
through  the  Historic  Preservation  Fund,  more  significantly,  we  leverage  those  dollars  on  3: 1  basis.  For 
every  dollar  invested  through  a  Trust  loan,  $10  of  economic  activity  is  generated.  Our  Main  Street 
program  generates  a  25: 1  leverage  rate.  For  every  dollar  invested  in  a  local  Main  Street  program,  $25 
of  economic  activity-through  new  or  expanded  businesses,  broadened  tax  bases,  and  other  means-is 
generated. 

Moreover,  I  want  to  point  out  that  not  only  do  we  successfully  leverage  our  federal  funding,  and 
that  National  Trust  programs  leverage  private  investment,  but  that  National  Trust  funding  has  a  catalytic 
effect.  Many  of  the  projects  the  Trust  puts  money  into  would  not  otherwise  have  taken  place.  National 
Trust  funding  draws  private  investment. 

That  this  investment  is  necessary  is  abundantly  clear  through  the  risks  facing  our  American 
heritage.  Vandalism  and  theft  of  archaeological  resources  on  the  Colorado  plateau,  abandonment  and 
neglect  of  buildings  in  the  Farish  Historic  District  in  Jackson,  Mississippi,  sprawl  and  superstore 
saturation  in  the  Amish  country  of  Lancaster  County,  Pennsylvania,  are  but  a  few  examples  of  the  threats 
facing  our  historic  environments.  In  communities  all  over  America,  buildings,  sites,  and  neighborhoods 
that  have  special  meaning  are  deteriorating--to  the  detriment  of  social  fabric,  cultural  identity,  and  local 
economies.  The  legacy  of  our  history,  our  forebears,  and  the  American  experience  is  extraordinary.  All 
of  us  have  a  civic  duty  to  protect  that  legacy  and  what  evidence  of  it  remains.  Our  future  depends  on  it. 

For  Fiscal  Year  1996,  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  requests  funding  for  the 
Historic  Preservation  Fund  at  a  level  of  $43  million:  $32  million  for  the  states,  $7  million  for  the 
National  Trust,  and  $4  million  for  grants-in-aid  to  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Universities  and 
Native  American,  Native  Hawaiian,  and  tribal  organizations.  The  National  Trust  also  supports  $3,063 
million  in  funding  for  the  Advisory  Council  on  History  Preservation,  $1.9  million  for  the  National  Center 
for  Preservation  Technology  in  Natchitoches,  Louisiana,  and  $100,000  for  the  U.S.-  International 
Council  on  Monuments  and  Sites.  These  figures  reflect  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  request. 

With  the  support  of  this  Committee  and  the  Congress,  the  National  Trust,  in  concert  with  its 
partners,  will  continue  to  work  to  fulfill  its  Congressional  mandate  to  lead  the  effort  to  protect  America's 
historic  places. 


STATEMENT  OF  DAVID  K.  NORTHINGTON,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR, 
THE  NATIONAL  WILDFLOWER  RESEARCH  CENTER 

I  represent  the  National  Wildflower  Research  Center,  the  only  national  non-profit  organization 
dedicated  to  the  preservation  and  reeslablishment  of  native  wildflowrers,  grasses,  trees,  and 
shrubs  in  natural  and  planned  landscapes.  The  18,000  members  of  the  Wildflower  Center 
represent  a  nationwide  constituency  of  backyard  gardeners  and  landscape  professionals 
committed  to  the  Center's  mission  of  native  plant  preservation  and  reeslablishment. 

The  Wildflower  Center  is  concerned  about  the  plight  and  management  of  our  nation's  native 
plant  heritage,  however  we  are  encouraged  by  recent  actions  taken  by  federal  agencies  and  partner 
conservation  groups  to  upgrade  their  commitment  and  involvement  in  native  plant 
conservation.  On  behalf  of  the  18,000  members  of  the  Wildflower  Center,  I  am  writing  to 
encourage  you  to  enhance  budgets  for  those  programs  in  agencies  which  contribute  to  increased 
care  for  protecting,  restoring,  and  managing  native  plants  and  plant  communities. 

As  described  in  further  detail  below,  the  Wildflower  Center  urges  you  to  increase  funding  in  the 
following  general  areas  within  all  of  the  involved  agencies  (BLM,  FWS,  NBS,  NFS,  USPS;  in 
your  subcommittee,  and  the  NRCS  (Soil  Conservation  Service)  and  ARS  (Agricultural  Research 
Service)  in  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee): 

Threatened  and  endangered  management  with  an  earmark  for  botany  work 

Sensitive  (species  at  risk)  species  inventory  and  management  within  ecosystems. 

Native  plant  community  classification  and  mapping- 

Exotic  and  noxious  weed  control  and  management/ 

Watershed  restoration  and  rehabilitation  work,  with  provisions  for  using  regionally  native 
plants    Rangeland  improvement,  with  provisions  for  using  regionally  native  plants. 

Native  plant  restoration  for  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  habitats 

Native  plant  inventory  and  monitoring  -    Natural  heritage  database  collaboration  (NBS). 
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Preservation  and  reestablishment  of  our  nation's  native  plants  is  vital  and  essential  for  many 
reasons.  Native  plants  in  their  native  habitats  provide  countless  ecosystem  services,  such  as 
assuring  clean  water  and  air,  maintaining  soil  integrity,  and  serving  as  the  basis  for  the  food 
chains  which  support  our  native  wildlife  and  fish.  Native  plants  also  have  tremendous  aesthetic 
and  cultural  significance.  From  providing  the  basis  for  our  system  of  agriculture  to  being  the 
sources  of  medicines  and  landscaping  materials,  the  economic  and  social  value  of  native  plants  is 
enormous.  In  short,  native  plants  are  a  vital  part  of  our  nation's  natural  heritage,  a  non- 
replaceable  genetic  pool  for  future  use,  and  one  of  the  most  essential  components  of  healthy, 
functioning  ecosystems. 

For  all  agencies  under  you  jurisdiction,  the  need  for  increased  funding  is  essential  for  the 
continued  preservation  and  reestablishment  of  native  plant  species  and  the  training  of  additional 
personnel  to  oversee  these  programs.  Particular  programs  within  the  various  agencies  of  your 
jurisdiction  provide  key  elements  of  native  plant  research  and  preservation.  Specifically: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Threatened  and  endangered  species  and  special  status  species  management 
Noxious  weed  control 

Rangeland  habitat  enhancement,  with  provisions  for  using  native  plants 
Watershed  restoration,  with  emphasis  for  using  native  plants 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Threatened  and  endangered  plant  species  recovery 
Aid  to  states,  section  6  endangered  species  funding,  emphasis  on  plants 
Refuge  management  with  provision  to  establish  a  botany  program 

Plant  community  classification  and  mapping  of  refuges,  done  in  accordance  with  DOI  and 
NPS 

National  Biological  Service 
Native  plant  initiative 

Natural  Heritage  Program  and  NBS  cooperative  data  sharing  for  plants  and  animals 
Natural  ecosystems  research  and  mapping 
Species  at  risk  initiative  to  investigate  rare  species  and  add  data  to  prevent  need  for  listing 

National  Park  Service 

Threatened  and  endangered  plant  recovery  and  management 
Inventory  and  monitoring  of  plant  species  at  risk 
Native  plant  revegetation  efforts  for  degraded  sites 
Native  plant  community  classification  and  mapping 
Exotic  and  noxious  weed  control  and  management 

USDA  Forest  Service 

Threatened  and  endangered  plant  recovery 

Noxious  weed  control  and  exotic  plant  control 

Interagency  data  systems  for  tracking  rare  plant  species  in  accordance  with  DOI  methods 

Native  plant  community  and  ecosystem  classification  and  mapping 

Native  plant  propagation  and  use  in  ecosystem  restoration  and  rehabilitation 

Inventory  and  assessment  of  commercial  use  potential  of  native  plants  for  rural  economic 

development 
Ecosystem  assessments,  such  as  Columbia  Basin,  Southern  Appalachian,  and  Sierra  Nevada 
assessments 

The  National  Wildflower  Research  Center  is  delighted  to  have  this  opportunity  to  add  its  voice 
to  the  growing  constituency  of  individuals  who  realize  the  necessity  of  preserving  our  national 
native  plant  heritage  —  a  heritage  which  can  never  be  replaced. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  ASSOCIATION 

The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Association  (NWRA)  Is  the  only  non-profit  organization  dedicated 
exclusively  to  the  protection  and  perpetuation  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  that  is 
administered  by  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service).  The  Association  was  founded  by  and 
continues  to  repres'int  wildlife  refuge  professionals.  The  NWRA  appreciates  this  opportunity  to 
present  its  views  en  Refuge  System  funding  needs  for  FY  1996. 
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SUMMARY  OF  NWRA'S  FY  1996  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  THE  REFUGE  SYSTEM,  USFWS 

■  Refuge  Operations  and  Maintenance:  $176,544,000 

Operations:      $149,332,000 
Maintenance:    527,212,000 

■  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Fund:  $11,371,000 

■  LaiKLancLWatet_ConseryatLOii£undtUSEWS:  $100,000,000 

■  Blue  Ribbon  Rev,'i/f  Commission:  $200,000 

REFUGE  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  NEEDS  ($176,544,000) 

The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  is  a  unique  national  investment:  The  only  federal  lands  system 
established  specifically  to  conserve  our  nation's  fish,  wildlife  and  habitat.    Its  92  million  acres  and  over 
500  refuges  offer  habitat  for  more  than  a  quarter  of  the  country's  threatened  and  endangered  species, 
and  provide  vital  rest  stops,  breeding  grounds  and  staging  areas  for  migratory  birds.    Many  of  the 
migratory  bird  species  that  depend  on  the  System  are,  in  fact,  protected  under  international  treaty 
which  the  United  States  has  an  obligation  to  honor.  In  addition,  the  Refuge  System  offers 
tremendous  opportunities  for  public  outdoor-education,  wildlife  viewing,  hiking,  hunting  and  fishing 
and  other  compatible  recreational  activities. 

While  in  this  time  of  fodtfal  belt-tightening,  the  notion  of  asking  for  funding  increases  may  seem  out  of 
place,  It  Is  difficult  to  find  a  better  example  of  a  federal  program  that  has  been  consistently 
underfunded  over  thj  years    A  November,  1994  GAO  report  on  the  contributions  of  the  Refuge 
System  to  the  recov:ry  of  endangered  and  threatened  species  noted  that  funding  levels  were  "not 
sufficient  to  meet  e?  tiblished  objectives  for  refuges."  Currently,  the  Service  reports  that  97%  of 
refuges  are  operaf<?J  below  minimum  funding  levels.  If  we  are  to  manage  this  great  national  resource 
consistent  with  th?  vision  of  the  System's  founder.  Theodore  Roosevelt,  then  adequate  funding  is 
essential    Therefore,  our  first  recommendation  is  that  the  Committee  strive  to  protect  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  from  budget  cuts,  and  approve  the  Administration's  request  of 
$149,332,000  for  refuge  operations  and  restore  $6,986,000  to  maintenance  (the  loss  of  which 
will  result  in  deferral  of  maintenance  and  replacement  of  equipment  and  facilities  supporting 
public  education,  recreation,  and  habitat  restoration),  for  a  total  refuge  operations  and 
maintenance  app;opriation  of  $176,544,000. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  FUND  ($11,371,000) 

The  Refuge  Revenue  Sharing  Act  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  715a)  authorizes  the  Service  to  make 
payments  to  counties  in  lieu  of  taxes  where  Service  lands  are  located.  NWRA  supports  the 
Administration's  request  of  $11,371,000  in  appropriated  funds  to  supplement  the  revenues  available 
for  the  sale  of  wildlife  refuge  products,  privileges  and  leases  from  public  accommodations  or  facilities. 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  FUND/USFWS  ($100,000,000) 

Keeping  the  Promise:  Priorities  for  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  •  FY'96.  endorsed  by 
53  conservation  organizations,  includes  $202,912,000  in  identified  refuge  land  acquisition  project 
needs.  NWRA  recommends  an  appropriation  of  at  least  $100,000,000  for  the  highest  priority  refuge 
projects  including  the:  fourteen  projects  listed  below  that  are  supported  by  NWRA's  regional 
representatives  with  extensive,  first-hand  refuge  management  experience. 

RO  1/  San  Joaquin  '<ijer  (CA)  -  SS.Omll./  2,700  acres  (Mapes  Rancti) 
Stone  Lakes  (CA)  -  S5.0mil/1,500  acres 

RO  2/  Trinity  River  (TX)  -  S3.0mi(./3,000  acres 

Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  -  (TX)  -  $9.2mil./8.300  acres 

RO  3/  Cypress  Creek  (IL)  -  S2.5mil./2,800  acres 

Crane  Meadows  (MN)  -  $1.242mil./5,132  acres 
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RO  4/  Pelican  Island  (FL)  -  $4.75mil./86  acres 

Lake  Wales  Ridge  (FL)  -  $2.0mil./800  acres 

R0  5/  Rappahanock  QJA)  -  $2.0mil./1 .500  acres 
Canaan  Valley  (\/\A/)  -  $3.5mil./2.000  acres 

RO  6/  Western  Montana  (MT)  -  $1.4mil./2.500  acres 
Bear  River  (UT)  -  $3,0mil./14,000  acres 

R0  7/    Kod/afc  (AK)  -  S5.0mil./2, 500  acres 
Kena/(AK)  -  S5.5mil/4,183  acres 

Recently  there  has  been  discussion  on  Capitol  Hill  calling  for  a  complete  moratorium  on  federal  land 
acquisition.  Land  acquisition  should  continue  to  be  an  integral  part  of  this  nation's  efforts  to  conserve 
habitat  and  wildlife,  and  should  be  utilized  wherever  it  is  the  best  means  to  protect  habitats  serving  the 
purposes  for  which  the  System  was  established.  However,  the  Association  supports  the  notion  that 
for  each  proposed  purchase  there  should  be  a  rigorous  review  of  the  benefits  and  costs,  both  from  a 
wildlife  and  habitat  perspective  and  from  a  financial  perspective. 

The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  receives  more  than  30  million  visitors  each  year  who  engage  in 
a  variety  of  activities  ranging  from  wildlife  viewing  to  hunting  and  fishing  and  environmental  education. 
Continued  land  acquisition  funding  means  expanded  educational  and  recreational  opportunities 
available  to  the  public  as  well  as  vital  protection  for  wildlife  habitat. 

BLUE  RIBBON  REVIEW  COMMISSION  ($200,000) 

The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  Administration  Act  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  668dd-68jj),  requires 
that  the  Refuge  System  be  managed  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior  through  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service    The  NWRA  was  a  leading  advocate  of  this  Congressional  mandate  and  has  staunchly 
opposed  inappropriate  removals  of  refuge  lands  and/or  transfers  of  management.  This 
notwithstanding,  and  following  careful  deliberation,  the  NWRA  has  concluded  that  the  need  to 
scmtinize  federal  programs  and  budgets  calls  for  an  objective  review  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
System  in  order  to  ensure  both  its  integrity  and  its  future. 

Therefore,  the  NWRA  recommends  that  the  Congress  endorse  and  appropriate  funding  ($200,000) 
for  a  review  of  the  System  to  be  undertaken  by  a  Blue  Ribbon  Commission  appointed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Inferior.  The  Commission's  composition  should  be  bipartisan,  technically  qualified 
and  include  a  representative  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  representatives  of  the  Refuge 
System's  primary  constituencies  including  consumptive,  nonconsumptive  and  educational  user 
groups,  and  professional  and  land  purchasing  organizations.  It  should  consider  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service's  legal  obligations,  land  acquisition  and  removal  policies  and  procedures,  the  most  urgent 
refuge  land  acquisition  needs,  whether  any  lands  should  be  removed  from  the  System  because  they 
are  unable  to  meet  their  original  purposes  or  those  of  the  System,  and  the  appropriate  disposition  of 
such  lands.  The  Commission  should  complete  its  review  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Interior 
Department  and  Congress  within  six  months. 

COOPERATIVE  ALLIANCE  FOR  REFUGE  ENHANCEMENT  (C.A.R.E.) 

In  summarizing,  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Association  recognizes  that  Congress  has  an  obligation 
to  the  American  people  to  reduce  or  eliminate  federal  government  spending  on  programs  that  have 
become  antiquated,  rodundant  or  otherwise  obsolete.  The  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  falls 
under  none  of  these?  categories;  it  is  a  unique  national  investment  that  has  been  consistently 
underfunded  throughout  the  years.  To  demonstrate  the  public  commitment  to  the  System,  and  to 
exemplify  a  new  approach  in  government/private  sector  cooperation,  the  NWRA  and  14  other 
organizations  representing  nearly  7  million  Americans  have  formed  the  Cooperative  Alliance  for 
Refuge  Enhancement,  or  C.A.R.E.  CARE  represents  "diverse  organizations  with  a  common  interest 
in  the  future  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  its  fish  and  wildlife  and  their  habitats  (and  which) 
are  committed  to  identifying  specific  operational  needs  of  refuges  and  working  toward  fulfilling  those 
needs." 

The  member  groups  of  CARE,  which  represent  a  diverse  array  of  interests,  are  committed  to  pursuing 
strategies  to  help  the  Refuge  System  meet  its  establishing  purposes.  These  include  identifying  cost- 
saving  measures  and  alternate  funding  sources;  mobilizing  members  to  provideassistance  to  refuge 
personnel  through  community-based  refuge  support  programs;  and  developing  an  action  plan  that 
identifies  (1)  priority  resoitrce  management  and  public  use  program  needs,  and  (2)  factors  that 
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threaten  the  ability  of  the  Refuge  System  to  conserve  and  manage  habitat  and  wildlife  and  to  provide 
for  compatible  wildlife-dependent  education  and  recreation.  CARE  believes  that  increased 
cooperation  with  the  federal  government  will  lead  to  more  equitable  solutions  to  the  challenges  that 
the  Refuge  System  now  faces.  A  synopsis  of  the  CARE  initiative  is  attached  for  the  Committee's 
information. 

STATEMENT  OF  KEN  POYNTER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  THE  NATIVE 
AMERICAN  FISH  &  WILDLIFE  SOCIETY 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Distinguished  Committee  Members: 

My  name  is  Ken  Poynter,  current  Executive  Director  of  the  Native  American  Fish  & 
Wildlife  Society  (Society)  and  an  enrolled  member  of  the  Passamaquoddy  Tribe  of  Maine.  I 
would  like  to  thank  you,  on  behalf  of  the  Society,  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  to 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  the  Interior.  I  will  be  requesting  appropriations  from  the 
Department  of  thelnterior,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA),  Wildlife  &  Parks  budget  (under 
Other  Recurring  Programs)  for  reinstatement  of  the  organization's  FY  1996  funding  back  to  the 
$488,000  level. 

The  Society  is  a  national  non-profit  organization  dedicated  to  the  sound  management  and 
prudent  use  of  Tribal  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  The  organization  serves  as  a  network  among 
Tribes  throughout  the  country  (including  Alaska)  and  provides  training  and  technical  assistance 
to  tribes  in  natural  resource  planning  and  enhancement. 

The  Society  includes  a  membership  of  over  70  Tribes,  44  Alaskan  Native  villages  and 
non-profit  corporations,  1,200  individuals,  numerous  regional  Commissions  and  Native 
organizations  who  are  supportive  of  tribal  fish  and  wildlife  development.  All  Society  members 
share  the  common  goal  of  protecting  tribal  sovereignty  in  the  management  and  use  of  fish  and 
wildlife  resources. 

The  Native  American  Fish  &  Wildlife  Society  represents  a  wealth  of  experience  and 
information  regarding  management  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  on  Indian  lands.  Society 
members  represent  a  diverse  group  of  lay  people,  fishery  biologists,  wildlife  biologists, 
foresters,  conservation  law  enforcement  officers,  and  land  use  managers  and  planners  who 
currently  manage  tribal  land  bases  throughout  the  country  including  Alaska. 

The  concept  of  the  Society  is  based  on  the  necessity  for  an  organization  to  assume  a 
leadership  role  to  maintain  the  technical  proficiency  of  tribal  fish,  wildlife  and  natural  resource 
programs.  Because  of  its  organizational  structure,  the  Society  is  able  to  efficiently  respond  to 
specific  requests  from  tribes  for  technical  assistance  with  the  development,  enhancement  and 
wise  use  of  their  natural  resources. 

The  Society  has  developed  an  organized  structure  to  assist  in  documentation  of  tribal  fish 
and  wildlife  management  efforts  from  the  tribal  perspective,  and  the  techniques  currently  being 
used  successfully  by  tribal  governments.  Our  members  have  immediate  access  to  technical 
assistance  gleaned  from  an  extensive  in-house  natural  resource  library,  a  computerized  data  base 
entitled  "Tribal  Watershed  Forum"  (containing  information  on  the  number  and  variety  of  water 
related  programs  that  have  been  initiated  nationally)  and  the  Technical  Services  Office  which  is 
dedicated  to  assisting  tribal  governments  and  individual  members  with  their  technical  needs. 

The  Society  is  currently  the  only  national  Native  American  organization  that  provides 
technical  assistance  to  American  Indian  tribes,  federal,  state  and  local  governments  as  well  as 
private  industry  to  develop  and  implement  sound  policies,  ordinances,  regulations,  and  laws  to 
protect,  preserve,  conserve  and  prudently  use  and  manage  fish,  wildlife  and  other  natural 
resources.  In  addition,  it  supports  and  conducts  resource  and  conservation  law  enforcement 
trainings  as  well  as  annual  educational  opportunities  for  Native  American  youth. 

Collectively.  American  Indian  tribes  have  a  land  base  of  approximately  94,000,000  acres, 
that  includes  thousands  of  miles  of  streams  and  rivers,  and  730,000  lakes  and  impoundments. 
The  wise  use  and  management  of  these  vast  resources  will  only  ensure  that  they  remain  intact 
for  many  generations  to  come.  And  because  our  work  is  so  important,  it  is  essential  that  our 
funding  be  reinstated  so  that  we  can  carry  on  our  goal  to  improve  the  general  welfare  of  Indian 
people  through  charitable,  educational,  and  other  fish  and  wildlife  related  activities. 

Because  of  the  Society's  unique  relationship  with  the  "Resource  Tribes",  federal  agencies 
and  private  organizations  often  use  the  established  network  to  facilitate  initiatives  and  programs; 
therefore,  such  collateral  benefits  are  exemplified  by  the  US  Forest  Service  Memorandum  of 
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Understanding  with  the  Society  and  the  joint  effort  to  produce  two  "Regional  Tribal  Resource 
Manuals",  as  well  as  numerous  co-management  efforts  facilitated  by  the  Society. 

FY95  marked  the  second  year  that  the  Society  has  initiated  the  most  pro-active  budget 
in  the  organization's  14-year  history.  Funding  has  been  set  aside  for  each  region  to  identify  and 
conduct  trainings  and  workshops  in  various  aspects  of  natural  resource  management.  Each 
region  identifies  its  training  needs  and  the  logistics  of  the  workshop  is  coordinated  and  funded 
by  the  Society's  national  office. 

Regional  conferences  feature  forums  and  seminars  that  share  information  between  tribal 
entities  and  programs  as  well  as  focusing  on  current  trends  in  resource  management.  Such 
efforts  have  had  a  recognizable  as  well  as  a  positive  affect  on  the  tribal  resource  base. 

Regional  and  National  Youth  Practicums  are  conducted  by  the  Society  for  Indian  students 
who  are  interested  in  naOiral  resource  management  careers.  Such  youth  programs  are  an 
effective  and  unique  method  of  providing  hands  on  experience  and  instruction  to  these  promising 
young  people.  The  intent  of  these  programs  is  to  encourage  their  pursuit  of  further  education 
and  careers  in  natural  resource  management. 

Members  of  the  Society  are  involved  in  the  technical  initiatives  sponsored  by  the  Society, 
as  well  as  development  of  tribal  technical  fisheries,  wildlife  and  recreation  management 
initiatives  critical  to  the  preservation  and  protection  of  tribal  resources.  In  addition,  the  Society 
continues  to  respond  to  the  needs  of  its  members  in  the  area  of  technical  assistance  and  program 
support. 

To  date,  the  Society  has  provided  technical  services  and  assistance  to  over  100  Tribes 
in  the  areas  of  fish  and  wildlife  management,  education  and  environmental  protection.  Seven 
regional  conferences  (including  Alaska)  were  held  with  associated  technical  work  group  meetings 
including:  one  national  conference;  two  summer  youth  practicums;  workshops  on  natural 
resource  program  development;  development  of  fish  and  game  codes,  integrated  resource 
management:  fisheries;  wildlife;  and  environmental  and  conservation  law  enforcement.  In 
conjunction  with  these  activities,  four  quarterly  newsletters  (with  a  circulation  of  over  1,500 
each),  an  annual  report,  promotion  publications,  informational  management  brochures  and 
resource  funding  brochures  were  published  and  distributed  nationwide. 

The  Society  is  appreciative  of  the  support  and  funding  that  we  received  for  FY  1995. 
Due  to  the  fact  that  the  current  level  of  funding  ($488,000.00)  allows  the  organization  to  deliver 
those  services  and  technical  assistance  to  the  many  individual  members  and  member  tribes  as 
requested,  the  Society  is  not  asking  for  additional  dollars  for  FY  1996.  Instead,  we  request  that 
our  current  level  of  funding  be  reinstated  and  sustained  for  FY  1996  so  that  we  may  continue 
to  support  tribes  in  the  area  of  natural  resource  management. 

Due  to  the  current  level  of  funding,  the  organization  is  in  a  position  to  better  meet  the 
needs  and  address  the  issues  facing  fish  and  wildlife  management  in  Indian  Country.  The 
Society  has  been  able  to  increase  its  outreach  efforts,  double  the  size  of  the  annual  Native 
American  Environmental  Awareness  Summer  Youth  Practicum,  and  more  than  double  the 
number  of  trainings  conducted  in  each  Region  and  provide  adequate  support  for  the  seven 
regional  conferences  including  the  annual  national  conference.  To  reiterate,  the  Society  is 
requesting  a  Total  of  $488,000.00  for  FY  1996. 

Please  note  that  the  Society's  Board  of  Directors  is  sensitive  to  tribal  concerns  regarding 
nauiral  resource  management  as  well  as  all  the  other  issues  facing  Indian  people  and  the  financial 
resources  required  to  address  those  issues.  In  the  area  of  natural  resource  management,  the 
Board  of  Directors  has  taken  a  pro-active  position  to  address  the  problem  of  inadequate  funding 
for  tribal  natural  resource  management. 

The  Board  has  also  adopted  and  initiated  a  plan  to  create  a  national  Native  American  Fish 
&  Wildlife  Foundation  and  Trust  Fund  to  provide  additional  funding  to  tribal  natural  resource 
management  programs.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  Native  American  Fish  &  Wildlife  Society  to 
become  the  first  national  Indian  organization  to  be  independent  of  federally  appropriated  funds. 

The  creation  of  the  Foundation  and  development  of  the  Trust  Fund  will  allow  the 
organization  to  get  off  the  federal  dole  completely  and  initiate  a  national  small  grants  program 
to  supplement  tribal  fish  and  wildlife  management  efforts.  It  is  estimated  that  it  will  take  three 
to  five  years  to  accomplish  this  initiative  and  can  not  be  realized  without  the  continued  level  of 
funding  to  support  our  core  staff  of  highly  efficient  professionals  to  provide  valuable  assistance 
and  training  to  our  members  and  tribes. 
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In  addition  to  the  above  request,  the  Society  is  in  ftill  support  of  the  following  projects 
and  programs: 

The  Great  Lakes  Circle  of  Flight  Program  for  wetland  and  waterfowl  enhancement.  Cooperative 
efforts  between  21  reservations.  The  Great  Lakes  Indian  Fish  and  Wildlife  Commission  and  the 
1854  Authority  with  a  reservation  and  ceded  territory  land  base  of  over  32  million  acres,  have 
identified  $1,307,500  in  funding  needs  for  FY1996. 

Fort  Belknap  Community  Council  Prairie  Dog  Ecosystem  Management  Proposal  at  a  funding 
level  of  $487,385. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  NAVAJO  COMMUNITY  COLLEGE 

Founded  in  1968,  Nai>ajo  Community  College  was  the  first  tribal  college  to  be 
chartered  and  established  by  an  Act  of  Congress.  Twenty-seven  years  later,  the 
College  is  experiencing  a  period  of  transition  it  most  likely  helped  to  initiate.  Until 
recently,  the  student  body  consisted  of  mostly  older  students  who  planned  to  find 
jobs  after  earning  an  associates  or  technical  certificate.  In  the  past  few  years  the 
student  body  has  grown  younger.  As  many  as  90  percent  of  the  graduates  from 
Navajo  Community  College  plan  to  pursue  four-year  degrees  at  other  institutions, 
and  the  college  has  resolved  to  become  a  four-year  institution.  The  first 
baccalaureate  programs  ~  now  in  the  planning  stage,  will  be  in  teacher  education 
and  Navajo  language. 

Navajo  Community  College's  rationale  behind  the  Elementary  Teacher  Education 
Program  stems  from  the  scarcity  of  Navajo  teachers  in  schools  that  serve  Navajo 
children.  In  aiming  to  produce  certified  Navajo  teachers  who  are  well  trained  in  K- 
8  instructional  approaches,  methods  and  techniques  in  both  English  and  Navajo,  we 
believe  that  individuals  who  know  Navajo  children,  speak  their  language,  know 
the  local  culture  and  participate  actively  in  community  functions  will  be  more 
effective  in  helping  Navajo  students  succeed  academically  than  non-Navajos. 
Navajo  teachers  will  be  better  able  to  integrate  local  language  and  knowledge  with 
mainstream  academic  skills.  They  will  be  better  able  to  build  a  bridge  between 
concepts  that  children  bring  with  them  to  school  and  mainstream  concepts  that 
schools  seek  to  impart,  and  to  enable  the  children  to  go  back  and  forth  across  that 
bridge.  In  order  to  implement  and  stabilize  this  new  component,  Navajo 
Community  College  requests  additional  funding  for  the  Elementary  Teacher 
Education  Program. 

Navajo  Community  College  is  a  unique  tribal  college,  set  apart  from  other  tribally 
controlled  colleges,  in  that  it  provides  a  residential  program  to  accommodate 
approximately  300  students.  Because  of  its  residential  nature  and  relative  isolation, 
the  college  must  provide  physical  plant,  personnel  and  material  support  for  student 
dormitories,  cafeteria,  student  support  services,  student  recreational  programs, 
student  and  staff  transportation,  24  hour  security  and  police  protection  and  faculty 
housing.  The  cost  to  manage  these  facilities  and  services  are  significantly  higher 
than  the  usual  instructional  and  administrative  costs  of  non-residential  campuses. 
In  addition,  classroom,  faculty  and  student  housing  and  cafeteria  facilities  bonds  are 
still  being  paid  at  $218,970  annually  which  also  increases  our  costs. 

The  large  geographic  size  of  the  Reservation  compounds  the  financial  needs  of 
Navajo  Community  College  who  has  opened  an  additional  campus  in  Shiprock, 
New  Mexico  and  additional  centers  in  Crownpoint,  New  Mexico  and  Window 
Rock,  Ganado,  Chinle  and  Tuba  City,  Arizona  to  meet  student  needs. 
Administrative  and  operational  costs  at  these  sites  add  to  the  overall  cost  per 
student  at  Navajo  Community  College. 
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With  each  passing  year,  Navajo  Community  College  facilities  show  the  continued 
signs  of  deterioration  and  urgent  need  for  capital  construction  and  renovation. 
Navajo  Community  College  has  addressed  many  renovation  and  repair  needs  in 
the  past  few  years,  and  have  identified  urgently  needed  renovation  and 
construction  projects  to  complete  during  the  next  fiscal  years  if  funds  can  be 
identified.  Our  immediate  request  is  for  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  to 
support  appropriations  of  "such  sums  as  may  be  necessary"  for  Navajo  Community 
College  construction  and  renovation  needs  for  each  of  the  Fiscal  Years  1993,  1994, 
1995,  and  1996  as  authorized  in  the  Tribally  Controlled  Community  Colleges  Act 
amendments  passed  on  July  23,  1992.  These  amendments  also  authorized  a 
$2,000,000  construction  authorization  for  FY  1993  but  funds  were  not  appropriated. 
The  College  also  asks  Committee  support  in  securing  authorization  for  increasing 
annual  appropriations  to  the  College  so  that  adequate  funds  are  available  for  a 
sustained  program  of  physical  plant  maintenance  and  development. 

The  funding  level  for  Navajo  Community  College  in  FY  1995  was  $6,969,038.  With 
the  assistance  and  support  of  the  American  Indian  Higher  Education  Consortium, 
Navajo  Community  College  is  requesting  an  additional  $800,000  for  FY  1996  which 
represents  approximately  an  8.9%  increase  from  last  year's  funding  level  to  support 
all  of  the  activities  mentioned  in  this  document.  This  increased  level  of  funding  is 
needed  to  support  the  instructional,  student  services,  administration  and  operation 
for  all  of  our  seven  campuses  on  the  Navajo  Nation  which  consists  of  26,000  square 
miles  with  a  total  population  of  approximately  250,000.  These  additional  funds  will 
help  the  College  to  address  critical  needs  as  cited  in  a  February'  1995  review  by  our 
accrediting  agency:  to  provide  adequate  library  resources  for  students  at  all  seven  of 
our  sites,  only  two  of  which  curently  have  libraries;  to  address  critical  life/safety 
facility  needs;  and,  to  provide  salary  increases  for  our  employees  who  have  not  had 
salary  adjustments  for  over  four  years. 

On  behalf  of  the  students,  staff,  faculty  and  staff  and  Board  of  Regents  of  Navajo 
Community  College,  I  express  our  appreciation  for  the  continued  support  of  the 
United  States  Congress. 


STATEMENT  OF  MICHAEL  STEPETIN,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  NISQUALLY 

INDIAN  TRIBE 

Mr.  Chairman,  1  am  Michael  Stcpetin,  Chairman  of  the  Nisqually  Indian  Tribe.  The  Tribe's 
reservation  is  located  on  the  Nisqually  River  near  Olympia,  Washington.  The  Tribe  has  a  service 
population  of  over  2,500  and  an  enrolled  membership  of  425.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  lo 
provide  testimony.  On  behalf  of  the  Tribe  let  mo  express  our  gratitude  for  the  federal  assistance 
which  the  Committee  has  directed  to  Nisqually.  This  assistance  has  been  critical  to  the  Tribe's 
effort  to  rebuild  the  reservation  community  and  protect  our  trust  resources.  The  Agenoes  for  which 
the  Tribe  is  requesting  appropriations  this  year  include  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  the  Indian 
Health  Service,  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

The  Nisqually  Tribe  has  a  unique  history,  particularly  within  the  past  20  years,  which  requires  us 
to  request  additional  federal  assistance.  For  the  record  1  would  like  to  highlight  the  factors  which 
are  unique  about  our  Tribe  to  put  our  requests  into  perspective.  The  economic  and  cultural  inlegnty  of 
the  Tribe  was  devastated  in  1917  when  two-thirds  of  the  best  land  on  the  reservation  were 
converted  to  the  Ft  Lewis  military  base.  Tribal  families  were  forcibly  evicted  from  this  condemned 
portion  of  the  reservation,  and  dispersed  to  other  locations  throughout  the  area.  As  a  result,  in  1972 
only  40  Indian  persons  resided  on  the  reservation,  and  tribal  ownership  was  reduced  to  the  2.5  acre 
cemetery. 

In  the  past  20  years  the  Tribe  has  embarked  on  an  aggressive  effort  to  repatriate  our  members  and 
re-establish  our  homes  on  the  reservation.  Today  we  have,  with  federal  assistance,  built  a  tribal 
center,  community  health  clinic,  alcohol  and  drug  outpatient  facility,  tribal  library,  several  tribal 
enterprises,  and  over  100  homes  for  the  more  than  400  Indian  persons  who  now  live  on  reservation 
lands.  We  have  also  placed  a  major  emphasis  on  natural  resource  issues,  youth  mental  health 
services,  and  land  acquisition,  to  address  serious  community  development  issues  for  the  community. 
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Because  of  the  above  growth  and  unmet  needs,  the  Nisqually  Tribe  needs  your  assistance  in 
protecting  our  critical  base  funding,  and  provide  increases  in  several  of  our  most  important  base 
budgets  to  accommodate  our  growth  and  expansion.  In  recognition  of  the  budgetary  constraints  facing 
Congress,  the  following  priorities,  after  careful  review,  were  adopted  by  the  Tribe: 

Priority  f  1:  Fisheries  Management:  S200.000 

Request  #1:  The  Nisqunlly  Indian  Tribe  is  requesting  the  protection  of  its  Fisheries  Management 
base  budget  to  allow  the  Tribe  to  maintain  stability  in  this  vital  program  and  an  increase  of 
5200.000  to  protect  the  Tribe's  resources  in  the  new  management  processes  that  will  affect  these 
resources.  The  Tribe  also  requests  that  this  increase  become  established  as  a  permanent  addition  to 
the  funding  base  for  the  Fisheries  Management  Program. 

lustification:  The  purpose  of  the  Tribe's  Fisheries  Management  Program  is  to  allow  the  Tribe  to 
exercise  its  management  responsibilities  as  required  by  U.S.  vs.  Washington  and  subsequent  federal 
court  orders.  The  Tribe  has  repeatedly  demonstrated  to  Congress  the  need  for  the  permanent 
establishment  of  previous  Congressional  Appropriations  into  the  base  funding  for  this  critical 
program.  The  Nisqually  Tribe  is  requesting  that  these  previous  Congressional  authorized 
appropriations  be  maintained  in  the  FY  1996  Fisheries  Management  budget. 

The  Nisqually  Tribe  is  also  facing  new  threats  to  our  natural  resources  and  our  culture.  The  Tribe 
needs  the  ability,  in  terms  of  expertise,  time  and  money  to  protect  our  trust  resources  and  treaty 
rights  in  dealing  with  such  threats  as  ESA  listings  of  Puget  Sound  salmon  and  steelhead  runs, 
recovery  of  these  threatened  stocks,  ecosystem  management  and  all  of  its  implications,  and  the  new 
Watershed  Restoration  program.  The  Nisqually  Tribe  is  requesting  an  increase  of  S200.000  in  the 
permanent  base  funding  for  one  policy  level  representative  and  a  trained  biologist/ecologist  to 
cover  these  issues  and  provide  the  maximum  security  to  our  trust  resources  and  fulfill  the  federal 
government  resfxjnsibility  to  protect  these  resources. 

Request  #2:  Shellfish  Management  •  $300,000 

The  Nisqually  Tribe  is  requesting  the  permanent  establishment  of  $300,000  in  the  Tribe's  FY  1996 
638  base  budget  to  develop  a  Shellfish  Management  and  Enforcement  Program.  The  Nisqually 
Tribe's  shellfish  treaty  rights  have  been  recently  reaffirmed  by  Judge  Edward  Rafeedie  and  the 
Tribe  is  requesting  assistance  to  fully  implement  these  rights. 

lustification:  The  Nisqually  Tribe,  as  signatory  to  the  treaty  of  Medicine  Creek,  secured  its  right  to 
harvest  shellfish  throughout  its  usual  and  accustomed  areas.  Through  the  sale  of  lands  by  the 
Stale  of  Washington  without  recognition  of  these  treaty  rights,  harassment  by  the  State  of 
Washington  when  attempting  to  exercise  these  rights,  and  through  the  abusive  and  life 
threatening  actions  of  tideland  owners,  the  Nisqually  Tribe  has  been  precluded  from  fully 
exercising  its  treaty  secured  rights.  The  recent  Federal  Court  decision  will  provide  an  opportunity 
for  the  Nisqually  Tribe  to  access  these  treaty  secured  resources.  The  Nisqually  Tribe  has  developed 
a  professional  Fisheries  Management  and  Enforcement  Programs  for  the  exercise  of  our  fishing 
rights,  and  is  now  seeking  Congressional  support  and  protection  of  the  shellfish  trust  resources.  The 
Tribe  is  requesting  the  permanent  establishment  of  $300.000  in  the  Tribe's  638  FY  1996  base  program 
funding  to  support  a  Shellfish  Management  and  Enforcement  Program. 

Priority  2:  Adolescent  and  Young  Adult  Mental  Health:  $200,000. 

Request:  The  Nisqually  Tribe  is  requesting  an  FY96  appropriation  to  be  added  to  the  Indian  Health 
Service  budget  in  the  amount  of  $200.000  to  address  emergent  mental  health  issues  for  community 
adolescent  youth  and  young  adults. 

Justification:  The  Nisqually  community  has  been  rocked  by  a  rash  of  suicides  among  its  adolescent 
youth  and  young  adult  population.  Within  the  past  5  years,  seven  adolescent  males  and  one  young 
adult  male  have  committed  suicide.  Additionally  there  have  been  over  10  suicide  attempts  within 
the  same  time  period,  and  at  least  as  many  threats.  The  Tribe  has  concluded  that  it  faces  an 
unprecedented  crisis  within  its  youth  population,  and  has  committed  itself  to  confronting  the 
problem  through  the  effective  use  of  existing  community  resources  combined  with  support  from 
federal,  state,  and  private  sources. 

Many  Nisqually  families  are  just  now  emerging  from  multi-generational  substance  abuse,  jxiverty, 
low  self  esteem,  and  family  dysfunction,  and  are  moving  in  the  direction  of  health,  family 
reconciliation,  sobriety,  stability,  and  increased  self  esteem.  This  has  been  a  long,  painful  journey 
for  these  individuals  and  families,  with  progress  measured  in  days  of  sobriety,  or  a  CED 
successfully  earned,  or  a  child  graduating  from  high  school,  and  the  blow  that  is  delivered  to  such 
a  family  by  a  suicide  can  undo  years  of  hard  won  progress.  The  suicide  rate  for  the  Nisqually  Tribe 
is  forty  five  times  that  the  national  rate,  which  if  were  to  occur  nationwide  would  be  declared  as  a 


785 

national  health  emergency.  The  pattern  of  suicide  within  the  population  in  general  is  that  suicide 
rates  rise  with  age.  The  pattern  for  the  Nisqually  community  is  quite  different,  with  the  major 
suicide  incidents  occurring  among  the  adolescent  and  young  adult  population. 

The  requested  $200.000  would  be  used  to  increase  mental  health  counseling  services  for  community 
youth  ($40,000);  provide  renovation  of  additional  needed  space  in  the  tribal  health  clinic  for 
mental  health  services  ($60,000),  provide  operational  funds  for  a  community  crisis  hot-line 
(510,000),  provide  training  for  a  community  Natural  Helpers  program  ($10,000),  provide  for 
specialized  therapy  and  counseling  services  ($65,000);  and  fringe  benefits,  travel,  and  program 
supplies  ($15,000). 

Priority  #3:  Land  Acquisition: 

The  Nisqually  Tribe  is  requesting  an  appropriation  in  the  amount  of  3  million  dollars  to  be  added  to 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  FY96  budget,  for  acquisition  of  a  395  acre  parcel  of  land  located 
within  the  Nisqually  Delta.  The  Tribe  is  also  requesting  that  1  million  dollars  in  direct  loan 
authority  be  added  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  FY96  Indian  Finance  Act  Direct  Loan  Program  to 
provide  the  Tribe  with  the  financing  to  complete  the  acquisition. 

justification:  The  parcel  to  be  acquired,  known  as  the  Braget  property,  is  one  of  the  premier 
undeveloped  pieces  of  riverine  estuary  property  remaining  on  the  west  coast.  The  property  includes 
upland  wooded  bluffs,  and  lowland  marsh  and  pasture  along  the  Nisqually  river  and  Interstate  5. 
The  farm  provides  critical  habitat  for  migratory  waterfowl,  and  rearing  habitat  for  juvenile 
salmon. 

The  parcel  is  located  directly  adjacent  to  the  Nisqually  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  has  been  the  object  of 
ongoing  federal  acquisition  efforts.  The  Nisqually  Tribe,  as  a  result  of  its  long  term  relationship 
with  the  Braget  family,  irnd  its  record  of  environmental  stewardship  within  the  Nisqually  basin, 
has  been  able  to  negotiate  an  agreement  for  acquisition  of  the  property.  The  agreement  provides  a 
24  month  option  for  purchase  of  the  property  for  4.2  million  dollars.  The  Tribe  has  alrcadv 
completed  the  acquisition  of  a  12  acre  easement  for  saltwater  marsh  restoration  on  the  property,  as 
mitigation  for  construction  of  the  Clear  Creek  Hatchery.  The  Tribe  is  proposing  an  acquisition 
strategy  that  combines  a  congressional  appropriation,  a  BIA  direct  loan,  and  tribal  funds.  Tribal 
economic  development  revenues  will  be  utilized  to  make  the  annual  loan  payments,  estimated  at 
$84,900  for  a  25  year  loan  at  7%  interest.  This  is  illustrated  below: 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Appropriation:  $3,000,000. 

BIA  Direct  Loan:  $1,000,000. 

Tribal  Funds:  $200,000. 

Total:  $4,200,000. 

It  has  long  been  recognized  that  acquisition  of  the  Braget  property  is  essential  for  fulfillment  of  the 
mission  of  the  Nisqually  Wildlife  Refuge  to  protect  critical  habitat  at  the  mouth  of  the  Nisqu.illy 
river.  The  upland  portion  of  the  property  also  has  tremendous  potential  for  the  long  term 
development  of  an  environmental  interpretive  center  for  the  Nisqually  reach,  and  watershed.  The 
Tribe,  in  cooperation  with  other  private  and  public  agencies  and  groups,  has  played  the  cm  cal 
role  in  the  protection  of  the  watershed  and  delta  over  the  past  20  years.  Acquisition  of  the  Braget 
property  will  strengthen  this  stewardship  role. 

Other: 

Indifln  Tribal  Justice  Act  Funding: 

The  Nisqually  Tribe  also  supports  the  5  million  dollar  appropriation  request  of  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  for  implementation  of  the  Indian  Tribal  Justice  Act  in  FY96.  The  requested  funds 
will  support  the  efforts  of  the  Nisqually  Tribe  and  other  Tribes  to  continue  to  build  the  capacitv  of 
their  tribal  courts  to  meet  the  increasing  need  for  judicial  services  within  tribal  communities. 


STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  SHALLOW,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  NORTHERN 
FOREST  ALLIANCE 

On  behalf  of  the  Northern  Forest  Alliance,  which  includes  more  than  25  state,  regional 
and  national  conservation  organizations,  I  wish  to  submit  this  testimony  on  the  FY  '96  budget 
request  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  related  agencies  as  it  affects  the  Northern  Forest 
of  Maine.  New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  and  New  York. 

More  than  four  years  ago  this  Subcommittee  helped  provide  the  initial  funding 
to  the  Council  to  continue  previous  work  begun  in  1988  with  the  Northern  Forest  Lands  Study 


786 

and  the  Governors  Task  Force  on  Northern  Forest  Lands.  The  Council  was  composed  of  four 
representatives  per  state  appointed  by  the  Governors  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire.  Vermont  and 
New  York,  as  well  as  the  U.S.  Forest  Service. 

The  mission  of  the  Council  was  to  reinforce  the  traditional  patterns  of  land  ownership 
and  uses  of  large  forest  areas  in  the  Northern  Forest  by  (1)  promotion  of  economic  stability 
for  the  people  and  communities  of  the  area  through  the  maintenance  of  large  forest  areas; 

(2)  encouraging  the  production  of  a  sustainable  yield  of  forest  products,  and 

(3)  protecting  recreational,  wildlife,  scenic  and  wildland  resources. 

The  Council  developed  ideas  and  strategies  for  how  to  best  accomplish  those  goals  in 
the  26  million  acre  Northern  Forest.  It  represented  state  agencies,  landowners,  the  forest 
products  industry,  affected  communities  and  environmental  organizations.  The  report,  titled 
"Finding  Common  Ground:  Conserving  the  Northern  Forest,"  contains  37  specific 
recommendations  for  state,  regional  and  federal  action  for  the  Northern  Forest.  " 

The  Alliance  is  promoting  the  implementation  of  the  Council's  recommendations  which 
call  for  protecting  exceptional  resources,  fostering  stewardship  of  private  lands,  strengthening 
economies  of  rural  communities,  and  promoting  more  informed  decisions.  We  strongly  believe 
there  is  an  important  role  for  the  federal  government  in  this  effort. 

Our  top  priority  is  to  find  creative  ways  to  facilitate  a  state/regional/federal  partnership 
to  protect  10  wildland  areas  across  the  Northern  Forest  which  we  have  identified  as  being 
among  the  lands  of  greatest  ecological  and  recreational  value  in  the  region.  Four  of  these  areas 
are  entirely  within  the  state  of  Maine,  one  is  partly  in  both  Maine  and  New  Hampshire,  another 
is  in  New  Hampshire,  two  are  in  Vermont  and  the  remaining  two  are  in  New  York.  These 
great  places  represent  some  of  the  finest  unprotected  wildlands  in  the  entire  United  States. 

Two  existing  federal  programs,  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  and  the  Forest 
Legacy  Program,  are  vital  to  the  future  protection  of  the  Northern  Forest.  We  are  very 
concerned  about  the  partial  rescission  of  these  funds  and  what  it  may  mean  regarding  the 
availability  of  these  programs  in  the  future  for  the  Northern  Forest  and  other  lands  in  this 
country  which  must  be  preserved. 

Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund-  It  is  not  necessary  to  recite  the  achievements 
of  this  great  program  during  the  past  three  decades.  I  know  you  are  a  strong  supporter  of  the 
Land  and  Water  Fund,  and  we  very  much  appreciate  the  funding  made  available  for  LWCF  by 
this  Subcommittee  over  the  years.  While  we  recognize  the  need  and  desire  to  reduce  federal 
spending  and  the  deficit,  we  also  know  that  LWCF  has  been  shortchanged  for  quite  a  number 
of  years,  and  the  unappropriated  backlog  of  funds  continues  to  increase  every  year. 

It  is  understandable  that  most  of  the  federal  share  of  LWCF  has  traditionally  been  spent 
in  the  west  to  acquire  inholdings  in  our  great  national  parks,  national  forests,  wildlife  refuges, 
and  BLM  lands.  Those  lands  are  important  to  all  Americans  and  the  citizens  of  the  world.  But 
I  am  here  to  tell  you  that  we  must  have  LWCF  to  help  us  protect  the  Northern  Forest.  And, 
to  speak  just  a  bit  parochially,  we  in  New  England  do  not  believe  our  region  has  received  its 
fair  share  from  the  LWCF  over  the  years. 

The  Northern  Forest  Lands  Council  agreed  there  was  a  clear  need  and  an  obvious  role 
for  the  Land  and  Water  Fund  to  be  applied  in  the  Northern  Forest.  In  fact,  it  recommended  that 
"Congress  should  fund  the  overall  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Program  at  the  currently 
authorized  level,  with  at  least  60%  of  the  funds  going  to  the  states...  Along  with  adequate 
funding.  Congress  should  revise  the  law  to  provide  greater  fiexibility  to  the  states." 

There  are  several  specific  ways  LWCF  can  be  applied  to  protect  the  Northern  Forest. 
First,  money  from  the  federal  share  should  continue  to  be  available  to  purchase  lands  within 
existing  federal  areas  within  the  region.  For  example,  the  Conservationist  Alternative  for 
LWCF  for  FY  '96  proposes  new  funding  for  the  Lake  Umbagog  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in 
Maine  and  New  Hampshire.    This  refuge  is  entirely  within  one  of  the  10  Wildland  Areas  we 
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have  identified  as  deserving  special  protection,  and  is  the  only  large  block  of  land  within  that 
area  now  set  aside  for  conservation  purposes.  We  want  to  see  land  acquisition  continue  on  a 
willing  seller  basis  at  Lake  Umbagog. 

Secondly,  we  have  identified  several  large  tracts  of  land  within  the  10  areas  which  are 
obvious  candidates  for  state  LWCF  funding.  Those  are  listed  and  described  in  the 
Conservationist  Alternative  in  the  section  on  the  state  share  of  LWCF.  We  believe  there  is 
significant  interest  in  and  support  for  protecting  these  places  in  the  four  states,  and  that  a 
state/federal  cost  sharing  approach  makes  sense.  Given  that  the  states  would  be  responsible  for 
management  of  areas  acquired  in  this  fashion,  this  would  relieve  the  federal  government  of  that 
long-term  burden. 

We  are  discussing  comprehensive  Northern  Forest  legislation  with  House  and  Senate 
members  from  the  region  designed  to  implement  and  build  on  the  Council's  recommendations 
and  which  would  include  specific  language  authorizing  the  use  of  LWCF  funds  in  the  Northern 
Forest. 

Forest  Legacy-  The  Forest  Legacy  program  was  authorized  in  the  1990  Farm  Bill 
specifically  as  an  innovative  way  to  work  with  private  forest  landowners  in  the  Northern  Forest 
to  protect  large  forest  areas  threatened  by  subdivision  and  development.  Through  the  purchase 
of  casements  or.  in  limited  cases,  by  fee  acquisition.  Forest  Legacy  provides  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  the  opportunity  to  cooperate  with  states  and  private  landowners  for  the  benefit  of  both 
the  protection  of  forests  and  the  stabilization  of  the  region's  timber  economy. 

In  the  Northern  Forest  there  is  great  landowner  and  conservation  interest  in  Forest 
Legacy.  Indeed,  the  Council's  recommendation  is  to  fund  Forest  Legacy  at  an  annual  level  of 
$25  million  for  the  Northern  Forest  states.  In  Maine.  New  Hampshire,  Vermont  and  New  York 
there  are  numerous  large  contiguous  tracts  of  productive  forests,  significant  wildlife  habitat  and 
critical  mountains,  lakeshores  and  rivers  and  streams  that  also  provide  public  recreation 
opportunities  which  could  be  protected  by  Forest  Legacy. 

We  urge  you  to  approve  the  full  $10  million  requested  by  the  Administration  for 
Forest  Legacy  for  FY  '96. 

The  Council  also  recommended  several  initiatives  to  benefit  forest-dependent 
communities  in  the  region.  We  urge  funding  for  these  initiatives  at  the  following  levels: 
$500.000  for  the  Forest  Service's  Rural  Development  Through  Forestry  program  to  fund 
collaborative  efforts  across  the  four  states  with  rural  communities  and  state  governments  to 
diversify  and  strengthen  local  natural  resource-based  economies;  $200.000  to  create  a  Northern 
Forest  Regional  Roundtable  to  facilitate  continued  regional  cooperation  by  the  four  states  and 
the  Forest  Service;  and  $500.000  for  a  Northern  Forest  Ecosystem  Institute  to  conduct  research 
and  provide  information  relating  to  the  health  and  stability  of  the  region's  forest  ecosystems 
and  the  best  forest  management  practices  to  realize  the  objectives  identified  by  the  Council. 


STATEMENT  BILL  FRANK,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  NORTHWEST  INDL\N 
FISHERIES  COMMISSION 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

summary  of  tribal  request 

o  General  Support  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Budget  to  Implement  the  Pacific  Salmon 

Interception  Treaty 
o  General  Support  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Budget  to  Implement  The  President's  Forest  Plan 

o  Support  for  Tribal  Funding  to  Implement  Wild  Salmonid  Restoration  and  Forest  Planning 

Responsibilities 
o  Clarifying  and  Directing  Language  to  Federal  Agencies  Regarding  Tribal  Management  and 

Community  Assistance 
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INTRODUCTION 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  pleased  to  come  before  you  to  present  testimony  from  the 
member  tribes  of  the  Northwest  Indian  Fisheries  Commission.    On  behalf  of  our  members,  the  Jamestown 
S'Klallam,  Lower  Elwha  S'Klallam,  Lummi,  Makah,  Muckleshoot,  Nisqually,  Nooksack,  Port  Gamble  S'Klallam, 
Puyallup,  Quileute,  Quinault,  SaukSuiattle,  Skokomish,  Squaxin  Island,  Stillaguamish,  Suquamish,  Swinomlsh, 
Tulalip,  and  Upper  Skagit  tribes,  we  sincerely  appreciate  the  Committee's  consideration  and  support  for  several 
key  initiatives  and  issues  which  greatly  affect  our  Northwest  tribal  "community,"  and  encourage  you  to  look 
favorably  to  the  needs  we  present  to  you  today. 

PACIFIC  SALMON  INTERCEPTION  TREATY 

We  support  the  budget  submitted  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  implement  the  Pacific  Salmon  Interception 
Treaty.    The  Service's  budget  is  based  on  the  need  to  collect  and  analyze  a  wide  range  of  information  required  to 
implement  the  terms  of  this  treaty.    A  significant  portion  of  state,  federal  and  tribal  projects  involve  coded  wire 
tagging  of  salmon  stocks,  and  their  recovery  and  analysis  of  these  tags  are  essential  for  cooperative,  co- 
management  to  continue  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.    In  addition,  this  funding  supports  projects  that  collect  critical 
information  on  a  wide  range  of  salmon  stocks  that  needs  to  continue  in  order  to  meet  the  ever  increasing 
information  requirements  as  ^l/e  manage  these  fisheries  resources. 

Necessary  information  on  ocean  distribution  and  harvest  rates  for  additional  stocks  of  concern  is  also  needed. 
Obligations  under  the  treaty  have  seen  little  increase  in  funding  over  the  past  ten  years,  forcing  the  tribes  and 
states  to  reprioritize  and  reduce  the  scope  of  their  work,  often  at  the  detriment  of  timely  catch  and  effort 
information.    These  programs  are  essential  to  our  member  tribes,  and  ought  to  be  supported  by  the  committee. 

PRESIDENT'S  FOREST  PLAN 

On  April  2,  1993,  President  Clinton,  Vice  President  Gore,  a  number  of  cabinet  members  and  other  officials  actively 
participated  in  the  Forest  Conference  in  Portland,  Oregon.   Their  purpose  was  clear;  to  break  the  gridlock  that 
existed  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  over  the  harvest  of  timber  that  has  impacted  the  Northern  Spotted  Owl.    Implicit 
in  their  objective  was  to  find  a  consensus  resolution  path  among  the  various  constituencies  that  allowed  timber 
harvest  to  continue  while  still  protecting  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  area.    In  total,  the  objective  was 
broad  in  nature,  and  generally  successful.    While  the  final  results  are  still  not  known,  and  implementation  is 
painstakingly  slow,  the  outlook  is  encouraging.   Tribes  have  supported  this  effort  from  the  beginning  as  a  way  for 
the  region  to  once  again  find  a  balance  and  equilibrium. 

Tribes  have  a  lot  at  stake  with  the  Forest  Plan.   Every  issue  being  discussed  impacts  the  tribes  and  their  treaty 
rights,  yet  little  attention  is  actually  placed  to  supporting  the  tribes  in  this  sensitive  area.    Tribes  need  to  be 
supported  in  this  process,  and  the  federal  agencies  must  be  willing  to  work  with  the  tribes  so  that  the  trust 
responsibility  is  achieved.    To  this  end,  the  FWS  has  sought  a  budget  that  helps  them  fulfill  this  task.   We  believe 
that  their  programs,  if  properly  structured  and  organized,  can  go  a  long  way  to  meeting  the  federal  trust 
responsibility  to  the  tribes.   We  encourage  the  comminee  to  support  the  Service  and  direct  that  it  pay  particular 
attention  to  the  needs  of  the  tribes  in  their  use  of  federal  funds  as  they  work  to  begin  implementation  of  the  Forest 
Plan. 

TRIBES  HAVE  TREATY  RESERVED  RIGHTS  TO  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

As  you  know,  our  member  tribes  have  treaty  and  other  reserved  rights  to  natural  resources  found  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.    These  tribal  rights,  and  their  concomminant  responsibilities,  were  enunciated  in  the  landmark  fishing 
case  US  v.  Washington,  which  upheld  the  promises  of  the  Steven's  Treaties  of  the  1850's.    This  federal  ruling, 
upheld  twice  by  the  Supreme  Court,  required  each  of  our  tribes  to  co-manage  the  entire  scope  and  range  of  natural 
resources  in  their  spheres  of  influence  in  conjunction  and  in  collaboration  with  many  agencies  of  both  the  federal 
and  state  governments.    This  system  of  co-management,  while  outwardly  appearing  complicated,  recognizes  and 
respects  the  inherent  sovereignty  and  governmental  status  of  each  tribe  to  manage  and  control  the  very  resources 
essential  to  our  spiritual,  cultural,  and  social-economic  way  of  life.    This  management  process  has  been  refined 
significantly  over  the  past  twenty  years  and  is  now  recognized  by  many  observers  as  a  successful  national  and 
international  model  for  resource  management.    In  many  ways,  this  collaborative  approach  is  the  essential  systems 
integration  element  of  the  often  spoken,  but  ill  defined,  term  "ecosystem  management." 

THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  HAS  A  TRUST  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  THE  TRIBES 

In  addition  to  the  treaty  responsibilities,  each  federal  agency  has  an  obligatory  trust  responsibility  to  each  tribe  to 
ensure  that  all  the  resources  reserved  under  these  treaties  are  maintained  in  perpetuity  for  their  use.   Treaty 
language  and  related  court  findings  in  US  v.  Washington  are  clear-tribes  are  entitled  to  half  of  the  harvestable  fish 
in  their  usual  and  accustomed  waters.  It  is  the  trust  responsibility  of  the  federal  government  to  ensure  the  tribes 
have  adequate  resources  to  implement    their  treaty  reserved  resource  management  responsibilities.   Any 
diminishment  by  the  non-Indian  society  to  tribal  use  of  these  resources  or  to  the  resources  themselves  due  to 
habitat  degradation  is  also  a  violation  of  this  federal  trust  obligation  and  an  abrogation  of  tribal  rights.     Stated 
another  way,  tribes  do  not  accept  any  diminishment  of  the  resource  as  being  either  legally  or  morally  acceptable. 

COMMITTEE  IS  URGED  TO  PROVIDE  GUIDANCE  TO  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  AND  SUPPORT  TRIBAL  ECONOMIES 
AND  EFFORTS  TO  CO-MANAGE  THE  RESOURCE 

A  number  of  federal  agencies  having  such  trust  responsibilities  must  come  before  this  Committee  to  secure  their 
funding  to  fulfill  their  mission.    Therefore,  the  tribes  wish  to  stress  to  the  Committee  that  each  agency's  actions 
must  support  these  tribal  rights  consistent  with  the  federal  responsibilities  discussed  above.    We  encourage  the 
Committee  to  both  enhance  the  government's  obligation  by  supporting  these  federal  agencies  in  their  management 
functions,  and  by  directing  that  these  agencies  utilize  their  budgets  to  ensure  their  management  actions  are 
consistent  with  the  federal  trust  responsibility  to  the  tribes.    Further,  the  Committee  should  urge  the  federal 
agencies  to  include  tribes  into  the  various  economic  stability  initiatives  contained  in  the  President's  Forest  Plan. 
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Tribes  have  historically  had  extremely  high  unomployment  rates  and  efforts  to  reduce  rural  unemployment  with 
watershed  restoration  funds  must  include  tribal  communities  as  one  of  the  targeted  populations,  for  far  too  often, 
Indian  tribes  are  excluded   from  federal  initiatives  due  to  the  ignorance  of  policymakers  or  inappropriately  and 
Inadequately  included  as  an  afterthought. 

ECOSYSTEM  APPROACH  TO  ADDRESS  PACIFIC  SALMON  WHICH  TRIBES  DEPEND  UPON 

President  Clinton's  Forest  Conference--originally  conceived  to  resolve  the  conflict  between  the  logging  commoniry 
and  the  endangered  spotted  owl--focused  new  and  deserved  attention  on  the  plight  of  the  region's  salmon 
resources  and  the  need  to  address  resource  management  in  an  ecosystem/landscape  approach.    In  taking  an 
ecosystem  approach  to  natural  resource  management,  society  must  recognize  that  fish,  water  or  wildlife  are  not 
defined  by  land  ownership  patterns,  jurisdictional  boundaries  or  politics.    Natural  resource  management  is 
extremely  complex  requiring  integration  and  coordination  between  governmental  authorities,  landowners,  and  the 
general  public.    This  new  attention  provides  an  important  opportunity  to  address  an  Issue  of  great  economic, 
cultural,  and  environmental  importance  to  not  only  the  people  of  the  Northwest  but  of  the  nation--the  Pacific 
salmon. 

SALMON  POPULATIONS  ARE  IN  SERIOUS  TROUBLE 

Many  natural  salmon  stocks  are  in  serious  trouble;  several  were  recently  listed  for  protection  under  the  federal 
Endangered  Species  Act  lESA),  and  others  are  undergoing  federal  petition  review.    Emergency  actions  required  to 
protect  the  dwindling  salmon  resource  place  the  economic,  social,  and  cultural  fabric  of  the  entire  region  in 
jeopardy. 

TRIBAL  CULTURES  AND  ECONOMIES  HARDEST  HIT  BY  DECLINING  SALMON  POPULATIONS 

The  regions'  Indian  tribes,  whose  cultures  and  economies  are  so  heavily  dependent  upon  health  salmon  runs  and 
fisheries,  have  been  especially  hard  hit.    Unemployment  rates  for  tribal  communities  range  from  35  to  85  percent, 
a  standard  several  times  greater  than  the  hardest  hit  non-Indian  community.   For  generations,  we  have  spoken  out 
about  the  damage  being  inflicted  on  the  salmon  resource  in  the  name  of  "progress."   Now,  in  a  cruel  twist  of  fate, 
our  treaty-protected  fisheries  are  once  again  threatened,  this  time  not  by  non-Indian  overharvesting,  but  by  the 
ESA,  and  we  are  once  again  being  pressured  to  shoulder  more  than  our  share  of  the  burden  of  restoring  the 
resource. 

Saving  the  threatened  salmon  runs  and  the  fisheries  that  depend  on  them  will  be  very  difficult  due  to  the  salmon's 
highly  migratory  nature,  their  vulnerability  to  a  wide  range  of  harmful  human  activities,  and  the  great  economic, 
political,  and  cultural  importance  of  this  significant  anadromous  fisheries.    Additionally,  an  almost  bewildering  array 
of  political  jurisdictions,  agencies,  and  Institutions  have  control  or  influence  over  the  salmon  or  some  part  of  its 
habitat.    Relying  on  the  ESA's  typical  species-by-species,  reactionary  approach  to  these  problems  will  Inevitably 
overwhelm  the  natural  resource  agencies  that  are  charged  with  administering  the  ESA.    Worst  of  all.  It  will 
probably  be  ineffective  at  restoring  the  depressed  salmon  runs.  We  must  do  better,  beginning  now. 

HABITAT  RESTORATION  AND  PROTECTION  THE  CORNERSTONE  TO  REGIONAL  APPROACH 

Because  habitat  degradation  accounts  for  the  vast  majority  of  the  decline  in  salmon  production,  protecting  and 
restoring  habitat  must  be  the  cornerstone  of  the  recovery  effort.    A  well-coordinated,  regional  approach-backed  by 
strong  leadership,  public  support,  and  adequate  funding-is  absolutely  required.   All  major  economic  activities- 
forestry,  agriculture,  hydro-development,  urban  growth-that  affect  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the  water  In  the 
salmon's  streams  must  be  made  more  compatible  with  the  biological  requirements  of  the  fish. 

To  be  successful,  the  approach  must  be  comprehensive  and  address  all  phases  of  the  life  cycle  of  the  salmon  in  a 
"gravel-to-graver  management  framework.   We  propose  the  basis  for  such  an  opportunity  exists  with  the 
President's  Forest  Plan.    Financial  support  and  direction  by  this  Committee  to  the  affected  agencies  and  tribes  will 
enable  the  resource  managers  and  other  stakeholders  to  shape  an  approach  that  achieves  the  following  goals: 

o   Reverse  decline  of  natural  stocks  of  Pacific  salmon 

o    Restore  health  of  commercial,  recreational  and  treaty  Indian  fisheries 

o   Strengthen  tribal  role  in  resource  management 

WILD  SALMONID  RESTORATION  INTEGRATED  INTO  THE  PRESIDENT'S  FOREST  PLAN 

We  believe  that  the  key  to  successful  watershed  restoration  lies  in  strong  federal  support  for  the  tribal  co- 
management  role.    Combining  the  Presidents  Forest  Plan  implementation  efforts  and  following  up  the  obligations 
from  the  state/tribal  Salmon  and  Steelhead  Stock  Inventory  (SASSI),  the  tribes  propose  that  additional  funds  be 
made  available  from  the  federal  government  to  the  tribes  to  support  the  next  logical  steps  of  an  overall  wild 
salmonid  restoration  effon.  Such  efforts  are  consistent  with  the  long  term  view  tribes  have  pioneered  In  natural 
resource  management,  and  dovetail  effectively  with  the  philosophies  of  tribal  ecosystem  management  and  the  new 
resource  perspectives  being  advanced  in  the  President's  Forest  Plan. 

TRIBAL  PROGRAM  PROPOSAL 

This  proposal  reflects  the  tribal  need  for  personnel  infrastructure,  regional  and  subregional  coordination,  research 
and  monitoring,  data  collection,  information  sharing,  and  a  sharing  of  necessary  watershed  analysis  and  restoration 
program  activities.   Tribes  are  already  taking  aggressive  steps  to  manage  and  restore  wild  salmonid  populations 
and  are  seeking  to  logically  integrate  this  effort  with  various  aspects  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan.    Unfortunately, 
tribes  have  yet  to  receive  any  additional  funds  for  this  work.    It  is  the  tribal  position  that  if  monies  are  provided 
from  the  federal  government  for  these  tasks,  tribes  are  the  appropriate  entity  to  perform  a  majority  of  the  work. 
Tribes  live  on  the  watersheds  and  have  a  proven  capability  to  effectively  address  problems.    Implementing  this 
plan  must  respect  the  tribes  role  as  sovereigns  and  co-managers  of  the  resource,  not  as  bystanders,  or 
contractors,  or  even  subcontractors.    Providing  such  monies  to  only  federal  agencies,  removed  from  the  watershed 
and  local  efforts  failed  in  the  past  and  will  fail  again. 
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The  tribal  program  has  proven  overtime  to  be  efficient  and  cost  effective.   Tribal  fisheries  programs  form  the 
foundation  for  tribal  resource  management  programs.   A  number  of  tribes  have  also  organized  their  efforts  through 
intertribal  consortiums  to  achieve  local  and  regional  efficiencies  and  coordinated  services.    In  addition,  the  NWIFC 
also  supports  regional  coordination  efforts  for  our  member  tribes,  as  well  as  serving  to  integrate  tribal  efforts  with 
state  and  federal  activities  and  initiatives.  These  tribal  programs,  their  intertribal  organizations,  and  the  NWIFC 
taken  together  comprise  the  fisheries  management  approach  of  the  tribes  party  to  US  v.  Washington  in  western 
Washington  State. 


Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

On  hchair  or  the  Northwest  Indian  Fisheries  Commission,  t  want  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  present 
lesliinony  on  our  FY96  fisheries  and  hnbilat  management  needs  that  fall  within  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  budget. 

SUMMARY  OF  FY<>6  APPROPRIATIONS    REQUEST 

riie  Nonhwcsl  Indian  Fisheries  Commission  requests  funding  and  Subcommittee  direction  which  achieve  the  following  for 
I  V<)6 

•  To  restore  Tribal/Commission  historical  base  program  budgets  and  to  incorporate  such  restorations  into  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  annual  budget.    Such  restorations  for  Water  Resource  Planning  ($750,000),  US-Canada  Salmon  Treaty 
(S.'»40.I2.'>).  and  Hatchery  Rchabililalion  and  Maintenance  ($1.5  million)  will  enhance  Tribal  resource  management 
cap.ibility: 

•  Provide  full  funding  for  Tribal  contract  support  needs; 

•  Restore  $.^86,000  for  Tribal  habitat  management  in  the  Timber-Fish-Wildlife  Process,  to  bring  funding  to  the  FY9I 
appropriated  level: 

•  Dcsiunale  $400,000  for  the  Tribal/Stale  of  Washington  Wild  Stock  Restoration  Initiative  from  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Aflairs.  I'orcsl  Development.  Woodland  Management.  President's  Forest  Plan-  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  Initiative: 

•  Provide  an  additional  $3,600,000  over  the  amount  supported  by  the  Bureau  for  20  Western  Washington  Tribes  and 
intertribal  fisheries  organizations  for  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan;  and. 

•  Support  Western  Washington  Tribal  shellfish  management,  enhancement  and  enforcement  funding  requests  to 
implement  Tribal  treaty  rights  through  the  establishment  of  base  shellfish  operations. 

INTRODUCTION 

Twenty-one  years  ago.  the  now  famous  U.S.  v.  Washington  case  was  decided  by  the  Federal  Court  System.    This  decision, 

rcspcclinj;  the  treaty  rights  of  our  member  Tribes,  propelled  major  changes  in  fisheries  management   in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

These  ch.insics  have  not  only  fundamentally  altered  the  legal,  political,  social  and  economic  institutions  of  the  Stale  of 

Washinulon.  but  have  also  fostered  a  nationwide  quest  for  Tribal  self-delennination  and  self-governance  led  in  large  part  by 

the  Niirthwcsl  Tribal  leadership.    These  parameters  affect 

both  the  way  fribcs  pcrfomi  fisheries  management,  as  well  as  how  we  approach  the  Federal  system  during  the 

budget 'appropriations  and  legislative  processes. 

We  are  al  a  turning  point  in  natural  resource  management  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.    We  have  made  great  strides  in 
inslilutionalizing  Tribal  management  consistent  with  Tribal  treaty  rights  and  the  Federal  court  decisions.    We  have  developed 
great  professional  capabilities  and  policy  respect  as  we  proceed  through  the  various  fisheries  management  processes.    We  are 
efllcicnl  and  effective     Hut  \vc  still  are  far  short  of  where  we  would  like  to  be  in  our  capabilities.    We  face  clear  and  present 
d.ingcr  In  cvcrcisini;  our  treaty  rights  from  in  an  improper  application  of  various  Federal  conservation  statutes.    We  are  being 
<.\iliii-cied  lo  these  constraints  in  ways  reminiscent  of  battles  during  the  years  prior  to  the  U.S.  v.  Washinelon  decision,  where 
Irihcs  were  rrsirictcil  from  harvesting  fish  al  the  mouth  of  the  river  while  non-Indians  look  more  than  their  share  of  the  fish  in 
distant  wiiiers     Federal  conserv.iiion  laws  may  be  imposed  incorrectly  which  inhibits  Indians  from  fishing  just  like  the  non- 
li\dian  harvest  Hid  years  ago     We  must  ensure  that  this  does  not  happen,  but  we  are  limited  in  what  we  can  do  by  the 
resources  available  lo  our  programs.    While  we  are  very  efficient,  and  have  organized  our  tasks  and  assigned  responsibilities 
between  our  Tribal  community  to  extend  our  efforts,  the  management  obligations  are  many,  as  this  Subcommittee  realizes.    We 
see  new  demands  on  us  for  habitat  protection  and  management,  with  endangered  species  issues,  and  on  quality  hatchery 
production.    Our  world  is  simply  more'complex  than  it  has  been  in  the  past,  and  the  debates  of  our  region  seem  to  fall  more 
si)iiarcly  than  ever  before  in  the  natural  resources  arena  of  the  Pacific  Northwest.      We  need  your  help. 

RESTORF.  TRIBAL  BASE  PROGRAM   BUDGETS  AND  INCORPORATE   INTO  BASE 

Over  the  past  <lcc.idc.  the  Tribes  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  have  seen  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  consistently  reduce  our 
Congressional   lundinu.  even  though  most  of  our  program  enhancements  have  been  driven  by  treaty  rights  litigation, 
negotiations,  or  out  of  court  settlements.    Wh.nt  is  more  frustrating  is  that  a  huge  percentage  of  Tribal  fisheries  program  funds 
are  directly  contr.ulcil  to  the  Tribes,  so  the  failure  by  the  Bureau  is  tantamount  to  a  slap  in  the  face  of  our  self-determination 
elTorts. 

The  Bureau  has  failed  to  request  $750,000  lo  the  Tribes  for  our  very  important  water  resource  planning  efforts  through 
the  Chelan  Water  Resource  Process.    Water  issues  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  are  critical  lo  the  long  term  health  of  the 
environment  ,ind  the  economy.    The  failure  of  the  BIA  lo  request  assistance  for  the  Tribes  lo  implement  the  Chelan  Water 
Resources  Program  is  Indicative  of  their  inability  lo  assist  the  Tribes  in  their  management  efforts.    The  current  Bureau 
approach  is  just  plain  inconsistent  with  the  trust  obligation  lo  the  Tribes  and  requires  Tribes  to  commence  litigation  prior  to 
receiving  Federal  fimding.  and  is  contrary  lo  the  Department  of  Interior  and  Justice  policies.    Dirrction  by  Congress  lo  both 
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(he  Biircnii  of  Indiiin  Affairs  and  the  Bureau  of  Rcclaroalion,  instructing  them  In  make  funding  available  to  our 
mcmlier  Trihcs  and  the  NWIFC  could  be  very  helpful  to  Tribal/State  cooperative  management  efforts. 

The  United  Stntes-Canada  Salmon  Treaty  funding  need  for  the  Tribes  is  again  short  of  the  amount  budgeted  by  the  Bureau. 
We  ask  that  the  Subcommittee  provide  an  additional  $540,125  over  and  above  the  FY95  appropriated  level  for  the 
participation  and  involvement  by  all  the  Tribes  in  this  important  treaty. 

Die  Bureau  has  also  never  seen  the  need  to  request  hatchery  rehabilitation  and  maintenance  funds,  despite  the  clear  need  for 
these  monies  to  maintain  the  existing  physical  hatchery  infrastructure.    We  must  continue  to  support  important  Tribal 
li.ilchcrics  so  llioy  can  contribute  to  the  overall  enhancement  effort  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.    To  meet  basic  needs.  $1,500,000  is  once  again  requested  for  hatchery  rehabilitation  and  maintenance. 

CO^TRACT  SUPPORT  FUNDING  IS  F,SSENTIAL  TO  TRIBAL  PROGRAMS 

Wc  have  grave  concerns  that  the  Bureau  has  refused  to  fully  fund  the  Contract  Support  Fund  line  item.    Such  an  artificial  cap 
upon  the  I'undmu  pool  for  indirect  cost  reimbursement  places  a  dramatic  burden  on  the  Tribal  fisheries  programs.    Such  a 
failure  l.isl  \car  has  led  Tribal  programs  to  reduce  direct  funding  for  indirect,  mandated  purposes.    The  net  effect  was  a  loss  of 
prnurant  purclinsni;.;  power  and  program  staff  capability.    Such  a  burden  cannot  be  borne  by  Tribal  programs  this  year  or   into 
Ihc  future  wilhoul  onerous  results. 

TIMBER-FISII-WILDLIFE    (TFW)  INITIATIVE.  WILD  STOCK  RESTORATION   INITIATIVE,  AND  THE 
PRESIDENTS  FOREST  PLAN  ARE  KEY  HABITAT  PROGRAMS  FOR  THE  REGION 

riic  Tribes  have  struggled  for  many  years  for  recognition  by  the  Federal  government  of  their  sovereignty  and  treaty  rights 
enabling  theni  to  address  forest  practices.    The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  denies  that  it  has  responsibility  to  support  the  Tribes 
in  this  issue     The  Trihcs  have  shown  that  with  adequate  financial  support,  they  can  establish  cooperative  processes  that 
address  habilai  issues  without  resorting  to  protracted  litigation,  a  most  notable  and  important  approach  that  should  be  funded. 
P.Tilurc  10  provide  ncccssarv   funds  to  the  Tribes  effectively  forecloses  the  Tribes  from  the  processes  underway  in  the  region 
.ind  will  guarantee  Inilure 

For  the  p.isl  ci'.;hl  years.  24  Tribes  and  their  intertribal  organi7.ations  have  participated  in  the  historical  Timl>cr/Fish/Wildlife 
(  H\V)  .Agrccmcnl.  a  cooperative  resource  management  process  to  address  forest  practices  on  State  and  private  lands 
Unforlun.nlcK.  funding  has  not  only  not  been  increased  since  program  inception,  but  due  to  the  Bureau's  failure  to  request  such 
monies,  wc  lia^e  actually  seen  a  diminishment  of  the  funding  to  the  Tribes.    To  adequately  continue  to  participate  in  this 
cooperative  process,  the  Tribes  are  requesting  5386,000  to  their  base  funding.    This  will  allow  for  the  Chehalis  and 
Shoalwater  Hav  1  ribes  to  participate  in  the  process,  as  well  as  to  restore  Tribal  programs  to  the  FY9I  level.    These  two 
fribcs  dill  not  receive  any  monies  to  participate  in  the  TFW  process  during  the  last  fiscal  year.    This  has  been  a  major 
problem  tor  these  Tribes  and  other  participants.    It  is  essential  that  all  Tribes  receive  such  stable  b.ise  funding. 

We  are  also  requesting  that  the  Committee  provide  $400,000  for  joint  Tribal/State  of  Washington  Wild  Stock 
Restoration   Initiative  from  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  Forest  Development.  Woodland  Management;  President's  Forest 
Plan-   "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  Initiative,  similar  to  the  action  taken  last  year 

In  addition,  the  Tribes  arc  requesting  another  $3,600,000  for  themselves  and  their  intertribal  organizations  to  support 
their  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan.    These  funds  will  be  necessary  for  the  Tribes  to  provide  a  key 
leadership  role  wiihm  the  President's  Forest  Plan  as  the  wild  salmon  restoration  component  is  integrated  at  the  region  with  the 
forest  ecos\stcni  plan     These  monies  will  also  allow  the  Tribes  to  more  effectively  deal  with  various  aspects  of  the 
Fndangcreil  Species  Act  implementation  on  their  resources. 

Please  note  these  funds  are  in  addition  to  those  identified  by  the  Bureau  as  being  necessary  for  their  agency  implementation  of 
Ihc  Prcsidcnl's  lores!  Plan.  ,ind  should  be  placed  in  the  "Resources  Management.  Wildlife  and  Parks"  program  element  of  the 
Bureau's  budget. 

SHELLFISH   MANAGEMENT    INITIATIVE 

For  centuries,  members  of  Puget  Sound  and  Coastal  Treaty  Tribes  have  harvested  shellfish  for  their  commercial,  ceremonial 
and  subsistence  needs     Hardshell  clams  and  oysters  were  collected  from  shoreline  areas.    Other  shellfish  species,  such  as  crab 
and  shrimp,  were  also  g.ilhercd  for  subsistence  and  commercial  uses     Shellfish  harvesting  was  as  important  to  Tribal 
traditional  life  .and  commerce  as  the  fishing  for  salmon  and  steelhead. 

P.icillc  Northwest  Tribes  signed  treaties  with  the  United  States  in  the  mid-1850's,  which  included  guaranteed  Tribal  rights  to 
g.nther  shellfish.    As  settlement  of  the  region  increased,  so  did  conflicts  regarding  the  treaty  harvest  of  shellfish.    After 
Washington  St.itehood  in  1889,  tidelands  were  sold  into  private  ownership,  and  conflicts  between  property  owners  and  Tribal 
members  harvesting  shellfish  in  their  traditional  usual  and  accustomed  areas  were  exacerbated. 

The  conllict  escalated  in  the  early  I980's  when  the  State  of  Washington  began  enforcing  State  laws  on    Tribal  members 
exercising  their  rights  to  harvest  shellfish.    Although  substantial  progress  was  made  on  management  plans,  informal 
necoti.itions  failed  to  .iddrcss  key  issues.    The  Tribes  then  filed  suit  to  determine  the  extent  of  Tribal  rights  to  harvest  shellfish. 

Initial  court  rulings  have  clearly  supported  Tribal  rights  to  shellfish,  and  State  and  others  have  agreed  to  the  need  for  an 
effective  shellfish  management  system.    It  is  clear  that  such  a  management  system  is  absolutely  necessary. 

Currently,  very  limited  shellfish  management  funds  are  available  for  Tribes  involved  in  shellfish  harvesting.    The  following 
program  elements  .ire  important  for  any  base-level  Tribal  shellfish  program: 

Shellfish  Harvest  Management:    Each  Tribe  needs  to  develop  annual  shellfish  management/harvest   plans,  in  cooperation  with 
relevant  St.ite  aeencies; 
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Shellfish  Enforcemcnl:    A  professional,  cffcclive  shellfish  enforcement  program  is  necessary  to  adequately  patrol  harvest  areas, 
as  well  as  enforce  shellfish  regulations  and  sanitation  requirements;  and. 

Shellfish  linhanccmcnt:     Initially,  shellfish  enhancement  would  focus  on  the  assessment  of  potential  enhancement  opportunities 
for  hardshell  clams  and  oysters.    A  comprehensive  shellfish  enhancement  plan,  addressing  all  commercial  species,  would  be 
developed  and  implemented  as  financial  support  becomes  available.    Enhancement,  of  course,  will  require  extensive 
environmental  improvements. 

Tribes  need  fin.-)ncinl  support  to  establish  basic  shellfish  management  capabilities  that  complement  their  existing  professional 
in.m.iucincnt  progr.ims.     Hiis  will  help  Tribes  prepare  for  future  shellfish  enhancement  and  htirvest  activities  as  well  as 
iniplcnicnl  established  Tribal/State  agreements  and  other  future  cooperative  management  considerations  requiring  additional 
Trib.il  shellfish  man.igcmcnt  capabilities. 

F.ach  Tril>c  has  prepared  appropriations  justiricalion  relative  to  their  unique  geographic  anil  manaecmenl 
circumstances  »nd  we  urge  the  Committee  to  provide  necessar>'  support.    Since  shellfish  management   infrastrticlure 
development  is  a  relatively  new  initiative  in  preparation  for  the  future.  Congress  should  consider  this  request  as  addressing  a 
basic  lonu-lcrm  need  requiring  funds  to  be  added  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs'  budget  base. 

CONCLUSION 

We  appreciate  the  Subcommittee  for  it's  continued  support  of  the  Tribes  and  the  NWIFC  as  we  implement  our  co-management 
responsibilities.     It  takes  funding  resources  to  make  our  management  system  work,  but  the  return  on  our  efforts  are  many. 
Tribal  communiiies  depend  on  fisheries  for  their  cultural,  social  and  economic  livelihood.    Because  of  our  Tribal  management 
capabilities,  in  large  part  supported  by  this  Subcommittee,  we  see  some  progress  in  protecting  and  restoring  our  fish  runs. 
Because  of  this,  our  communities  are  healthier  than  they  have  been  in  the  past.    And  while  we  still  have  a  long  way  to  go  to 
be  health)',  we  are  making  progress. 


STATEMENT  OF  ELBRIDGE  COOCHISE,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 
NORTHWEST  INTERTRIBAL  COURT  SYSTEM 

The  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  System  (NICS),  a  Tribal  Court  Service  Consortium  of  1 1  member  Tribes, 
provides  on  reservation  judicial  and  prosecutorial  services  to  the  member  Tribes  and  one  non-member  Tribe. 
This  "circuit"  court  system  provides  each  Tribe  on-reservation  Tribal  court  functions  (or  a  limited  cost/time 
share  each  month.  The  court,  including  judges,  prosecutors  and  court  staff  travel  to  the  Tribes  for  on-site 
administration  of  justice.  We  request  an  additional  $730,754  in  FY96  for  increased  staff,  salary  increases, 
operations,  training,  and  computer  equipment. 

In  order  to  improve  the  efficiency,  effectiveness  and  appropriate  mediation  of  justice  for  our  member  Tribes, 
NICS  requests  an  FY96  appropriation  increase  of: 

1 .  Increase  and  earmark  $680,354  for  23  new  positions,  existing  staff  salary  increases  for  Cost  of  Living, 
operational  expenses  and  training  costs  added  to  the  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  Public  Safety  and 
Justice,  Tribal  Court  Budget  Base.    These  salary  positions  plus  29.48%  fringe  benefits  include: 

a.  A  third  Associate  Judge,  2  Public  Defenders  and  a  Bookkeeper/Secretary  and  salary  increases  for 
COLA  ($190,372); 

b.  Informal  Dispute  Resolution  Capabilities  with  a  Coordinator,  2  Tribal  Coordinators,  and  a  Secretary 
($126,958); 

c.  Appellate  Court  Service  functions  with  a  Law  Clerk,  Appeals  Clerk  and  Secretary  ($84,510); 

d.  Operations  Expense  to  support  additional  personnel  travel  and  supplies  and  augment  existing  budget 
limitations  ($28,160); 

e.  Training  for  professional  staff  of  judges,  prosecutors,  and  defenders  ($30,000);  Clerical  staff 
($20,000);  and  12  Court  Clerks  at  each  Tribal  government  ($25,716)  including  computers  and 
telecommunications  usage:  and, 

t.       Provide  (or  12  Court  Clerks,  one  at  each  Tribe  ($224,640) 

2.  Increase  and  earmark  of  $50,400  for  one-time  cost  for  18  Computers/Printers  to  establish  a  Computer 
Network  Between  the  Member  Tribes  (12  Computers)  and  NICS  (6  Computers):  Approximately  $2,800 
per  unit 

NATIONAL  RECOMMENDATIONS 

PL  103-176,  "The  Indian  Tribal  Justice  Act"  is  now  law  and  authorizes  $58.4  million  for  Tribal  Judicial 
systems.  Clearly,  this  law  emphasizes  Congressional  intent  for  increased  funding  support  (or  Tribal  court 
operations.  The  BIA  FY96  Budget  request  (or  $5  million,  does  not  include  the  authorized  amounts,  in  fact 
recommends  the  elimination  of  funding  (or  Special  Tribal  Courts.  We  request  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  supports  the  Authorization  Committees  legislative  provisions.  Our  recommendations  are  based 
on  a  past  decade  historical  pattern  of  minimal  support  or  consideration  for  Tribal  court  needs. 

3.  Nationwide,  we  urge: 

*        Increase  BIA  Tribal  Courts  by  $58.4  million  to  improve  Tribal  Court  Operations  Added  to  Tribal  Priority 
Allocations,  Public  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribal  Courts  Budget  base. 
Restore  $1,463,000  BIA  proposed  elimination  o(  Special  Tribal  Courts. 
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*  Provide  $500,000  in  Interior  Department  Office  of  the  Secretary  to  support  a  comparative  analysis  study  of 
Tribal-County-State  funding  and  responsibilities  for  law  enforcement,  courts,  social  services  witfi  emphasis 
on  child  wellnre  and  juvenile  delinquency  with  report  due  Congress  by  3/1/96. 

*  Increase  BIA  Contract  Support  Funds  by  $25  million  to  address  documented  need  and  add  to  Other  Recurring 
pro(]r.ims,  Ttih.nl  Government  Budget  Base;  Direct  BIA  to  begin  process  to  identify  actual  need  in  future 
budgets. 

*  Direct  BIA  to  accurately  assess  and  support  Tribal  Cost  of  Living  Adjustments  and  begin  to  provide  for 
inflation  adjustments  in  program  budgets  according  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

Justification  for  NIGS  FY96  Appropriations  Request 

A  Tribal  government's  capability  to  deliver  fair  and  impartial  justice  to  its  membership  is  certainly  as  important 
as  law  enforcement  to  protect  individual  freedoms  and  public  welfare.  As  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights 
reported  in  June  1 991 ,  Tribal  courts  basically  lack  sufficient  financial  resources  to  provide  good  judicial  services. 
It  is  not  the  capability  and  will,  but  the  means  to  deliver  court  services,  that's  the  problem.  The  NICS  offers  this 
"circuit  system'  to  provide  basic  court  services,  but  proposes  that  with  additional  support  we  can  represent  a 
cost  efficient  model  for  other  Tribes  and  rural  communities.  Our  justification  for  each  appropriation  component 
is  as  follows; 

1 .      Addition  of  23  Staff  Positions.  Operations  and  Tfaininq 

a.  A  Third  Associate  Judge.  2  Public  Defenders,  and  a  Bookkeeper/Secretary,  and  Salary  COLA:    $190.372 

Member  Tribes  hold  Tribal  Court  2  to  7  days  per  month  or  an  average  of  3.5  court  days  per  month  or 
approximately  26.25  court  days  per  judge.  Given  20  work  days  available  per  month,  2  judges  simply  can't 
provide  the  needed  services.  A  third  associate  judge  would  provide  the  requested  service  and  be  available 
lor  unexpected  court  demands,  sickness  and  vacations. 

In  order  to  ensure  due  process  for  their  members,  the  Tribes  have  requested  that  public  defenders  be 
available  for  their  individual  members  even  if  only  in  criminal  cases  where  jail  is  a  possibility  as  part  of  the 
sentence.  Tribes  are  concerned  that  their  Tribal  Courts  offer  fair  forums  and  services  for  their  people.  Public 
doleiulors  are  needed  by  the  member  Tribes  in  order  to  have  a  balanced  justice  system  within  their 
lurisdiclion.  Due  to  the  circuit  type  of  court  system  NICS  operates,  the  extensive  travel  expenses,  multiple 
Tribal  members,  multiple  personnel 

/bookkeeping  requirements  are  voluminous  requiring  staff  bookkeeping  and  secretarial  services  after  hours 
and  weekends   to   ensure  the   work   is  getting   done.      Therefore,    the   bookkeeper/secretary   position  is 

warranted     The  current  staff  are  not  receiving  any  salary  increases,  even  cost  of  living  adjustments,  nor 

is  inflation  provided,  eroding  funds  needed  to  cover  costs  in  the  next  year.  Current  Consumer  Price  Index  [CPU 
must  be  addressed  if     we  are  to  retain  quality  staff  and  maintain  services. 

b.  Positions  for  Informal  Dispute  Resolution    1$  126.9561 

The  4  positions  are;  a  coordinator.  2  tribal  coordinators  and  a  secretary,  plus  fringe  benefits.  Some  member 
tribes  in  the  past  have  utilized  an  informal  dispute  resolution  process  to  handle  disputes  under  our  Community 
Boards  project,  which  had  been  funded  by  private  foundations.  This  process  follows  the  traditional  process 
of  handling  disputes  by  the  Tribes.  It  is  a  better  process  in  many  areas  where  lurisdiction,  multiple  litigants, 
and  other  factors  would  only  hamper  settling  of  the  dispute  in  the  adversarial  process  used  by  the  courts. 
It  gives  parties  more  participation  in  the  decision-making  process  to  resolve  issues. 

c.  Appellate  Court  Services:    ($84.510) 

We  propose  to  support  3  positions  including  a  law  clerk,  appeals  clerk,  and  secretary  plus  fringe  benefits  to 
address  court  realities  created  by  the  BIA  financial  distribution  process.  Tribal  court  clerks  generally  are  part- 
time,  cases  sometimes  become  complex,  and  appellate  Court  funding  by  the  BIA  is  into  the  fiscal  year 
creating  extensive  confusion.  The  Appellate  Court  function  needs  to  be  stabilized  for  the  establishment  of 
an  orderly  review  process  for  member  Tribes'  Courts  of  Appeal.  Courts  of  Appeal,  as  anyone  outside  Indian 
Country  knows,  is  a  standard,  a  norm  in  the  judicial  process.  For  Indian  Country,  we're  grateful  for  the 
Appeals  Court  luxury. 

d.  Operations:  ($28.1601 

An  additional  amount  is  needed  to  support  additional  staff  operational  costs,  accomplish  services  to  the 
member  Tribes  such  as  travel,  rental  of  GSA  vehicle,  supplies,  and  address  the  chronic  shortage  in  operations 
costs. 

e.  Training;  ($75.7161 

Professional  staff  of  judges,  prosecutors,  public  defenders,  to  keep  abreast  of  changes  in  law,  upgrading 
of  knowledge  skills,  and  mandatory  CLE  training  ($30,000); 

Twelve  Tribal  Court  clerks  serving  at  each  Tribal  reservation  to  upgrade  their  skills  in  inter-Tribal 
telecommunications,  computer  skills,  and  improvement  of  services  as  court  clerks  ($25,716);  and, 
•       NICS  clerical  staff  training  in  computer  telecommunications  and  clerical  skills  ($20,000). 

f.  12  Court  Clerk  Positions:    ($224.640 

For  Court  Clerks  at  each  member's  Tribe  location,  full  time  positions. 

2.     Equipment:  $50.400  for  18  Computers/Printers  and  Related  Telecommunications  Eouipnient 

1 2  computers  for  court  clerks  at  each  Tribal  court  to  telecommunicate  with  our  administrative  operations 
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in  Edmonds,  Washington  to  reduce  paperwork  transfer/handling  expense,  automate  Tribal  court  record- 
keeping to  reduce  costs,  and  assist  individual  courts  tabulate  and  report  statistics.  We're  trying  to  move 
into  the  modern  world  nnd  reduce  costs. 
'  6  computers  are  needed  at  the  Edmonds  offices  for  the  judges,  prosecutors  and  public  defenders  and 
office  staff.  IVlost  of  our  reporting  and  recordkeeping  is  now  done  manually,  which  is  cost  inefficient. 
Iinprovemciit  through  computers  will  assist  in  the  overall  record-keeping  process,  improve  statistical 
information  analysis,  and  in  the  long  term,  reduce  travel  and  site  visits  now  required. 

NICS  Appropriations  Requests  and  Recommendations:    National  Level 

The  Tribal  courts,  as  a  third  component  of  Tribal  Governments,  is  the  provider  of  justice  needs  of  the  Tribes 
in  their  exercise  of  the  powers  of  Self-Government  and  the  protector  of  ICRA  rights,  can  only  be  guaranteed 
by  providing  adequate  resources  to  carry  out  those  obligations  and  rights.  As  an  integral  part  of  the  exercise 
of  sovereignty  and  providing  justice,  the  Tribal  courts,  as  the  State,  county  and  municipal  courts,  are  the 
balancing  entity  charged  with  assuring  that  justice  is  carried  out  for  the  Tribe  and  its  people. 

Whereas  Law  Enforcement  is  charged  with  the  maintenance  of  Law  and  Order  as  the  arm  of  the  Executive 
Branch,  the  Tribal  courts  are  charged  with  the  judicial  functions  of  interpreting  law  and  providing  a  fair  forum 
where  our  people  are  allowed  to  assert  their  views  and/or  rights  which  assist  Tribal  governments  in  a 
balanced  system  of  justice. 

We  reiterate  that  justice  systems  cannot  effectively  operate  for  Tribal  governments  without  adequate  support 
resources.  Comparable  Federal,  State,  County  and  Municipality  Court  functions  are  supported  directly  by 
their  respective  tax  base.  Tribal  governments  must  rely  on  Federal  support  through  the  BIA  to  maintain 
justice  for  their  people.  Tribal  Courts,  of  course,  must  compete  with  all  other  BIA  priorities  in  the  budget 
process.  Hopefully,  through  new  Tribal  Court  authorization  legislation.  Tribal  Courts  will  be  supported 
adequately.  I  am  sure  when  future  comparisons  are  made  as  to  resources  made  available  to  Tribal  Courts 
versus  other  judicial  systems,  it  will  be  quite  clear  that  we  are  providing  judicial  services  with  very  limited 
support. 

Now  that  the  103rd  Congress  has  passed  the  Indian  Tribal  Justice  Act  (December  3,  1993)  PL  103-176 
which  authorizes  $58.4  million,  we  urge  this  Committee  to  provide  adequate  support  for  Tribal  Courts  in  the 
FY96  appropriations.  The  1991  report  of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights  documents  that  inadequate 
financial  support  is  the  fundamental  problem  facing  Tribal  judicial  systems.  Therefore,  we  request  $58.4 
million  be  added  to  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  Public  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribal  Courts  Budget  Base  for 
Tribal  courts,  nationwide.  As  well,  a  $25  million  increase  for  Contract  Support  Funds  in  FY96  and  a  process 
created  for  the  BIA  to  accurately  assess  indirect  cost  needs  is  needed.  And,  Congress  should  direct  the  BIA 
to  provide  for  Cost  of  Living  Adjustments  and  inflation  based  on  the  Consumer  Price  Index  in  the  future. 


STATEMENT  OF  PAUL  ROOKS,  CHIEF,  THE  OGLALA  SIOUX  TRIBAL 
SAFETY  COMMISSION 

The  Oglala  Sioux  Tribal  Public  Safety  Commission  ("Commission"),  the 
law  enforcement  agency  on  the  Pine  Ridge  Reservation,  submits  this  statement 
in  support  of  increased  funding  for  the  Commission  in  the  FY  1996 
appropriation  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  ("BIA").   We  request  that 
Congress  appropriate  $606,110  over  the  Administration's  request  for  the 
Tribal  Priorities  Allocation  account  ( "TPA" )  and  that  amount  be  earmar)ced 
for  the  Coiranission  and  added  to  the  Commission's  base  funding.   That  action 
would  increase  the  Corrunission' s  funding  under  its  contract  with  the  BIA  from 
about  $2,944,300  to  about  $3,600,410.   We  also  request  a  non-recurring 
appropriation  of  $235,000  within  Special  Law  Enforcement  Services  to  be 
earmarked  for  the  Commission. 

As  explained  in  detail  below,  an  increase  of  about  $400,000  is 
necessary  to  continue  to  pay  our  officers  the  salaries  mandated  by  Congress 
in  the  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Pay  Reform  Act  of  1990,  Public  Law  101-509. 
Without  this  increase,  we  will  need  to  either  lay  off  many  of  our  officers 
or  significantly  reduce  all  officers'  pay  (to  levels  below  that  required  by 
law) .   An  increase  is  also  needed  to  hire  additional  detention  facility 
staff  ($206,110).   Finally,  one-time  funding  of  $235,000  is  needed  to  buy 
communications  equipment. 

The  CoiTunission.   Under  the  Act  of  February  28,  1877  (19  Stat.  254)  -- 
in  consideration  for  the  confiscation  of  Sioux  lands  and  hunting  rights 
v;orth  billions  of  dollars  today  --  the  United  States  undertoolc  to  provide 
the  Oglala  Siou.x  with  "all  aid  necessary  for  civilization"  and  "an  orderly 
government,"  and  to  "protect  [each  Oglala]  in  his  rights  of  property,  person 
and  life."   Originally,  law  enforcement  was  performed  on  the  4,800  square- 
mile  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  by  the  BIA.   Since  19-77,  the  Commission 
has  provided  law  enforcement  pursuant  to  a  contract  with  the  BIA  under  the 
Indian  Sel f -Determination  Act,  Public  Law  93-638,  as  amended.   The 
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Commission  currently  employs  about  110  people,  including  66  law  enforcement 
officers.   The  Reservation  is  the  second  largest  Indian  reservation  in  the 
United  States  and  includes  Shannon  County,  the  poorest  county  in  the  United 
States  according  to  the  1980  and  1990  federal  censuses. 

Police  Officers'  Salaries.   The  Commission  needs  $400,000  to  continue 
to  pay  its  officers  at  the  salaries  set  by  the  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Pay 
Reform  Act  of  1990,  Public  Law  101-509,  without  laying  off  officers.   That 
Act  raised  the  wage  rates  for  federal  law  enforcement  officers.   Although 
tribal  police  officers  such  as  those  employed  by  the  Commission  are  not 
federal  employees,  it  was  the  intent  of  Congress  and  the  BIA  to  include  them 
in  the  mandated  increase.   A  BIA  regulation  requires  that  BIA- funded  tribal 
law  enforcement  programs  pay  their  officers  salaries  equal  to  or  greater 
than  the  salaries  of  equivalent  BIA  officers.   Moreover,  under  the  Indian 
Sel f -Determination  Act,  Public  Law  93-638,  the  Commission  is  entitled  to  the 
same  amount  of  funding  to  operate  the  program  that  the  BIA  would  have  to 
operate  the  program. 

Despite  the  applicable  statutes  and  regulations,  the  Commission  never 
received  the  funding  increases  needed  to  pay  its  officers  the  mandated 
salaries  and  to  maintain  those  salaries.   In  effect,  the  Federal  Law 
Enforcement  Pay  Reform  Act  of  1990  created  an  unfunded  mandate  which  we 
could  not  meet.   Although  the  BIA  requested  and  received  increased  funding 
in  FY92  and  FY94  to  bring  the  salaries  of  BIA  and  tribal  police  officers  up 
to  P.L.  101-509  levels,  the  BIA  distributed  the  money  for  increased  law 
enforcement  pay  proportionally  to  each  BIA  or  tribal  law  enforcement  program 
based  on  the  program's  base  funding  level,  and  not  according  to  each 
program's  need.   The  Commission's  share  of  such  funding  (a  total  of 
$188,400)  was  about  $361,000  short  of  the  cunount  needed  to  bring  its 
salaries  up  to  the  required  levels  as  of  FY94.   The  shortfall  has  grown  to 
about  $400,000  as  the  federally-mandated  pay  for  law  enforcement  officers 
has  risen  without  any  corresponding  increase  in  the  Commission's  funding. 

Because  the  Commission  could  not  pay  its  officers  the  mandated 
salaries,  it  suffered  high  turn-over  and  low  morale  among  its  officers  until 
FY94,  when  the  Commission  raised  salaries  to  the  mandated  levels  by 
reprogramming  its  juvenile  detention  facility  funding.   (That  funding  was 
not  yet  needed  to  operate  the  juvenile  detention  facility  because  the 
facility  was  not  yet  opened.)   But  this  only  resolved  the  matter  for  Fy94 
and  FY95.   In  July  1995,  the  juvenile  detention  facility  will  be 
operational,  and  in  Fy96  the  Commission  will  not  be  able  to  reprogram 
juvenile  detention  funds  to  pay  officers'  salaries. 

In  fact,   unless  the  Commission's  funding  is  increased  by 
$400,000  in  FY9e,   the  Commission  will  have  to  either  lay  off  many 
officers,   or  reduce  salaries  to  the  grossly  inade<iuate  salaries  it 
paid  in  1993.    Either  option  would  make  it  impossible  for  the 
Commission  to  carry  out   its  mission  to  provide  adequate   law 
enforcement  on  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation. 

I  estimate  that  we  would  have  to  lay  off  twelve  officers  and  reduce  the 
number  of  patrol  cars  from  twenty-four  to  twelve  in  order  to  stay  within  our 
budget  if  we  did  not  receive  the  $400,000  we  need.   Layoffs  of  officers 
would  leave  us  shorthanded  and  obviously  reduce  morale  considerably. 
Reducing  salaries  from  the  federally  mandated  levels  to  what  we  paid  in  1993 
would,  of  course,  also  seriously  undermine  morale  and  lead  to  many  officers 
quitting . 

This  Congress  has  recognized  the  importance  of  law  enforcement,  as  well 
as  the  burdens  placed  on  local  governments,  including  Indian  tribes,  by 
unfunded  federal  mandates.   Congress  should  honor  the  commitments  it  made  to 
the  Oqlala  Sioux  people  under  the  Act  of  February  8,  1877,  the  Indian  Self- 
I^eterminat ion  Act,  and  the  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Pay  Reform  Act,  and 
should  appropriate  an  increase  of  $400,000  to  enable  the  Commission  to 
continue  to  pay  its  officers  at  the  minimum  levels  set  by  Congress  and  to 
avoid  the  problems  which  will  result  if  the  funds  are  not  appropriated. 

Detention  Facilities.   An  increase  of  at  least  $206,110  is  needed  to 
adequately  staff  the  existing  adult  detention  facilities  (at  Kyle  and  Pine 
Ridge)  operated  by  the  Commission.   A  recent  review  of  these  facilities  was 
underta)<en  by  the  t)epartment  of  Justice,  National  Institute  of  Corrections 
("MIC"),  at  the  Commission's  request.   While  commending  the  staff  for 
"holding  things  together  under  the  circumstances,"  the  NIC  draft  review 
concludes  that  staffing  is  inadequate.   The  draft  review  noted  that  only  one 
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officer  is  allocated  per  shift  at  each  facility,  and  that  female  staff  are 
often  not  available  to  search  and  supervise  female  inmates.   Currently,  each 
facility  is  staffed  with  5  detention  officers  and  one  supervisor.   In  order 
to  have  two  detention  officers,  including  one  female  officer,  per  shift,  we 
would  need  to  hire  10  additional  detention  officers.   (This  is  based  on: 
the  detention  facilities  operate  24  hours  a  day,  7  days  a  week,  for  a  total 
of  188  hours.   Therefore,  5  full-time  (40  hour)  employees  are  needed  at  each 
facility  to  have  one  person  on  duty  at  all  times,  and  twice  that  number  to 
have  two  persons  on  duty.)   The  cost  of  hiring  ten  detention  officers  at 
entry  level  (salary  and  fringe  benefits)  is  $206,110. 

Communications  Equipment.   The  Commission  requests  a  one-time 
appropriation  of  $235,000  within  Special  Law  Enforcement  Services  to  replace 
our  current  communications  equipment.   This  amount  would  pay  for  30  mobile 
radios  and  30  hand-held  radios  with  scramblers,  installation  and 
accessories,  an^  a  new  radio  tower. 

The  radio  is  the  lifeline  between  the  officer  and  central  command 
dispatch.   Without  continuous  contact  the  officer's  situation  can  become 
dangerous  and  even  fatal . 

The  Public  Safety  Commission  is  presently  using  radios  that  are 
obsolete,  erratic  and  sometimes  unreliable.   In  certain  areas  of  the 
reservation  the  radios  become  "dead"  and  contact  with  dispatch  is  frequently 
lost.   With  the  transition  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  to  high  band 
frequency,  the  need  for  replacement  becomes  even  more  imperative. 

Moreover,  many  reservation  residents  use  personal  scanners  to  monitor 
police  movement.   The  Commission  is  in  need  of  radios  which  have  the 
capability  to  block  the  scanners,  thereby  preserving  the  secrecy  of  special 
assignments  and  raids. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  share  with  you  our  concerns  and  needs 
regarding  the  FY96  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  budget. 


STATEMENT  OF  JUDY  NORITAKE,  NATIONAL  PROGRAM  DIRECTOR 
THE  PACIFIC  RIVERS  COUNCIL 

We  request  the  Committee  Jully  Jund  the  President 's  FY  96  budget  request  for  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan. 
parricularly  components  related  to  watershed  protection  and  restoration.  Funding  at  the  FY  96  request  levebforthe 
Forest  Service  and  BLM  for  watershed  assessment,  ecosystem  planning  and  monitoring,  research  and  ecosystem 
restoration  for  'Option  Mine'  is  critical  to  the  continue  the  region's  economy  recovery,  as  well  as  recovery  of  the 
ecosystems  upon  which  it  depends.  In  addition,  full  funding  for  the  Forest  Service  research  program,  as  well  as 
associated  research  in  other  agencies,  is  critical  at  this  point  in  time  in  order  to  facilitate  wise  resource  decisions,  to 
aa  ahead  of.  and  prevent  if  possible,  endangered  species  listings,  and  to  develop  legally  defensible  resource  plans. 
The  joint  Forest  Service' BL'^i  PACFISH  initiative  has  recently  been  put  in  place,  though  not  before  the  President's 
budget  was  developed.  Funding  to  carry  out  the  requirements  of  this  program  should  be  included  in  the  allocations 
for  FY  96.  Also  of  vital  importance  is  continued  funding  to  complete  the  scientific  assessment  for  the  Interior  Columbia 
Basin  Ecosystem  Management  Project  which  will  lead  to  the  development  of  two  ElS'sfor  the  region.  The  development 
of  a  scientifically  sound  and  ecosystem  based  strategy  in  this  region  is  vital  to  creation  of  a  sustainable  Juture  based 
on  good  resource  management. 

The  Pacific  Rivers  Council  testified  before  this  Committee  foi  the  last  several  years  in  support  of  funds  needed 
to  launch  a  program  designed  to  protect  and  restore  the  last,  best  remaining  watersheds  and  salmon  habitat  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  This  Committee  and  the  Congress  as  a  whole  responded  to  the  need  and  deserves  credit  for  doing 
so.  The  Administration  has  continued  to  support  these  programs  by  providing  them  with  full  funding  in  the  President's 
FY  96  budget  request,  pointing  up  the  need  to  address  declining  aquatic  biodiversity  and  salmon  runs,  while  also 
addressing  re-employment  opportunities  in  communities  affected  by  downturns  in  timber  harvest  levels. 

Now  in  1995  we  recognize  that  it  is  no  longer  just  the  survival  of  the  region's  salmon  that  is  at  stake.  Evidence 
of  continued  decline  is  increasing  every  day  for  resident  trout  sjjecies  like  bull  trout,  inland  cutthroat,  steelhead  and 
many  others  which  are  dependant  on  healthy  watersheds  and  forest  ecosystems.  The  arrest  of  this  decline  and  eventual 
recovery  depends  on  full  implementation  of  the  aquatic  conservation  strategy  as  originally  laid  out  for  the  west  side 
of  the  region.  P.-XCFISH  is  a  modified  interim  version  of  this  strategy  which  applies  to  the  areas  on  the  eastside  of 
the  region.  The  National  Forests  cannot  hope  to  meet  their  legal  obligations  to  ensure  the  viability  of  these  species 
without  successftjlly  implementing  the  aquatic  conservation  strategy  for  both  anadromous  and  resident  trout  species  that 
are  in  decline  in  part  due  to  habitat  degradation. 
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The  need  to  move  forward  quickly  and  decisively  with  watershed  protection  and  restoration  in  the  Northwest 
has  not  changed  over  the  past  year.  If  anything,  it  has  become  more  urgent.  The  chmook  and  steelhead  nins  continue 
to  fall  precipitously,  as  do  the  coho  nins  up  and  down  the  coast.  In  fact,  coho  and  steelhead  soon  may  be  proposed 
for  listing  under  the  Endanger  Species  Act  in  response  to  the  condition  of  the  stocks.  Even  native  trout  species  are 
dw  indling  quickly  throughout  the  east  sides  of  Oregon  and  Washington,  as  well  as  most  of  Idaho  and  Montana.  If  these 
tlsh  are  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  the  region  affected  will  cover  northern  California,  half  of  Montana, 
most  of  Idaho  and  vimially  all  of  Washington  and  Oregon. 

Endangered  species  listings  are  not  what  we  want.  What  we  want,  and  what  is  needed,  is  a  proactive, 
comprehensive,  regionwide  protection  and  restoration  program,  fully  defined  and  funded,  so  that  our  region  will  not 
conunue  to  chase  after  endangered  aquatic  species  until  at  la.st.  the\  are  all  gone.  The  Administration  has  begun  to 
develop  a  roadmap  to  do  just  that  Option  Nine,  PACtish.  and  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  Management 
Proiect  are  all  proactive  eftoas  to  get  ahead  of  the  curve  of  listings  They  all  begin  to  look  more  comprehensively  at 
ecosystem  function  In  general  we  have  stated  that  we  do  not  beliese  any  of  these  measures  contain  enough  protection, 
but  thev  are  headed  in  the  nght  direction.  They  are  the  beginning  oi  an  important  change  in  how  we  deal  widi  our 
finite  natural  resources.    They  deserve  your  full  suppon. 

PRIORITIZATION:  As  in  the  past,  we  would  suggest  that  you  request  the  agencies  to  develop  and  clearly 

aruculaie  a  strategic  pnonnzation  pnxess  which  will  provide  a  bener  sense  of  where  limited  dollars  and  resources  can 
have  the  greatest  ecological  impact.  In  FY  96  a  strategically  defined,  comprehensive  aquatic  restoration  strategy  which 
can  serve  as  a  road  map  to  regional  recovery  over  the  next  decade  needs  to  be  fully  fleshed  out.  Without  this  .son  ol 
clearlv  defined  strategy,  we  feel  much  of  the  money  you  may  appropnaie  may  not  be  put  to  its  highest  and  best  use. 

With  this  package  you  will  find  a  handbook  which  outlines  a  scientific  framework  for  allocating  scarce  resources 
for  the  protection  and  restoration  of  watershed  ecosystems  critical  for  native  salmon  species.  TTiis  framework,  just 
completed,  was  developed  by  scientists  and  resource  managers  from  agencies,  universities  and  environmental  groups 
at  the  request  of  Oregon  State  Senator  Bill  Bradley.  We  encourage  you  to  direct  the  federal  agencies  to  employ  this 
process  on  federal  lands. 

WATERSHED  ANALYSIS:  It  is  widely  understood  now  that  watershed  level  assessments  which  lead  to  specific 

localized  recovery  plans  provide  the  tool  needed  to  begin  to  implement  the  aquatic  conservation  strategy.  Under  Option 
Nine,  the  identification  and  protection  of  the  key  watersheds  is  well  underway.  With  this  testimony  we  have  included 
a  lener  directed  to  John  Lowe  who  chairs  the  Regional  Interagency  E.xecurive  Committee  for  the  west  side  of  the 
region.  The  letter  states  comprehensively  our  concerns  about  the  current  focus  and  scope  of  the  watershed  analyses 
now  underway  and  includes  recommendations  we  feel  are  necessary  to  meet  the  intent  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan. 
We  encourage  you  to  give  direction  to  the  agencies  to  address  the  shortcomings  we  have  outlined. 

JOBS  IN  THE  WOODS  PROGRAM:  Eveiyone  is  in  agreement  that  one  of  the  components  of  Option  Nine 

that  has  great  potential  is  the  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  program.  This  program  stems  from  the  Aquatic  Conservation 
Strategy  and  is  built  upon  current  forest  management  policy  which  requires  an  extensive  program  of  watershed 
restoration  to  maintain  ecological  health.  The  vision  of  the  Jobs  in  the  Woods  program  is  to  develop  a  highly  skilled 
workforce  of  restoration  specialists  in  rural  areas,  primarily  employing  timber  workers  who  have  lost  employment  due 
to  the  downturn  in  timber  harvests.  In  order  to  fully  utilize  the  opportunity  this  program  presents,  the  Forest  Service 
and  BLM  need  to  be  flexible  and  willing  to  experiment  with  different  ways  of  doing  business.  But  there  are  still 
institutional  roadblocks  for  the  agencies  in  adequately  implementing  this  program.  Last  year's  change  in  federal 
contracting  procedures  was  an  enormous  help  in  working  to  secure  contractors  from  local  communities  to  do  watershed 
re.storation  contracting. 

There  are  several  things  the  Committee  should  do  this  year  to  facilitate  f\irther  development  of  this  outstanding 
program.  The  agencies  currentiy  have  no  authority  to  develop  contracting  procedures  which  would  direct  funds  at 
ecologically  pnontized  projects  and,  at  the  same  time,  create  contracting  preference  for  communities  which  seem  the 
most  distressed.  Also  of  concern  is  the  lack  of  ability  to  actually  specify  preference  for  displaced  timber  workers  in 
these  communities.  We  encourage  you  to  work  with  agency  contract  specialists  to  develop  bill  language  that  would 
give  them  the  authority  to  accomplish  these  pnorities  in  the  coming  year. 

In  addiaon.  we  encourage  you  to  consider  allocating  funds  for  diese  projects  under  a  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  line 
item  This  was  done  in  the  pnor  year  and  simplified  execution  of  these  projects.  The  President's  proposed  budget 
for  FY  96  has  these  program  funds  spread  in  several  different  categones.  This  can  only  serve  to  complicate  and  delay 
this  worthy  program. 

As  we  stated  last  year,  we  believe  the  overhead  costs  for  restoration  should  come  out  of  the  watershed 
assessment  monies  and  all  restoration  and  'jobs  in  the  woods"  funds  should  be  used  for  on-the-ground  projects  which 
result  in  jobs  for  dislocated  workers.  If  this  is  not  possible  due  to  line  item  budget  constraints,  we  suggest  no  more 
than  10%  of  the  watershed  restoration  monies  should  be  used  by  the  agencies  for  administration  and  overhead,  with 
the  remainder  used  for  actual  projects.  We  are  aware  that  the  agencies  have  in  the  pa.si  used  a  much  greater  percentage 
of  these  funds  for  overhead  costs. 


798 

FUNDING  FOR  THE  INTERIOR  COLUMBIA  BASIN  ECOSYSTEM  MANAGEMENT  PROJECT  AND 

PACFISH:  The  Intenor  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  Managemeni  Project  (ICBEM)  is  a  natural  outgrowth  of  the 
Opuon  Nine  plan.  As  with  Option  Nine,  where  salmon  and  owls  served  as  a  warning  for  an  ecosvstem  in  distress, 
so  too  have  the  tish  of  the  east  side  of  Oregon  and  Washington.  Idaho  and  Montana  sounded  a  warning.  The  few 
remaining  anadromous  fish  that  range  into  this  region,  along  with  numerous  native  trout  species  are  in  decline,  in  large 
pan  due  to  forest  management  practices  which  in  the  past  never  address  the  aquatic  systems.  The  Administration  and 
Congress  did  leam  some  valuable  lessons  from  the  Option  Nine  e.xercise.  Instead  of  waiting  for  a  train  wreck  to  occur 
m  the  Columbia  Basin,  the  Administration  has  begun  a  process,  based  on  good  science,  to  identify,  preserve  and  restore 
the  aquatic  and  forest  ecosystems  of  this  area.  Though  still  in  the  first  stage  of  this  endeavor,  progress  is  being  made. 
Congress  must  fully  suppon  the  President  j  request  to  continue  and  complete  the  ICBEM  scientific  assessment  and  then 
the  EIS's  that  will  flow  fi-om  it.  The  ecosystem  and  long  term  economic  health  of  eastern  Oregon  and  Washington. 
Idaho  and  Montana  depend  in  large  part  on  con.scientious  completion  of  diis  work. 

The  PACFISH  initiative  was  announced  after  the  President's  budget  request  was  released  for  FY  96. 
PACFISH.  developed  by  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  and  applicable  to  all  federal  lands  within  the  range  of  the  Pacific 
anadromous  fish  outside  of  the  17  owl  forests,  provides  interim  direction  for  the  management  of  aquatic  resources. 
The  aquatic  protection  and  restoration  components  are  not  yet  strong  enough,  but  do  represent  a  step'  forward  in 
recognizing  the  link  between  forest  management  and  aquatic  species  viability.  We  caution  that  Congress  and  the 
Administradon  must  make  separate  funding  provisions  to  implement  PACFISH.  Funding  allocated  to  implement  the 
"Option  Nine"  and  ICBE.M  project  cannot  be  used  to  address  PACFISH  implementation  on  the  eastside  of  the  region 
and  in  Alaska  if  required.    To  do  so  will  imperil  these  other  efforts. 

RESEARCH:  Our  organization  has  always  based  ail  our  work  on  a  firm  scientific  foundation  and  much  of  the 

progress  the  Forest  Service  has  made  over  the  last  two  years  toward  ecosystem  management  is  based  on  this  same 
scientific  foundation.  The  President's  plan  for  the  Pacific  Northwest  forests,  PACFISH,  and  the  'in  progress"  Interior 
Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  Management  Project  all  represent  important  steps  forward  in  how-  this  nation  regards  its 
natural  resources  and  will  plan  in  the  future  for  the  use  and  protection  of  them.  These  plans  were,  and  are,  being 
developed  because  the  research  components  of  the  Forest  Service  and  BLM  had  recognized  the  trends  of  ecosystem 
decline  and  began  to  look  for  the  solutions.  For  os^re,  the  researchers  were  out  ahead  of  the  politics  and  helped  create 
the  climate  for  responsible  change. 

Whether  the  new  ecosystem  management  approach  embodied  in  these  various  plans  will  actually  succeed  is  for 
the  next  generation  to  decide.  Meanwhile,  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  resources,  the  economy  and  our  communities 
to  continue  with  a  vigorous  research  program.  We  would  encourage  your  Committee  to  fully  fund  the  Forest  Service 
and  BLM  research  budgets  to  assure  we  use  the  highest  quality  science  as  the  knowledge  base  to  support  ecosystem 
management  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Northern  Rockies,  as  well  as  transfer  the  knowledge  and  methods  developed 
there  across  federal  lands  nationwide. 

We  would  like  to  underscore  the  importance  of  continuing  and  strengthening  the  agencies'  research  capabilities 
in  fisheries  and  fish  habitat  research.  For  many  native  fish  species,  such  as  the  threatened  salmon,  steelhead,  and 
cutthroat  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Rocky  Mountain  regions,  the  national  forests  contain  50%  or  more  of  the  aquatic 
habitats  that  sustain  natural  populations.  With  at  least  364  native  freshwater  fish  threatened  throughout  the  country  and 
some  -U  salmon  stocks  at  risk  in  the  west,  the  role  of  the  Forest  Service  and  BLM  fisheries  programs  are  critical. 

Continuous  Quality  Monitoring  Must  Be  Instituted:  Pacific  Rivers  has  endorsed  significant  public  investment  in 
watershed  and  fish  habitat  protection  and  restoration  activities  on  federal  lands  throughout  the  Pacific  Northwest.  This 
investment  absolutely  must  not  be  made  without  establishing  a  dependable  monitoring  system  which  closely  tracks  the 
development  and  implementation  of  work  plans  in  the  field. 

Continuous  monitoring  should  be  an  integral  part  of  the  land  management  planning  process  on  all  federal  lands 
and  should  replace  the  existing  inadequate  monitoring  regimes.  At  present,  very  little  on-site  tracking  is  done,  and 
monitoring  reports  do  not  accurately  depict  the  actual  condition  of  the  lands  and  resources  at  issue.  The  idea  is  that 
the  agencies  should  know  about  problems  before  they  emerge  -  and  before  they  become  obvious  even  to  outside  critics. 
Unfortunately,  the  agencies  have  thus  far  failed  to  use  the  authority  they  currently  have  under  NFMA  to  institute  a 
feedback  system  of  continuous  field  monitoring.  PRC  believes  that  the  only  way  to  ensure  that  the  management 
requirements  are  actually  met  is  to  conduct  hands-on,  continuous  monitoring  by  resource  professionals  who  have  been 
given  the  training,  the  time  and  the  authority  to  do  what  is  necessary  to  ensure  that  resources  are  protected  and  that 
public  funds  are  applied  as  intended. 

OTHER:  I.  We  would  also  encourage  the  Committee  to  fully  fund  the  President's  FY  96  request  for  other 
agencies  which  receive  funding  through  the  Interior  Appropriations  bill  for  the  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest 
Plan.  P.ACFISH.  and  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  Management  Project.  Their  role  in  the  success  of  these 
endeavors  may  be  more  narrow,  but  their  full  participation  is  vitally  important  to  the  success  of  the  work. 

2.  We  encourage  the  Comminee  to  adequately  fijnd  the  Gojcorff  J/reoffiwarcA  program.  This  prograin. 
developed  jointly  by  the  Forest  Service,  BLM.  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  and  the  non-profit  Cascade 
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Screams  Foundation  will  provide  a  unique  environmental  educational  site  and  program  for  schools  and  organizations 
in  soutJiwest  Washington  and  northeast  Oregon  focused  on  fisheries  habitat  enhancement  at  the  watershed  level. 
Federal  funding  will  provide  basic  support  programming  and  infrastructure  allowing  private  sector  partnership  funding 
to  focus  on  outreach,  staffing,  programming,  operation  and  maintenance.  The  agency  needs  in  FY  1996  for  this 
program  are  51,489.400  for  BLM  and  570,000  for  the  Forest  Service.  This  is  a  unique  partnenhip  and  deserves  your 
suppon. 


STATEMENT  OF  ROLAND  ROUSSEAU,  CHAIR,  U.S.  SECTION  BUDGET 
COMMITTEE,  THE  PACIFIC  SALMON  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Roland  Rousseau,  I  am  an  Altemate  Commissioner 
representing  the  United  States  of  America  on  the  Pacific  Salmon  Commission.  The 
Commission  was  established  by  the  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty  of  1985  between  the  U.S. 
and  Canada  for  the  purposes  of  conserving  salmon  stoci<s,  providing  for  the  optimum 
production  of  salmon  stocks,  and  controlling  salmon  interceptions.  I  am  providing  this 
testimony  In  my  capacity  as  the  Chairman  of  the  U.S.  Section  Budget  Committee.  I 
am  also  providing  you  with  a  copy  -  for  the  Committee's  use  and  for  the  record  -  of 
the  proposed  budget  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Section  for  implementation  of  the  Treaty. 
It  details  budgets  for  Tribal,  Federal,  and  State  agendes  involved  in  the  Treaty.  The 
U.S.  Section  has  identified  a  required  funding  level  of  $3,  692,171  for  tribal  research 
projects  and  partidpation  in  the  U.S.-Canada  Padfic  Salmon  Treaty  process  for  FY96. 
Our  recommendation  is  an  increase  of  $540,125  over  the  FY95  appropriated  level  of 
$3,152,046.  with  $441,945  applied  to  base  project  proposals  after  which  $99,250 
would  be  applied  to  the  development  of  a  mobile  passive  fishing  counting  station. 
These  amounts  indude  funds  that  have  been  base  transferred  to  Self  Governance 
Tribes  under  compacts. 

The  cost  to  manage  this  resource  is  small  compared  to  the  value  of  a  healthy, 
sustainable  salmon  fishery  resource  to  the  economies  of  both  countries.  And,  as  you 
are  well  aware,  the  value  of  these  fish  to  tribes  of  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Idaho 
goes  far  beyond  their  monetary  value  and  reaches  the  cultural  and  religious  lives  of 
Indian  people.  The  annual  commerdal  harvest  of  salmon  subject  to  the  Treaty  is 
worth  well  over  $1  billion  when  stocks  are  at  productive  levels,  supporting  the 
infrastructure  of  many  coastal  and  inland  communities.  The  value  of  the  recreational 
fisheries,  and  the  important  economic  diversity  they  provide  for  local  economies 
throughout  the  Padfic  Northwest  and  Alaska,  is  also  immense.  Finally,  additional 
attention  is  now  being  focused  on  this  resource  as  a  result  of  recent  and  proposed 
listings  of  Padfic  Northwest  salmon  populations  under  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act. 

The  recommended  increase  will  allow  the  tribes  to  carry  out  projects  that  have  long 
been  delayed  due  to  a  lack  of  available  funds,  as  well  as  carry  out  additional  projects, 
espedally  tagging  activities,  to  address  increasing  Chinook  and  coho  conservation 
problems.  These  program  recommendations  have  been  integrated  with  those  of  the 
state  and  federal  agendes  so  as  to  avoid  duplication  of  effort  and  provide  for  the  most 
effident  expenditure  of  scarce  funds.  The  base  funds,  and  any  Congressional  add- 
ons, will  be  allocated  to  the  Columbia  River  Inter-Tribal  Fish  Commission,  the 
Northwest  Indian  Fisheries  Commission,  and  the  Metlakatia  Indian  Community  based 
upon  the  project  descriptions  contained  in  the  U.S.  Section  Budget  Justification  Book. 

The  signing  of  the  U.S.  -  Canada  Padfic  Salmon  Treaty  was  an  essential  step  forward 
for  the  conservation  and  enhancement  of  the  truly  renewable  salmon  resource  of  the 
Padfic  Northwest,  Alaska,  and  Canada.  Under  the  Treaty,  both  countries  committed 
themselves  to  a  coastwide  rebuilding  program  for  Chinook  salmon  stocks,  to  the 
conservation  of  the  coho  stocks  of  both  countries,  and  to  a  harvest  sharing  of  Fraser 
River  sockeye  and  pink  salmon  stocks  in  order  to  provide  for  stable  U.S.  and 
Canadian  harvests.  The  Commission  continues  to  work  towards  these  goals. 
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Because  of  major  conservation  problems  fadng  our  coho  and  Chinook  stocks,  and 
due  to  Canada's  perspective  on  the  Treaty's  Equity  Principle,  our  negotiations  are  at 
perhaps  their  most  acrimonious  since  the  signing  of  the  Treaty.  Yet,  the  status  of  our 
negotiations  means  that  it  has  become  even  more  critical  from  a  management 
perspective  to  have  access  to  technical  infonmation  on  the  status  of  Pacific  salmon 
stocks.  When  there  is  no  agreement  between  the  U.S.  and  Canada,  the  burden  on 
U.S.  resource  managers  of  managing  domestic  fisheries  increase  by  well  more  than 
twofold  -  without  adequate  technical  infomiation  they  must  take  much  more 
conservative  management  actions  to  avoid  overfishing  the  stocks.  These  actions 
obviously  have  serious  economic  impacts  on  local  economies  and  underline  the 
importance  of  good,  solid  technical  infonmation. 

The  Commission's  management  recommendations  are  based  upon  continuous 
research  into  salmon  stock  composition  and  migratory  pattems  as  well  as  the 
evaluation  of  interception  and  escapement  levels.  Under  current  coho  and  Chinook 
stock  conditions  we  must  expand  this  effort,  especially  if  we  are  faced  with  unilateral 
management  decisions,  so  that  such  decisions  are  made  with  the  best  sdentific 
infonmation  available  that  will  allow  managers  to  protect  the  resource  with  the  least 
amount  of  economic  dislocation  possible. 

We  also  have  concems  regarding  protection  of  this  important  resource  outside  of  the 
harvest  management  forum.  It  is  important  to  remember  that  a  primary  consideration 
of  Pacific  Salmon  Treaty  negotiators  was  that  the  establishment  of  harvest  ceilings 
would  allow  for  both  the  U.S.  and  Canada  to  proceed  with  planned  enhancement 
activities.  Continued  delay  in  undertaking  enhancement  activities  in  the  U.S.  that 
have  long  been  planned  and  studied  is  placing  considerable  strain  on  those  bearing 
the  burden  of  conserving  the  salmon  resource.  Of  course,  enhancement  under  the 
Treaty  means  the  use  of  both  natural  and  artificial  methods  and  includes  restoring  the 
spawning  habitat  of  a  river,  enhancing  passage  to  the  spawning  and  rearing  areas, 
and  using  supplementation  to  rebuild  weak  or  depressed  stocks.  And  again,  since 
they  have  been  developed  to  rebuild  or  conserve  salmon  populations,  these 
enhancement  activities  would  also  be  expected  to  complement  and  hasten  the 
recovery  of  salmon  stocks  listed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

The  U.S.  and  Canada  should  be  developing  joint  fishery  objectives  and  goals  to 
further  the  principles  of  the  Treaty  and  to  allow  for  the  coordinated  enhancement 
activities  envisioned  by  the  Treaty  negotiators.  In  many  instances,  the  development 
and  joint  resolution  of  these  goals  and  objectives  will  mean  finding  ways  to  use 
current  programs  more  efTictently  and  effectively.  For  example,  we  are  looking  at 
ways  to  cooperate  on  providing  fully  productive  salmon  habitat  and  an  effective 
supplementation  program  for  naturally  spawning  salmon  stocks  that  allows  us  to 
realize  the  full  promise  of  the  Treaty.  To  accomplish  our  joint  fishery  goals  and 
objectives  the  Parties  may  need  to  develop  alternative  management  approaches  that 
further  the  rebuilding  and  conservation  obligations  of  each  country  under  the  Treaty. 
In  this  management  area,  both  Parties  to  the  Treaty  should  be  reviewing  current 
harvest  ceiling  levels  for  their  effectiveness  in  reaching  mutual  rebuilding  and 
conservation  goals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  written  testimony  submitted  for  consideration  by 
your  Committee.  I  want  to  thank  the  Committee  for  the  support  that  it  has  given  us 
in  the  past.  I  am  available  to  answer  any  vmtten  questions  you  or  Committee 
members  may  have  regarding  the  budget  of  the  U.S.  Section  of  the  Pacific  Salmon 
Commission. 
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SUMMARY  OF  TRIBAL  PROGRAM  UNDER  THE  U.S.-  CANADA  PACIFIC  SALMON 
TREATY 

FY95  Approp.  FY96  Recom.  Shortfall 

BIA  (Total)  $3.152.046'  $3,692,171*  $540,125 

•This  includes  monies  that  are  provided  under  Tribal/Agency  Operations  for  tribes  that 
are  participating  in  the  Self-Governance  Compacts.  For  FY95.  this  figure  includes 
$950,257  that  has  been  base  transfen-ed  to  tribes  under  Self  Govemance  Compacts. 


STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  STEVENS,  GOVERNOR,  THE  PASSAMAQUODDY 
TRIBE  OF  INDIAN  TOWNSHIP 

In  light  of  the  budget  constraints  under  which  you  must  be 
appropriating  funds,  the  Passannaquoddy  Tribe  of  Indian  Township 
Reservation  is  only  requesting  no  cost  report  language.  On  pages  116-117 
of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affair's  FY  96  budget  justification  book,  under  the 
category  of  Tribal  Management/Development  Programs  there  is  a  chart 
(on  page  117)  which  list  $100,000  for  the  Passamaquoddy  Tribe.  We  simply 
request  that  BIA  be  directed  to  place  the  $1 00.000  in  the  Passamaquoddy 
Indian  Township  Tribal  Priority  System  (TPA)  budget.  This  will  protect  the 
funds  from  being  diverted  elsewhere  now  or  in  the  future  by  the  Central 
Office.  The  Passamaquoddy  Indian  Township  reservation  has  managed 
these  funds  for  a  number  of  years  and  uses  them  for  our  game  wardens. 
Because  of  the  Maine  Indian  Claims  Settlement  Act,  our  lands  are  scattered 
into  large  parcels  in  different  parts  of  the  state,  (in  addition  to  the  23.000 
acres  at  Township).  If  our  wardens  can  not  patrol  these  lands  they  simply 
will  not  be  patrolled.  We  will  then  suffer  from  serious  mismanagement  and 
abuse  of  the  fish,  wildlife  and  other  natural  resources  in  these  areas,  many 
of  which  are  environmentally  sensitive. 

The  Passamaquoddy  Indian  Township  Government  would  also  like  to 
comment  on  the  current  efforts  to  streamline  government.  The  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  is,  or  at  least  was.  advocating  the  reduction  of  the  twelve  (1 2) 
Area  Offices  to  six  (6)  Area  Offices  plus  Centers  of  Excellence.  The  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  system  of  dealing  with  the  Tribes  is  outdated  and  obsolete. 
It  is  based  on  keeping  the  Tribes  dependent  on  an  antiquated  system. 
Indian  Township  would  like  to  see  the  role  of  the  BIA  change  from  its 
current  role  and  relationship  with  the  Tribes  to  a  role  of  Technical 
Assistance. 

I  would  like  to  have  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  you.  at  your 
convenience,  to  discuss  these  issues  with  you.  I  would  also  like  to  express 
my  sincere  gratitude  for  your  assistance  and  attention  in  these  important 
matters. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  PASSIVE  SOLAR  INDUSTRIES  COUNCIL 

We  are  writing  with  regard  to  the  Appropriation  Subcommittee  on  the  Interior's  consideration  of  FY 
1996  Interior  Appropriations,  specifically  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  programs  to  improve  energy 
efficiency  and  renewable  energy  use  in  buildings. 
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PSIC.  the  national  organiziition  of  the  passive  solar  industry,  and  its  members  recommend  a 
strcMgthcDing  of  DOR  core  deployment  programs;  specifically  that  $6  million  be  directed  to  the 
passive  solar  component  of  the  Best  Practices  program  in  FY  1996.    This  program  has  the  strong 
support  of  induslPk'  and  should  be  highlighted  for  accelerated  deployment.    Best  Practices  -  Passive 
Solar  includes  the  Exemplary  Buildings  program  (a  design  assistance  and  market  replication  effort), 
ENERGY- 10  software  development,  a  utility  demand-side  management  program,  and  industry  training 
and  technical  support. 

Breakout:  Completion  of  ENERGY-IO  software-  $1.5  million;  Exemplary  Buildings-  $2.5 
million;  training  and  technical  support-  $1.0  million;  utility  demand-side  management-  $1.0 
million. 

Ihc  Best  Practices  initiatives  are  part  of  the  current  core  programs  in  DOE's  Office  of  Energy 
Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  (EE/RE).    As  such,  they  represent  a  significant  existing  investment 
in  industry-supported,  and  Subcommittee-approved,  R&D.    This  investment  is  now  poised  to  generate 
significant  returns  to  the  American  people  through  higher  quality,  more  efficient  buildings. 

Unfortunately,  continued  delays  in  the  R&D  funding  process  have  prevented  the  fruits  of  this 
investment  from  reaching  the  market.    From  an  industry  perspective,  these  delays  are  unacceptable. 
The  core  programs  can  and  must  be  put  back  on  track  so  they  can  deliver  their  benefits  to  the  Nation. 
It  is  for  this  reason  that  we  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  include  bill  language  directing  DOE  to 
allocate  adequate  funding  (a  minimum  of  $6  million)  to  complete  and  deploy  core  program 
products  in  the  private  sector  as  soon  as  practicable.    We  further  request  that  the  Subcommittee 
require  DOE  representatives  to  justify  continuing  delays  in  the  core  programs  and  to  indicate  how  they 
intend  to  overcome  these  delays  in  the  future. 

If  in  order  to  adequately  fund  EF./RE*s  core  programs,  it  is  necessary  to  redirect  funds  from 
elsewhere.  PSIC  suggests  that  such  finding  could  come  from  new  initiatives,  such  as  the  Climate 
Change  Action  Plan  building-related  programs.    In  a  time  of  fiscal  restraint,  it  is  good  management 
policy  to  concentrate  limited  resources  on  existing  investments  that  are  near  fruition,  rather  than  dilute 
these  resources  in  new  initiatives  that  are  untried  and  have  no  guarantee  of  success.    PSIC  asks  the 
Subcommittee  to  require  DOE  to  exercise  fiscal  prudence  and  ensure  that  its  core  programs  reach  they 
potential  they  have  promised  to  industry,  to  the  public,  and  to  Congress. 

Passive  solar  buildings  produce  significant  near-term  benefits  to  homeowners,  designers,  builders, 
manufacturers,  businesses,  and  utilities  by  combining  traditional  energy  efficiency  with  renewable 
energy  design,  increasing  energy-  and  cost-savings.   The  key  to  passive  solar's  effectiveness  is  a 
"whole  buildings"  perspective  that  integrates  the  design  and  application  of  building  elements  and 
energy  conservation  and  renewable  strategies;  i.e.,  window  management,  thermal  mass,  insulation, 
shading,  and  high-efficiency  mechanical  equipment.   The  result  is  residential,  commercial,  and 
institutional  buildings  which  are  more  affordable,  use  less  energy,  increase  productivity,  and  have 
fewer  environmental  impacts. 

The  buildings  industry  and  the  general  public  have  consistently  requested  from  DOE  completion  and 
delivery  of  the  tightly-focused,  specific  core  programs  currently  underway  both  to  develop  passive 
solar  technologies,  and  to  work  with  industry  to  deploy  these  technologies  for  wide  use  in  U.S. 
buildings.    These  programs  include  software  development  and  private  sector  replication,  and  feature 
strong  industry  participation  and  a  high  ratio  of  cost-share  leveraging. 

The  development  of  the  ENERGY-10  design  software  is  emblematic  of  the  problems  passive  solar 
programs  face  at  DOE.    Industry  has  participated  with  DOE  on  the  development  of  the  software, 
making  significant  contributions  of  time  and  expertise.    In  spite  of  overwhelming  market  demand  for 
the  tool,  DOE  has  allowed  the  deployment  schedule  to  slip  repeatedly.    Explicit  congressional  attention 
and  support  for  the  passive  solar  component  of  the  Best  Practices  -  Passive  Solar  program  are  needed 
to  compel  DOE  to  make  additional  resources  available  to  accelerate  the  completion  of  versions  1  &  2 
of  this  unprecedented  and  powerful  design  tool.    ENERGY-IO  could  begin  to  provide  real-world 
benefits  in  the  marketplace  almost  immediately  upon  deployment.    Again,  this  is  a  program  that  is 
well  iMidervvay,  that  is  based  on  substantial  industry  participation,  will  deliver  immediate,  tangible 
results,  and  needs  to  be  accelerated  to  completion. 

The  Subcommittee  should  adopt  the  following  factors  as  the  key  elements  to  a  successful  energy 
efficiency  and  renewable  energy  buildings  program:  (1)  Congressional  requirements  for  near-term 
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completion-delivery-dcplovinenl  ot  energy  efficiency/renewable  energy  benefits,  and;  (2)  Use  of 
existing  industry-government  partnerships. 

We  recommend  that  the  Subcommittee  make  it  very  clear  to  DOE  that  it  places  a  high  priority  on 
completion  and  deployment  of  the  core  programs,  and  that  the  CCAP  buildings  initiatives  should  not 
be  allowed  to  divert  resources  from  these  efforts.    We  request  that  the  Subcommittee  strengthen  the 
passive  solar  Best  Practices  program  in  FY  1996  by  redirecting  funds  from  the  CCAP  buildings 
initiatives,  and  include  direct,  specific  language  of  mandamus  requiring  funds  already  requested  for 
active  and  passive  solar  programs  to  be  allocated  as  indicated  above. 

Thank  you  for  >our  consideration  of  these  matters. 

The  following  PSIC  members  support  this  testimony: 


American  Institute  of  Architects 

Brick  Institute  of  America 

Mid-East  Region.  Brick  Institute  of  America 

Building  Science  Engineering 

Carolina  Countrj'  Builders 

Donald  Prowler  &  Associates 

ENSAR  Group 

Innovative  Design 

International  Masonry  Institute 

Susan  Ma.\nian  Architects 

National  Wood  Window  and  Door  Association 

National  Concrete  Masonry  Association 

North  American  Insulation  Manufacturers  Association 

North  Carolina  Solar  Center 

Northern  Sun  Homes 

Log  Homes  Council-National  Association  of  Home  Builders 


STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  C.  "CHRIS"  HALL,  CHAIRMAN  THE 
PETROLEUM  TECHNOLOGY  TRANSFER  COUNCIL 

FY96  Appropriations  for  Department  of  Energy,  Office  of  Fossil  Energy,  Oil  and  Gas 
Programs  and  Related  Technology  Transfer  Activities  ~  PTTC  FY96  Request:  $3,220,000. 

Chairman  Gorton,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  the  elected  Chairman  of  the  Petroleum  Technology 
Transfer  Council,  an  industry-driven  partnership  of  the  domestic  oil  and  natural  gas  industry,  the  producing 
states,  and  the  Department  of  Energy.  I  am  pleased  to  comment  today  in  support  of  the  Department  of 
Energy's  FY96  funding  request  for  oil  and  natural  gas  programs  in  the  Office  of  Fossil  Energy.  I  v^fant  to 
focus  my  comments  on  the  technology  transfer  aspects  of  these  programs.  Today,  I  want  to  make  several 
key  points  that  support  the  continuation  of  a  strong  federal  oil  and  natural  gas  program  performed  in 
partnership  with  the  domestic  industry  and  other  stakeholders  to  benefit  the  national  interest. 

Industry  and  Government  Should  Share  in  R&D  Investments  to  Share  in  R&D  Rewards 

Mr.  Chairman,  public  and  private  research  continue  to  achieve  advances  in  oil  and  gas  geo.sciences, 
engineering,  and  exploration  and  production  technology  that  could  yield  significant  national  benefits  in  the 
form  of  increased  domestic  production,  reduced  imports,  and  increased  public  sector  revenues  Technology 
advances  resulting  from  ongoing  research  and  development  (R&D)  promise  to  amplify  lliese  potential 
benefits.  Both  industry  and  the  public  sector  stand  to  benefit  from  the  development  and  application  of 
advanced  exploration  and  production  technologies.  Likewise,  Mr.  Chairman,  both  must  share  in  the 
investments  if  they  are  to  share  in  the  rewards.  The  industry's  job  is  to  explore  and  produce  America's  oil 
and  gas  resources  economically,  supplying  the  nation's  demand  while  achieving  a  fair  rate  of  return  for  the 
investor.  But  government,  at  the  state  and  federal  levels,  also  has  an  essential  stewardship  role.  It  must 
ensure  that  the  nation's  resources  are  produced  efficiently  and  with  respect  for  the  environment. 

Our  industry  and  our  government  must  recognize  and  work  together  in  four  key  areas  to  succeed  in 
sustaining  a  viable  domestic  industry  and  meet  the  nation's  oil  and  gas  needs. 

•  Resources  -  Improving  our  imderstanding  of  the  nature,  location,  and  extent  of  the  nation's 

discovered  and  imdiscovered  oil  and  natural  gas  resources. 
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•  Technology  —  Encouraging  basic  and  applied  R&D  to  improve  understanding  of 
geosciences,  develop  improved  analytical  tools,  and  stimulate  their  use  by  industry  to 
maximize  the  technical  and  economic  efficiency  of  exploration,  production,  and 
environmental  protection. 

•  Regulation  —  Eliminating  unfair  and  ineffective  regulations  and  barriers  and  insisting  on 
scientifically  risk-based,  market-focused  regulations  that  recognize  costs  and  benefits, 
provide  fair  access  to  public  lands,  and  protect  the  environment. 

•  Economics  —  Ensuring  a  fair  taxation  sh'ucture  that  provides  incentives  for  investment  and 
access  to  affordable  capital  for  aggressive  exploration  and  state-of-the-art  development  and 
production  of  U.S.  oil  and  gas  resources. 

Today,  domestic  oil  production  has  fallen  below  50%  of  petroleum  consumption.  More  than  450,000  jobs 
have  been  lost  in  the  domestic  exploration  and  production  (E&P)  industry  since  1986.  Major  producers  are 
consolidating  domestic  operations  and  focusing  increasingly  on  overseas  opportunities.  Many  independent 
producers  are  barely  hanging  on  -  particularly  with  the  recent  plunge  in  natural  gas  prices.  Industry 
investment  in  technology  R&D  focused  on  America's  oil  and  gas  resources  is  being  cut  to  the  bone.  The 
public  sector  needs  to  continue  to  invest  wisely  in  high-potential  R&D,  identifying  where  advances  in 
geosciences  can  achieve  the  greatest  >ield  in  deferring  premature  abandonments  and  maximizing 
production.  DOE  needs  to  perform  the  focused  research  and  related  activities  that  are  needed  to  achieve  the 
potential. 

Effective  Technology  Transfer  Is  Essential  to  Realize  R&D  Benefits 

The  full  economic  potential  of  new  and  exciting  technologies  will  not  be  achieved  if  producers  don't  know 
about  the  technology,  understand  its  economic  potential,  or  feel  comfortable  with  applying  it  in  their 
reservoirs.  Nor  will  it  be  achieved  if  known  resources  are  abandoned  in  the  reservoir  before  the  technology 
can  be  applied.  Effective  technology  transfer  is  essential  to  achieve  the  full  benefits  of  this  potential  and  to 
sustain  a  viable  domestic  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  production  industry.  Investments  in  research  and 
technology  are  worthless  if  the  results  are  not  aggressively  transferred  and  applied  to  produce  more  oil  and 
gas.  Preliminary  analyses  indicate  that  some  80  percent  of  the  potential  benefits  of  improved  technologies 
could  be  foregone  without  effective  technology  treinsfer.  But,  current  technology  transfer  approaches  are  not 
very  efficient  ~  particularly  as  they  serve  independent  producers.  Rales  of  technology  penetration  in  the 
independent  producing  commuiuty  are  far  slower  than  among  the  majors.  Studies  performed  by  the 
Interstate  Oil  and  Gas  Compact  Commission  and  DOE  have  identified  significant  gaps  and  inefficiencies  and 
recommended  improvements  that  must  be  made  by  government,  industry,  and  the  associations  and 
professional  societies  that  support  the  industry. 

PTTC  Effectively  Transfers  Products  of  Public  and  Private  R&D 

Tlie  PTTCs  role  is  to  help  bridge  gaps  in  technology  transfer  to  producers,  accelerate  tlie  flow  of  technolog)' 
information  to  domestic  producers,  and  to  provide  essential  industry  input  to  the  research  community  to 
help  ensure  that  DOE  and  other  research  focuses  on  the  highest  priorities  of  the  industry.  The  ITTC's 
approach  is  to  serve  as  a  national  umbrella  organization  to  help  coordinate  technology  transfer  activities  to 
domestic  producers  and  serve  as  an  information  clearinghouse. 

The  PTrC  is  industry  driven.  Producer  advisory  groups  in  each  region  nominate  our  Board  and  determine 
the  teclinical  content  of  the  technology  transfer  activities.  They  begin  by  identifying  the  priority  technical 
barriers  to  improved  oil  and  gas  production  in  the  region.  The  PTTC  then  identifies  technologies  that  can 
address  the  problems  and  performs  focused  technology  transfer  functions  to  inform  producers  of  potential 
of  existing  technology  to  address  the  problems  economically.  Wliere  solutions  are  not  available,  the  PTTC 
reports  the  technology  gaps  and  their  relative  urgency  to  the  R&D  community  to  help  guide  and  focus  the 
direction  and  priorities  of  public  and  private  research. 

Progress  is  Already  Being  Achieved  and  Will  Continue  in  FY96 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  PTTC  has  already  made  great  progress  since  its  inception. 

•  Problem  identification  activities  in  five  of  the  ten  PTTC  regions  are  already  generating  valuable  input 
to  DOE,  the  Gas  Research  Institute  (GRI),  and  others  as  to  the  priorities  for  oil  and  gas  R&D  and 
focused  technology  transfer.  By  the  end  of  FY95,  limited  results  will  be  available  from  all  10  regions. 

•  Beginning  in  late  FY95,  workshops  will  begin  addressing  available  technologies  that  can  help 
operators  resolve  high-priority  technological  problems. 
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•  By  the  end  of  FY95,  seven  of  ten  ITTC  technology  resource  centers  --  estahlislied  at  existing  technical 
institutions  throughout  the  country  -  will  begin  operating  to  provide  technical  assistance,  access  to 
information  and  analytical  tools,  and  other  outreach  activities  to  serve  domestic  petroleum 
producers.  In  FY96,  these  centers  will  step  up  their  activities  and  three  additional  centers  will  be 
implemented.  Smaller  satellite  centers  will  allow  producers  in  remote  areas  to  access  the  PTTC's 
information  and  services.  We  are  working  with  the  national  labs  to  link  all  of  the  centers  with  the 
industry  through  the  Internet. 

•  Commercial  vendors  of  technology,  analytical  tools,  data  services,  and  other  information  are  making 
contributions  to  equip  the  resource  centers,  and  to  help  train  producers  in  state-of-the-art 
technologies  to  solve  their  liigh  priority  problems.  They  recognize  that  I'Tl'C  will  help  expand  their 
markets  while  ser\'ing  the  producer  and  the  public. 

PTTC  Helps  DOE's  Oil  and  Gas  Programs  Serve  a  Broad  and  Diverse  Clientele 

TTie  PTTC  is  one  key  element  of  the  oil  and  gas  programs  in  the  Office  of  Fossil  Energv  that  makes  good 
sense  because  it  provides  a  new  and  effective  means  for  disseminating  the  results  aiid  products  of  federally 
funded  oil  and  gas  research.  With  the  Domestic  Natural  Gas  aiid  Oil  Initiatives,  ACTI,  the  reservoir  class 
programs,  and  other  DOE  actions,  the  audience  for  the  products  of  DOE  programs  has  expanded.  The 
technologies  and  information  resulting  from  DOE's  overall  oil  and  gas  programs  need  dissemination  to  a  far 
broader  and  diverse  audience,  not  only  of  researchers,  but  producers,  service  companies,  financiers, 
professional  societies,  industry  associations,  state  and  federal  regulators,  environmental  organizations,  and 
others.  TTie  PTTC  plays  a  major  role  in  the  expanded  federal  technology  transfer  activity  needed  to  do  this 
effectivelv. 


Congress  Should  Continue  its  Cost-Shared  Investment  in  PTTC 

The  idea  of  forming  the  PTTC  began  in  the  Bush  Administration  and  was  adopted  by  the  Clinton 
Administration  because  it  makes  sense.  The  PTTC  has  been  in  development  for  nearly  four  years.  In 
November  1994,  we  signed  a  subcontract  under  the  Management  and  Operating  contractor  for  DOE's  oil 
program  to  begin  work.  In  January  of  this  year,  we  received  additional  funding  from  Gas  Research  Institute. 
Regional  lead  organizations  in  10  regions  have  pledged  more  than  $12  million  in  cost-sharing  over  the  next 
five  years.  The  industry  is  stepping  up  to  the  plate  to  meet  its  commitment  to  this  partnership  We  need  the 
federal  government  to  continue  to  contribute  its  fair  share.  We  request  S3. 2  million  in  federal  cost-sharing 
for  the  PTTC  for  FY96.  Our  total  cost  estimates  for  the  five  year  start-up  period  have  been  scaled  back 
sigiiificantly  since  last  year,  respecting  the  need  to  reduce  federal  spending. 

PTTC  Funding  Requirements  (SThousands) 


Source  of 
Funds/  Yr. 

(Enacted) 
FY95 

FY96 

FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

Total 

DOEFEOiVGas 
Programs 

S  2,200 

$  3,220 

$  3,280 

$  3,560 

S  3,460 

$15,720 

Non-Federal 
Cost-Share 

$  1,500 

$  1,700 

$  2,400 

S  3,200 

$  3,500 

$12,300 

Total 

$  3,700 

$  4,920 

$  5,680 

$  6,760 

$  6,960 

$28,020 

DOE  Share  (%) 

%  59.5 

%  65.5 

%  57.7 

%  52.7 

%  49.7 

%56.1 

Non-DOE  Share(%) 

%  40.5 

%  34.5 

%  42.3 

%  47.3 

"A  50.3 

%  43.9 

Continued  federal  support  of  the  PTTC  effort  is  needed  to  get  the  effort  off  the  ground.  Beyond  the  fifth 
year,  ho\vever,  we  expect  that  the  industry  will  be  able  to  fimd  most  of  the  costs  of  continuing  these  efforts 
through  self-generated  revenues.  We  believe  that  this  initial  seed  money  investment  by  the  DOE  will  be 
returned  in  multiples  through  incremental  federal  revenues  from  new  projects  and  oil  and  gas  production 
that  will  be  stimulated  by  effective  technology  transfer.  I  want  to  close  my  testimony  by  encouraging 
Congress  to  provide  the  funding  DOE  has  requested  to  continue  these  vital  technology  transfer  efforts. 
1  hank  vou. 
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STATEMENT  OF  CLIV  DORE,  TRIBAL  GOVERNOR,  THE  PLEASANT 
POINT  PASSAMAQODDY  TRIBE 

My  name  is  Cliv  Dorc,  Tribal  Governor,  Pleasant  Point,  Passamaquoddy  Tribe,  Perry, 
Maine.  We  are  a  tribe  of  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  forty-eight  members  with  a 
reservation  land  base  of  500  acres,  located  as  far  east  as  one  can  go  in  the  continental  United 
States,  on  the  ocean,  on  the  New  Brunswick/Canadian  Border.  We  arc  in  the  poorest  county 
in  Maine  with  a  per  capita  household  income  of  $6,654  for  Pleasant  Point.  (1990  U.S. 
Census).  We  historically  run  10  times  the  unemployment  rate  for  the  State  of  Maine.  We 
arc  currently  not  a  gaming  tribe  and  depend  almost  entirely  on  National  Resources  based 
endcavors's  for  our  livelihood. 

It  is  a  honor  to  present  this  testimony  to  U.S.  Senate  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 
the  Interior  on  behalf  of  my  people.  While  I  understand  that  today's  hearing  is  oriented 
toward  receiving  testimony  from  national  Indian  organizations  on  the  proposed  FY  96  budget, 
1  did  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  submit  a  statement  that  discusses  some  of  the  specific 
budget  problems  that  we  as  a  tribe  are  having.  While  I  appreciate  their  efforts  (and  your  time 
constraints),  I  don't  think  that  national  organizations  based  in  Washington,  D.C.,  or  Denver 
or  Albuquerque  are  in  the  same  position  as  a  tribe  is  in  dealing  with  the  day-to-day  aspects 
of  federal  agency  budgeting.  I  believe  the  problems  we  are  having  in  Maine  are  symptomatic 
of  the  problems  many  tribes  face  and  that  this  testimony  can  therefore  be  constructive  in 
giving  the  Committee  some  first  hand  information.  We  hope  that  this  testimony  helps  the 
Indian  Affairs  Committee  in  your  deliberations  and  ultimately  in  the  recommendations  you 
will  make  to  the  Budget  Committee  and  the  Appropriations  Committees.  The  enclosed 
documents  detail  the  shortcomings  and  problems  that  are  caused  by  a  lack  of  funding  and  by 
unfunded  mandates.  On  this  subject,  we  are  glad  to  see  that  Indian  tribes  were  included  in 
S.  1 ,  the  unfunded  mandates  bill. 

Indirect  Funds  -  BIA  and  IHS/Exhibit  #1  &  #2 

This  situation  has  reached  astronomical  levels  because  indirect  costs,  which  the 
United  States  is,  by  law,  obligated  to  pay,  arc  simply  not  paid.  This  requires  our  tribe  to  take 
it's  meager  income,  invest  in  the  Federal  Programs,  wait  two  years  to  have  the  money 
returned,  and  all  at  no  interest.  Then  to  add  insult  to  injury,  be  told  by  BIA  and  IHS  that 
there's  no  funds  to  pay  us  back.  As  detailed  in  the  enclosed  supporting  documentation  our 
small  tribe  has  invested  and  is  owed  by  BIA  $233.324.88  and  by  IHS  $180.875.96.  Since 
FY  1992,  the  total  owed  to  the  Passamaquoddy  Tribe  is  $414.200.84.  I  have  attached  the 
approved  Indirect  Cost  Negotiated  Agreement  as  approved  by  the  cognizant  agency  dated 
June  7,  1994.  Also  enclosed  is  final  Indirect  Cost  Rate  for  the  period  10-1-90  to  9-30-91. 
I  must  ask  what  else  do  we  have  to  do  to  get  reimbursement  for  funds  the  tribe  has  already 
spent  in  support  of  indirect  cost  requirements?  No  other  contractor  of  the  federal  government, 
including  military  contractors  whose  rates  are  many  times  higher  than  our,  would  ever  be 
treated  this  way. 

With  the  current  chain  of  events  unfolding  in  Washington,  D.C.,  including  the  defining 
and  redefining  of  the  Tribal  Government's,  State  Government's  and  Federal  Government's 
roles,  I  feel  that  Tribal  Governments  should  continue  to  be  treated  on  a  Govcrnment-to- 
Government  basis.  If  the  State  Governments  are  to  be  given  Block  Grants  to  administer, 
Tribal  Governments  should  be  treated  in  the  same  manner.  Historically,  and  today  we  still 
arc  denied  treaty  rights,  access  to  economic  development  funds,  sustenance  rights  and  a  host 
of  other  rights  generally  enjoyed  be  all  other  tribes  and  supposedly  guaranteed  by  our  own 
treaties  signed  as  recently  as  1980.  We  can  not  continue  to  live  in  this  strange  limbo  status. 
I  implore  you  to  treat  the  tribes  of  Maine  on  a  government -to-govcmment  basis. 

IHS  -  Indian  Health  Services/Exhibit  #3 

The  Indian  Health  Services  continues  to  be  grossly  underfunded.  We  as  Tribal 
Governments  subsidize  the  Indian  Health  Service  through  our  Health  Insurance  in  excess  of 
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$5()0,()0()  per  year  yet  we  have  35%  of  our  -populatiijn  without  any  health  insurance  or 
benefits  whatsoever.  Wc  arc  so  remote  that  quality  medical  personnel  are  unwilling  to 
relocate  here,  so  we  are  forced  into  the  very  expensive  contract  care  market.  Help  us!  We 
are  desperate  for  an  immediate  infusion  of  direct  health  dollars. 

Economic  Development/Exhibit  #3A-3 

Wc  currently  have  a  proposal  for  funding  under  the  state  that  would  have  provided 
200+  full-time  year  round,  resource  based  jobs.  We  need  seed  money  to  implement  this 
proposal  and  applied  for  a  state  C.D.B.G.  Grant  funded  by  the  Federal  Government  and  we 
were  turned  down.  We  need  access  for  direct  funding.  See  Exhibit  #3A  of  the  Proposal. 
In  addition  wc  could  of  placed  another  150  jobs  on  reservation  in  our  industrial  park  in  a 
juice  concentrate  plant. 

EDA  has  held  up  our  proposed  on-rescrvation  Industrial/Commercial  Park  while 
thousands  of  other  cities,  towns,  and  states  has  been  given  grants  to  develop  industrial  parks. 
We  have  been  again  blocked  and  frustrated  in  our  economic  development  endeavors.  Sec 
Exhibit  3B  for  our  OEDP. 

BIA  Loan  &  Grant  and  Guarantee  Funds  seem  to  mostly  be  given  to  off  reservation 
businesses.  The  focus  should  be  on  reservation  for  tribal  members.  The  BIA  overlooks  its 
primary  purpose  when  it  has  such  an  off-reservation  emphasis. 

These  instances  lend  credence  to  our  argument  that  the  Federal/Tribal  Government 
relationship  is  only  so  much  lip  service  and  that  this  relationship  must  be  strengthened.  We 
need  the  direct  relationship  that  true  sovereign's  enjoy,  such  as  being  able  to  have  direct 
access  to  your  Committee  and  having  our  voices  heard  in  Congress. 

UNMET  NEEDS 

BIA  Programs 

The  Exhibits  4A  through  4E  demonstrate  a  very  desperate  need  for  funding  that  we 
request  be  granted  for  health,  safety  and  protection  of  tribal  resources  and  members. 

Currently  the  Pleasant  Point  Tribal  Government  receives  funds  from  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  through  the  "Tribal  Priority  Allocation"  (TPA)  funding  system.  These  funds 
are  received  from  BIA  through  the  Self-Determination  Contracting  mechanism.  These  TPA 
funds  are  distributed  within  our  tribal  organization  to  operate  a  variety  of  public  programs 
such  as:  Law  Enforcement,  Fire  Protection,  Forestry,  Wildlife  Conservation  and  Enforcement, 
Child  Welfare  Services,  Higher  Education,  Adult  Vocational  Training,  Tribal  Court,  Tribal 
Census,  Social  Services,  Recreation  and  Agriculture.  The  total  direct  funding  received  under 
TPA  for  FY  1995  is  only  $1,076,480  dollars. 

The  BIA  funds  currently  being  provided  do  not  meet  the  actual  needs  of  the  Tribe  and 
arc  less  than  adequate  to  operate  these  various  programs  at  full  effectiveness.  Due  to  this 
inadequate  funding,  many  of  these  programs  suffer  with  inadequate  budgets  or  must  be 
subsidized  with  limited  local  Tribal  funds.  The  tribe  estimates  that  an  additional  $683,000 
(minimum)  of  TPA  funds  are  needed  in  order  to  operate  these  programs  effectively  and  to 
provide  much  needed  services. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  some  of  the  program  activities  and  needs: 

1)  Exhibit  4A.  Warden  Service,  describes  a  Warden  Service  that  spans  the  State  of 
Maine  on  145,000  acres  of  tribal  trust  land  where  tribal  laws  cannot  be  enforced  because  of 
the  lack  of  manpower  and  resources.  Fish,  wildlife  and  land  resource  cannot  be  protected  nor 
can  the  lives  of  those  officers  empowered  to  protect  these  resources. 
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2)  Exhibit  4B,  Law  Enforcement,  describes  a  situation  that  most  departments  face 
in  equipment  shortages  as  a  result  of  expansion  in  both  land,  people  and  jurisdiction.  Even 
today  we  have  may  complex  and  unsolvable  problems  between  tribal  and  State  Governments. 
We  now  have  six  ("6)  times  more  people  on  our  reservation  than  we  did  20  years  ago.  None 
of  our  municipal  services  have  kept  pace  with  our  growth. 

3)  Exhibit  4C.  Social  Services  Program,  is  a  victim  of  mandatory  cuts  and  is  one  of 
two  programs  that  need  protection  from  cuts.  We  need  to  replace  $35,000  that  the  program 
is  currently  short  and  place  it  permanently  in  the  T.P.A.  system  to  meet  mandatory  training 
requirements  for  required  certification. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  ROCK  POINT  COMMUNITY  SCHOOL 

The  Subcommittee  is  requested  to  consider  the  following  points  of 
this  submission  on  behalf  of  Rock  Point  Community,  the  students 
and  the  staff  members  of  this  K-12  school. 

1 .  Funding  for  the  Navaio  and  other  Native  American  Children's 
Education 

Appropriations  for  the  Indian  School  Equalization  Program  (ISEP) 
and  student  transportation  have  been  perennially  less  than  the 
amount  of  need.   The  ISEP  Task  Force  recommended  $3,499  per 
VJeighted  Student  Unit  (WSU)  four  years  ago.   In  addition,  our 
transportation  funding  lags  far  behind  the  public  school  average 
of  $2.31  per  mile  (set  in  S.Y. 92-93). 

As  a  result,  this  School  cannot  provide  Department  of  Defense  Pay- 
Scale  nor  hire  and  retain  qualified,  competent  teachers  at  this 
remote  location.   BIA's  proposed  budget  will  yield  $3,008  per  WSU 
in  S.Y. 96-97,  a  mere  $54  increase  over  the  current  year.   In  spite 
of  yearly  turnover  of  core  curriculum  teachers  because  of 
inadequate  salary,  the  School  has  so  far  retained  or  improved  on 
student  attendance  and  the  students  have  continuously  shown  better 
achievements  compared  to  surrounding  schools  in  the  neighborhood. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  of  all  the  school  age  children  of 
this  community,  less  than  10  percent  go  to  a  public  school.   One 
of  the  most  significant  reasons  why  students  enroll  at  Rock  Point 
is  because  our  school  offers  an  intense  bilingual/bicultural 
program  with  due  emphasis  on  core  curriculum. 

This  achievement  cannot  be  retained  if  the  number  of  employees  or 
their  salaries  are  reduced.   The  U.S.  Government  has  a  treaty 
obligation  to  provide  quality  education  to  Navajo  children.   The 
Goals  2000  objectives  cannot  be  met  if  the  process  begun  is  nipped 
for  want  of  funds. 

Rock  Point  Community  and  its  Navajo  students,  their  parents  and 
the  school  staff  therefore  request  that  the  ISEP  and 
transportation  budget  as  requested  by  BIA  should  not  be  reduced. 

This  community  and  the  School  recognize  the  national  problem  of 
budget  deficit.   But  we  also  feel  that  there  must  be  other  areas 
not  as  critical  as  education  of  Navajo  children  to  make  up  for 
reducing  the  budget.   An  already  inadequate  fund  for  the  education 
of  our  children  can  not  be  further  reduced. 


2 .   U.S.  Department  of  Education  Funding 

Department  of  Education  formula  grant  funds  from  Title  I  and  the 
Indian  Education  Act  have  been  extremely  valuable  as  supplemental 
programs  for  the  students  here.   The  students  learn  basic 
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marketable  skills  such  as  Navajo,  Arts  and  Crafts,  or  carpentry,  or 
the  use  of  tools  and  machines  including  auto  mechanics.   Teachers 
and  students  also  improve  the  teaching  and  learning  of  Mathematics 
and  Science. 

Any  reduction  in  the  appropriation  of  these  funds  for  USED  will 
deprive  our  students  of  these  learning  opportunities.   We  request 
that  the  amounts  provided  for  USED  be  increased  and  in  no  way 
decreased  in  the  coming  year. 

3 .   Operation  and  Maintenance 

For  the  Operation  &  Maintenance  of  BIA  funded  School  Facilities, 
FACCOM  formula  generates  the  financial  needs.   The  minimum  need 
generated  is  about  $90  million  per  year  on  the  average  nation- 
wide.  For  the  past  several  years,  however,  this  need  has  been  met 
by  only  $60-$70  million.   In  other  words,  only  70-80  percent  of 
the  needs  have  been  met  in  the  recent  past.   This  leads  to  an 
enhanced  facilities  deterioration  rate,  thus  augmenting  the  needs 
of  improvement  and  repairs  every  year. 


4 .  Immediate  need  of  FI&R  at  Rock  Point  School 

A  Facilities  Needs  Assessment  was  performed  on  our  campus  for 
compliance  with  life  and  safety  codes,  UFAS,  handicapped  access, 
efficiency  and  general  renovation  needs.   The  cost  estimated  by 
the  architects  and  engineers  was  $3,203,070.   With  the  increase  in 
cost  over  two  years  and  the  need  for  asbestos  removal  from  the 
existing  secondary  building  (which  will  be  demolished) ,  and 
removal  of  asbestos  from  other  buildings,  it  is  estimated  that 
total  cost  is  now  close  to  $4  million.   Out  of  this,  only 
$1,062,000  has  been  provided  so  far.   It  is  estimated  that  this 
amount  will  be  just  enough  to  meet  address  only  the  Safety  Code 
(S-1)  deficiencies. 

If  another  $3  million  is  not  allocated,  the  Congressional 
graciousness  of  providing  a  new  school  at  Rock  Point  will  remain 
incomplete  as  we  will  not  be  able  to  fully  implement  the  master 
plan  which  incorporates  usage  of  the  existing  facilities. 

5 .  Need  for  Staff  Housing 

Rock  Point  Community  School  has  a  staff  of  130-140  employees  on 
the  average.   But  there  are  only  57  housing  units  available. 
There  is  no  other  housing  for  rental  available  within  at  least  100 
miles.   The  community  members  who  serve  at  this  school  have 
generally  not  been  provided  campus  housing.   Even  then  at  least  22 
units  of  additional  housing  are  an  absolute  need.   Provision  of 
new  units  is  also  necessary  to  hire  qualified  and  competent 
teachers  and  lessen  the  annual  turnover. 

Out  of  the  existing  57  units  of  housing  23  have  asbestos  in  one 
stage  or  the  other,  needing  removal,  renovation  and  reinsulation. 

In  sum,  the  following  actions  are  need  ASAP. 

1.  Asbestos  removal  from  23  units  and  follow-up  actions. 

2.  Renovation  and  insulation  of  all  housing  units  to  save  energy. 

3  .   Installation  of  Ground  Fault  Interruption  Circuit  (GIF)  in 
those  houses  for  which  no  funds  have  been  so  far  provided. 

4.   Replace  Oil  fired  furnaces  by  propane  fired  furnaces. 
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5.  Installation  of  fire  escape  windows,  double  pane  windows  and 
storm  doors  for  the  remaining  houses.   Funds  have  been  provided 
for  about  half  of  them  this  year. 

6.  Reshingling  of  all  houses. 

7.  Rain  gutters  for  the  units  and  for  the  housing  area. 

8.  Sealing  and  painting  of  all  existing  houses. 

9.  Construct  22  additional  housing  units  (12  one-bedroom 
apartments;  4  three-bedroom  homes;  3  two-bedroom  homes) . 

The  cost  estimated  for  construction  of  new  units  and  the 
renovation  and  repairs  of  existing  ones  was  $3,365,420  for  FY95. 


STATEMENT  OF  GERALD  J.  JONES,  TRIBAL  CHAIRMAN,  THE  PORT 
GAMBLE  S'KLALLAM  TRIBE 

Summary  nf  Port  Gamble  S'Klallain  Tribal  Priorities: 

*  Contract  Support  Funds.    Fully  fund  the  BIA  and  IHS  Contract  Support  pool  for  funding  Tribal 
indirect  costs,  as  required  by  law. 

*  F.ducatinn.    Request:    $2')7.000  be  added  to  the  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations.  Tribal  Government, 
Scll-Govemance  Compacts  Budget  to  provide  tuition,  books,  and  related  support  for  30  additional 
Tribal  members  to  attend  college  in  our  reservation-based  higher  education  program:    additionally, 
wc  wish  to  construct  a  junior  high  and  high  school  tutoring  facility. 

*  Law  Rnforccmcnt.     Request:    SI75.000  be  added  to  the  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  Tribal 
('lONcrnnicnt.  Self-Govemance  Compacts  Budget  to  fund  additional  police  protection  and  planning 
funds  for  a  Tribal  jail  facility. 

*  Youth  Program-Wilderness   Challenge.    Request:    SIjO.OOO  be  added  to  the  IHS  Mental  Health 
Allocation.  Hospitals  and  Clinics.  Mental  Health  Budget  for  our  Youth  Support  and  Wilderness 
Challenge  Program. 

Port  Gaiiihic  .S'Klallam  Tribal  Priorities:    Consortia  Funding 

The  funding  of  these  consortia  directly  affects  our  ability  to  protect  treaty  resources  and  to  provide  essential 
governmental  services  to  Tribal  members. 

*  Pninl-No-Poinl  Treaty  Council  -  Shellfish,  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Programs.    Support:    $200,000 
increase  to  the  Point-no-Point  Treaty  Council's  Wildlife  Management  Program. 

Support  $400,000  increase  to  the  Point-No-Point  Treaty  Council's  Shellfish  management, 
enforcement,  and  enhancement  program. 

*  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  System  -  Tribal  Court  Services. 

Support:    $730,754  additional  funding  for  the  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  systein  which  provides 
Tribal  court  personnel  for  our  Tribal  Court. 

*  Northwest  Indian  Fisheries  Commission  -  Fisheries  and  Shellfish  Programs.    Support:    The 
Northwest  Indian  Fisheries  Commission's  request  for  funding. 

*  Northwest  Portland  Area  Office  Indian  Health  Board  -  Health  Programs. 

Support:     Hie  Northwest  Portland  Area  Indian  Health  Board's  request  for  funding. 

Port  C^nmble  S'Klallam  Tribal  Priorities:    National 

*  BIA  and  IH.S  Reorganization.     Require  savings  from  BIA  and  IHS  reorganizations  to  be 
redistributed  to  the  Tribes. 

*  National  Indian  Gaming  Commission.    Increase  the  NIGC  budget  by  $500,000.  allowing  NIGC  to 
hire  additional  staff  to  meet  their  Federal  mandate  of  Tribal  gaming  oversight  and  to  speed  their 
regulatory  review  process. 
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INTRODUCTION: 


Tlie  Port  Gamble  S"KlallaiTi  Tribe  from  Washington  State  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  submit  our  testimony 
on  the  FY96  budgets  of  the  BIA  and  IHS. 

As  a  Sclf-Oovemaiice  Tribe,  xve  have  accepted  the  challenge  and  responsibility  of  administering  Federal 
programs  lo  our  people.    These  programs  were  promised  in  our  treaty  with  the  United  States.    However,  we 
cannot  provide  those  services  to  our  Tribal  members  without  adequate  funding. 

UI.STIFICATION   OF  PORT  GAMBLE  S'KLALLAM   PRIORITIES:    TRIBAL  LEVEL 

1.  Contract  Support  Funds.    We  are  requesting,  as  our  highest  priority,  that  Congress  fully  fund  the  BIA 
and  Ills  Contract  Support  pool  (or  indirect  cost  pool)  as  required  by  the  Indian  Self-Determination   laws.    As 
a  Scire idvcriiancc    I ribc,  we  have  assumed  Ihc  responsibility  to  deliver  governmental  services  directly  to  the 
people  we  serve.    This  has  been  a  dramatic  success  on  our  reservation.    Tribal  management  has  produced  a 
hiulicr  level  of  care  and  considerable  cost  savings,  allowing  us  to  address  Tribal  priorities  more  efTectively 
than  ever.    Today,  for  example,  we  provide  higher  levels  of  services  in  health,  education,  and  natural  resource 
protection  and  enhancement  than  before  Self-Governance. 

The  indirect  cost  (overhead)  dollars  are  critical  to  the  economic  stability  of  the  Tribe.    The  procedure  and 
method  b\  which  they  are  calculated  are  dictated  to  the  Tribes  by  OMB  Circular  A-87  as  interpreted  by  the 
Inspector  General  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior.    Indirect  cost  rate  proposals  are  reviewed  and  approved 
In  the  Inspector  General.    The  allowable  costs  charged  to  the  indirect  cost  pool  are  independently  audited 
each  \car  in  one  of  the  most  thorough  audit  processes  known  to  any  business  or  governmental  entity  in  the 
United  States. 

I  or  the  past  two  years,  the  Federal  government  has  not  fulfilled  its  legal  obligation  to  fully  fund  the  Tribe's 
indirect  costs.    The  BIA  cut  nearly  TWENTY  PERCENT  of  our  indirect  costs  in  1994.    This  shortfall  could 
reach  more  than  TWENTY-FIVE   PERCENT  in  1995.    When  our  indirect  costs  are  cut.  we  are  forced,  by  the 
formula,  to  cut  direct  services  to  Tribal  members  since  the  Tribe  does  not  have  resources  to  replace  this  loss 
of  revenue.    The  gains  we  have  achieved  through  Self-Governance  arc  being  destroyed  by  this  lack  of 
fundiiii:     Our  Tribe  alone  stands  lo  lose  at  least  $100,000  in  direct  services  this  year,  as  a  result  of  these  cuts. 

It  is  impossible  to  effectively  run  an  organization  and  properly  serve  our  people  without  stable  funding  of 
indirect  costs.    We  nuist  have  a  stable  base  to  properly  serve  our  people.    This  includes  a  stable  funding  base 
for  indirect  costs,    .lust  as  contractors  for  the  Federal  government  cannot  remain  in  business  if  their  overhead 
costs  are  not  recovered,  neither  can  Tribes. 

2.  Eilucation.    We  are  requesting  that  $297,000  be  added  to  the  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations.  Tribal 
Government.  Self-Governance  Compacts  Budget  to  provide  tuition,  books  and  related  support  for  30 
additional  Tribal  members  to  attend  college;    and  for  construction  of  a  junior  high  and  high  school 
assistance/education   center. 

Our  reservation-based  higher  education  program  is  one  of  the  most  dramatic  successes  of  our  Self-Governance 
prouram.    The  Tribe,  in  cooperation  with  Washington's  Evergreen  State  College,  offers  a  Bachelor  of  Liberal 
Alls  degree  program  with  evening  classes  offered  on  the  reservation.    This  program  has  attracted  an 
unprecedented  number  of  Tribal  and  community  members  to  pursue  an  education,  resulting  in  the  highest 
student  enrollment  in  the  Tribe's  historv. 

After  just  two  \ears  wc  are  already  seeing  a  rise  in  the  work  force  skill  level.    The  Tribe  has  hired  and 
promoted  students  from  the  program,  helping  to  realize  a  Tribal  goal  of  personal,  as  well  as.  Tribal  economic 
sclf-sufncicncy. 

The  demand  for  this  outstanding  program  exceeds  the  scholarship  funding  available.    We  are  requesting  salary 
and  fringe  for  one  additional  instructor  ($40,625)  and  tuition,  books  and  supplies  for  30  additional  students 
(S96..->75). 

We  also  wish  lo  provide  for  our  junior  high,  high  school  and  GED  completion  students.    We  are  requesting 
funds  for  construction  of  classrooms,  teacher  office  space  and  to  purchase  computers.    Our  current  facility  is 
ill-suited  as  a  classroom.    Students  are  crowded  into  office  spaces  not  designed  as  classrooms.    Multiple  grade 
levels  are  mixed  together  and  teachers  have  no  office  space  apart  from  the  student  area. 

V\e  need  a  facility  especially  designed  for  tutorial  instruction  and  separate  office  space  for  teacher  records, 
planning  and  student  counseling.    We  are  requesting  construction  funds  ($145,000)  and  funds  for  the  purchase 
of  student  use  computers  ($15,000). 
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3.  Lnw  Enrnrcement.     We  are  requesting  that  $175,000  be  added  to  the  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations, 
Tribal  (u)vernmcnt,  Self-Governance  Compacts  Budget  to  fund  additional  police  protection  and  lo  fund 
planning  for  a  Tribal  jail  facility. 

Our  community  has  been  confronted  with  new  crime  problems  over  the  past  three  years.    Tlie  Tribe  has 
launched  a  war  on  illegal  drugs  and  gang  violence.    These  efforts  have  been  undertaken  in  cooperation  with 
local  and  Federal  law  enforcement  agencies.    Regretfully,  the  Tribe  continues  to  have  a  chronic  shortage  of 
police  protection  because  there  is  not  enough  funding  to  provide  salaries  and  equipment.    Our  goal  is  simple: 
to  provide  24  hour  police  coverage  on  the  reservation.    This  requires  al  least  five  officers.    We  are  requesting 
SI 00.000  to  fund  additional  officers,  their  equipment  and  training. 

The  I'ribc  currently  contracts  with  neighboring  counties  for  jail  facilities.    The  nearest  juvenile  detention 
I'acilily.  an  hour  drive  from  the  reser\'ation,  is  filled  lo  capacity  the  majority  of  the  time.    Adult  jail  facilities 
are  frequently  full  as  well,  posing  a  safety  threat  to  our  police  officers,  the  Tribal  community,  and 
neighboring  communities.    The  Tribe  would  like  to  begin  the  process  of  planning  a  Tribal  jail.    We  are 
rcqucsling  $7.''.000  for  the  costs  associated  with  this  planning  effort. 

4.  Youth  Program-Wilderness  Challenge.  We  are  requesting  $130,000  to  be  added  to  the  IHS  Mental 
Health  Alloc.ition.  IHS  Hospitals  and  Clinics,  Mental  Health  Budget  for  our  Youth  Support  Services  and 
Wilderness  Challenge  Program. 

Ihc  Tribe  currently  runs  an  after-school  prevention  program  which  delivers  a  message  of  healthy  beliefs  and 
clear  standards  and  provides  our  youth  with  protective  skills  against  alcohol,  other  drugs  and  violence.    Our 
Wilderness  Challenge  program  teaches  leadership,  personal  responsibility  and  self-confidence.    This  is  a  very 
efleclivc  and  popular  program,  yet  we  are  struggling  to  keep  it  alive. 


STATEMENT  OF  NELLIE  L,  LONSWORTH,  PRESIDENT,  THE 
PRESERVATION  ACTION 

Chairman  Gorton  and  members  of  the  subcommittee: 

I  am  Nellie  L.  Longsworth,  president  of  Preservation  Action,  the  national  grassroots  lobby  for  historic 
preservation  and  neighborhood  conservation.  I  am  testifying  on  behalf  of  the  FY96  appropriations 
for  the  national  historic  preservation  programs  which  include  the  Historic  Preservation  Fund, 
the  National  Park  Service  Recreation  and  Preservation  Account,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation.  Preservation  Action  represents  a  broad  membership  of  over  1,000 
organizations  and  individuals  that  includes  the  professional  leaders,  volunteers,  and  students  that 
takes  pride  in  a  program  and  movement  that  have  produced  many  outstanding  results  in  large  and 
small  communities  throughout  the  nation. 

Last  month,  our  members  convened  in  Washington  for  educational  sessions  and  the  exercise  of  their 
privilege  to  lobby  Congress  on  our  issue.  Preservation  is  ever  more  complicated  these  days  as  we 
continue  to  work  toward  a  balance  of  incentive  and  regulation  that  will  make  our  historic  downtowns 
and  neighborhoods  more  attractive  to  homeowners  and  businesses  as  an  alternative  to  suburban 
relocation.  While  we  take  our  responsibility  for  stewardship  of  our  important  landmark  buildings  very 
seriously,  we  are  equally  involved  in  growth  management  where  the  new  and  old  can  work  together 
to  bring  economic  development  to  oft  forgotten  disinvested  areas. 

The  highlight  of  the  meetings  was  the  lobbying  day  on  Capitol  Hill  when  our  members  representing 
private  non-profit  organizations  and  volunteers  joined  with  partners  from  State  preservation  offices 
and  local  preservation  commission  members  to  make  visits  to  their  delegation. 

Partnership  is  what  the  historic  preservation  program  is  all  about  and  we  take  great  pride  in  the  fact 
that  small  federal  appropriations,  by  Washington,  DC  standards,  are  maximized  and  leveraged 
through  the  partnership  to  the  point  that  the  results  can  be  seen  on  the  smallest  Main  Streets  of 
America  as  well  as  in  the  historic  neighborhoods  of  our  oldest  cities  in  every  congressional  district. 
Our  message  is  that  historic  preservation  is  a  vital  program  that  is  "on  track"  for  helping  communities 
prepare  for  the  21st  century  through  the  reuse  of  the  historic  resources  upon  which  each  community 
was  built.  It's  a  program  that  economizes  in  the  use  of  existing  infrastructure,  that  rehabilitates  well- 
constructed  buildings  for  new  uses  rather  than  razing  them  and  adding  recklessly  to  landfill,  that 
provides  jobs  for  local  citizens,  and  brings  the  pride  of  history  to  communities  seeking  stability  and 
better  quality  of  life. 
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THE  FEDERAL  PARTNERSHIP:  THE  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  FUND 
(HPF)  (S43  million) 

The  HPF  was  established  in  1976  to  carry  out  the  mandates  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
and  underwrites  a  partnership  that  includes  the  States,  Certified  Local  Governments,  tribes  and  the 
private  sector  through  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  The  monies  are  derived  from 
receipts  from  oil  and  mineral  leasing  which  is  deposited  to  a  trust  fund  for  the  renewal  of  cultural 
resources. 

There  are  few  programs  in  government  that  operate  as  effectively  as  historic  preservation  in  taknig 
into  account  the  needs  of  local  communities,  local  governments.  State  governments,  tribes,  and  the 
private  sector  through  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  and  weaving  them  together  in  an 
efficient,  non-redundant  way.  As  money  flows  down  from  the  federal  source  through  the  system,  it  is 
leveraged  by  each  unit  that  receives  funding.    A  dollar  to  the  States  leverages  at  least  40%  of  its  value 
while  a  dollar  to  the  National  Trust's  Main  Street  program  may  leverage  up  to  28  times  its  value. 
Leverage  promotes  strong  private  sector  involvement  and  discourages  bureaucracy.  There  has  also 
been  a  continuing  effort  to  insure  that  decision-making  takes  place  as  close  to  the  resource  as  possible 
and  as  allowed  by  law.  Therefore  we  request  FY96  funding  for  the  partnership  and  following  HPF 
activities: 

The  States:  (S32  million) 

►  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  work  with  the  Park  Service  and  Advisory  Council  to  carry 
out  the  national  preservation  program.  This  involves  locating  historic  places,  nominating 
them  to  the  National  Register,  helping  developers  get  a  rehab  tax  credit,  working  with  federal 
agencies  to  reduce  adverse  effects  on  historic  properties,  providing  education  and  technical 
assistance  and,  importantly,  establishing  partnerships  with  local  governments  including 
passing  through  10%  (or  $3.2  million)  for  preservation  activity. 

The  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation:  ($7  million  requested  in  HPF) 

►  Provides  support  for  the  National  Trust's  1 8  historic  properties  and  the  Trust's  financial, 
educational,  technical  assistance.  Main  Street,  and  other  community  revitalization  programs, 
leveraging  the  federal  grant  at  a  3:1  ratio. 

The  Tribes:  (S2  million  requested  in  HPF) 

►  Underwrites  program  development  that  will  enable  the  Tribes  and  Native  Hawaiians  greater 
independence  in  the  protection  of  their  unique  and  important  cultural  resources. 

Historically  Black  Colleges  (S2  million  requested  in  HPF) 

►  Continues  incentive  funding  for  restoration  activities  on  structures  at  designated  historically 
black  colleges. 

THE  FEDERAL  PARTNERSHIP:  THE  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION  ( (S3.063  requested  in  Related  Agencies) 

►  Supports  the  operation  of  an  effective  independent  agency  which  reports  to  the  President 
Congress  and  works  with  all  federal  agencies  in  an  advisory  capacity  to  insure  timely  review 
of  the  impact  of  federally  assisted  projects  on  historic  properties  as  required  by  law 

Let  us  emphasize  here  that  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation's  administration  of  the 
Section  106  review  requires  that  federal  government  projects  take  historic  resources  important  to  the 
community  into  account  before  building  highways  and  large  government  buildings  that  destroy 
historic  continuity  and  community  spirit.  One  needs  only  to  look  at  many  New  England  communities 
along  Interstate  95  to  see  how  the  insensitive  facilitation  of  faster  commuting  between  Boston  and 
New  York  bisected  and  destroyed  small  cities  in  its  wake. 

The  Advisory  Council  is  an  important  partner  in  preservation  that  convenes  various  interests  in  a 
process  that  is  widely  supported  by  preservationists.  It  is  not  a  redundant  agency,  as  suggested  by 
testimony  before  the  committee  in  January.  Without  the  Council  and  effective  administration  of  the 
Section  106  process,  the  federal  government  will  find  itself  in  the  courts,  defending  its  projects 
against  local  opponents  who  can  only  get  a  hearing  through  the  court  system 
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THE  FEDERAL  PARTNERSHIP:  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE, 
The  Recreation  and  Preservation  Account 

Careful  attention  must  be  paid  by  Congress  to  the  funding  levels  of  the  National  Register  Programs  in 
the  National  Park  Service,  the  spine  of  the  preservation  partnership.  The  NFS  reorganization, 
currently  underway,  will  transfer  National  Register  activities  (tax  act  certification,  state  program 
review,  HPF  grant  administration)  now  administered  by  NFS  regional  offices  to  a  central  office  in 
Washington,  DC. 

Unfortunately,  the  Park  Service  does  not  appear  to  be  making  the  important  distinction  between  the 
preservation  program  which  is,  in  fact,  the  equivalent  of  an  operating  unit  of  the  park  system  in  DC, 
and  its  own  central  office  which  is  being  drastically  downsized  to  allow  more  resources  to  go  out  to 
the  field.  The  departmental  appropriation  request  for  FY96  calls  for  a  decrease  of  $700,000  and  1 5 
FTEs  for  the  National  Register  programs  at  the  same  time  that  the  transfer  of  functions  from  the 
regions,  without  staff  or  resources,  will  increase  workload  dramatically.  To  add  salt  to  the  wound,  the 
preservation  program  has  been  informed  that,  because  it  is  located  in  the  central  office  facility  in  DC, 
it  must  comply  with  the  40%  cut  required  for  "central  office  stafF'  by  1 999.  No  other  "operating 
unit"  of  the  park  system  -  or  program  -  is  being  so  heavily  penalized.  To  have  the  National  Register 
program  in  the  National  Park  Service  become  the  weak  link  in  the  preservation  partnership  sends  up 
is  a  serious  red  flag  for  the  future  of  our  heritage. 

National  Center  for  Preservation  Technology  and  Training  (S2  million  requested) 

►  The  nation's  first  Technology  and  Training  Center  for  preservation  on  the  Northwestern 

Louisiana  State  University  campus  in  Natchitoches.  The  Center  is  now  staffed  and 
undertaking  activities  which  will  expand  its  ability  to  serve  the  community,  including  use  of 
the  information  network  and  Internet    It  is  planned  that  the  Center,  once  fully  operational, 
will  be  able  to  sustain  its  programs  on  a  fee-for-service  basis. 

US-  ICOMOS  -  ($100,000  requested) 

To  insure  continued  leadership  in  international  preservation  activities. 

SUMMARY: 

The  public/private  partnership  achieved  by  the  historic  preservation  program  is  unique  in  the  federal 
government.  We  at  the  grassroots,  dedicated  to  the  preservation  of  our  national  patrimony,  request 
the  support  of  Congress  to  continue  funding  these  already  lean  programs  at  adequate  operational 
levels  for  FY96.  The  protection  of  our  national  heritage  and  future  of  our  historic  building  stock  is  at 
stake. 


STATEMENT  OF  GEORGE  LEA,  PRESIDENT,  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS 
FOUNDATION 

We  thank  the  Committee  for  this  opportunity  to  submit  our  views  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
(BLM)  budget  request  for  FY  1996.  As  a  national,  non-profit  organization  of  retired  but  still  dedicated 
former  BLM  employees,  the  Foundation  has  a  unique  body  of  knowledge,  expertise  and  experience  in 
public  land  management  We  believe  we  offer  an  objective  non  political  and  non-bureaucratic  view  of  what 
is  really  happening  to  the  public  lands  and  suggestions  for  change.  Our  mission's  primary  focus  is  the 
condition  of  the  public  land  its  resources  and  management.  We  also  strive  to  improve  the  effectiveness 
of  BLM  by  encouraging  professionalism  among  employees  and  to  increase  the  public's  understanding  of 
and  support  for  the  proper  management  of  the  lands. 

The  Foundation  believes  the  Bureau's  request  for  FY  96  has  for  the  most  part  established  the 
proper  order  of  priority  for  funding  considering  the  constrained  budget  circumstances  of  the  day.  We  do, 
however,  have  some  basic  concerns  regarding  a  few  short  comings  in  their  request. 

OVERVIEW 

The  total  Budget  of  $1.2  BiUion  for  BLM,  as  presented,  gives  a  false  impression  of  how  much  actually 
goes  to  the  management  of  the  public  lands  A  large  portion  of  this  budget  request,  over  25%,  consists  of 
payments  and  pass-through  funds  that  are  not  for  managing  the  public  lands.  The  government  is  merely 
using  the  BLM  budget  as  the  mechanism  for  appropriating  money  for  other  purposes,  such  as  Payment  In 
lieu  of  Taxes  (PILT)  to  States  and  County  governments;  other  Interior  agencies  for  fire  fighting  expenses. 
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etc  If  you  exclude  the  32%  of  the  request  that  is  for  these  payments  and  pass-through,  and  the  BLM 
emergency  fire  fighting  fund,  which  is  uncontrollable  being  influenced  by  weather,  we  have  a  budget 
request  of  only  $844  million  available  to  BLM  to  carry  out  the  many  and  varied  responsibilities. 

Request  for  GAO  analysis 
For  the  past  three  years  BLM  has  gone  through  a  series  of  reorganizations  and  is  currently  in  the  middle  of 
another  major  upheaval  Each  of  these  has  been  justified  on  the  basis  they  were  fi'eeing  up  man  power  and 
funds  that  were  being  moved  to  the  Area  Mangers  to  increase  the  capability  of  the  on-the-ground  manager. 
In  addition,  more  authority  is  supposedly  being  delegated  to  the  local  manager  After  talking  with  several 
field  managers  apparently  very  little  increase,  if  any,  in  added  man  power  or  authority  is  ending  up  at  their 
level  The  question,  is  what  has  happened  to  this  fi^eed-up  capability  if  it  is  not  reappearing  at  the  area 
leveP  We  believe  an  independent  review  is  called  for  here  to  determine  the  true  results  of  these 
reorganization  efforts  and  recommend  the  Committee  considers  requesting  the  GAO  to  make  such  an 
examination  We  understand  GAO  is  currently  conducting  a  study  of  personnel/organization  of  the  federal 
natural  resource  management  agencies  and  the  aspect  of  tracing  freed-up  personnel  and  flinds  at  BLM 
could  possibly  be  added  to  this  study. 

THE  CALIFORNIA  DESERT  &  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS  TO  NPS 

We  strongly  object  to  the  transfer  of  $600,000  fi-om  BLM  to  the  National  Park  Service  to  assist  NPS  with 
their  responsibilities  in  implementing  the  California  Desert  Protection  Act  BLM  has  continuously  been 
under  funded  for  its  responsibilities  in  the  desert  and  these  important  management  and  protection 
responsibilities  continue  today.  Moving  funds  to  NPS  is  not  a  solution.  We  support  the  request  of  $5 
million  increase  for  wilderness  management  of  the  69  newly  established  wilderness  areas  of  nearly  3.6 
million  acres  The  small  BLM  base  program  for  wilderness  management  leaves  BLM  without  the  ability  to 
protect  these  new  areas    Transferring  $600,000  to  NPS  doesn't  help  the  situation. 

WILD  HORSE  &  BURRO  PROGRAM 

The  BLM  FY  96  budget  proposes  a  reduction  in  funding  for  this  program  We  believe  this  is  a  poor 
decision  Recent  history  reminds  us  of  the  biological  disaster  that  can  result  fi'om  underfunding  this 
program  In  1991,  a  state  of  emergency  existed  on  public  rangelands  particularly  in  Nevada  where  the 
majorir>-  of  these  animals  reside.  Wild  horse  populations  were  on  the  verge  of  explosion  Native  wildlife 
populations  were  virtually  eliminated  fi'om  some  habitat  areas  by  competition  with  horses  Livestock 
numbers  were  reduced  and  in  some  cases  removed  from  public  rangeland  area.  In  certain  area,  horses 
were  dying  of  starvation  and  lack  of  water 

A  management  strategy  was  developed  by  BLM  with  advice  fi'om  a  citizen  advisory  committee  and 
endorsed  by  Congressional  budget  committees.  The  strategy  set  a  6  year  effort  to  get  horse  and  burro 
numbers  down  to  an  appropriate  management  level  and  to  establish  a  system  of  population  management, 
through  removal  and  adoption  and  fertility  control  that  would  maintain  stable,  health  horse  and  burro  herds 
in  balance  with  other  grazing  animals  and  the  productive  capability  of  their  herd  area  The  cost  was 
projected  to  be  some  $20  million  per  year  when  stabilized 

This  year,  1 995,  is  year  4  of  the  6  year  process  of  getting  horse  numbers  under  control.  As 
anticipated,  with  fewer  horses,  range  conditions  and  forage  production  are  improving,  the  physical 
condition  of  the  horses  is  improving,  and  as  a  result,  reproduction  rates  are  increasing.  Foal  survival  has 
increased  fi'om  approximately  18%  in  1991  to  an  estimated  34?/o  in  1994.  The  strategy  is  working  as  it 
should,  however  without  natural  population  controls,  it  must  be  funded  adequately  to  remain  effective. 

The  Foundation  is  well  aware  of  the  fiscal  constraints  however  to  reduce  this  particular  program 
will  send  us  back  to  the  disastrous  conditions  of  the  late  80's  within  2  years.  We  recommend  the  BLM 
Wild  Horse  and  Burro  budget  be  restored. 

COLLECTION  OF  FAIR  MARKET  VALUE  AND  DISPOSITION  OF  RECEIPTS 

There  is  a  need  for  Congress  to  eliminate  the  subsidies  that  many  industries  receive  in  their  use  of  the 
public  lands  and  resources.  Since  Secretary  Babbitt  has  decided  not  to  pursue  his  plan  to  increase  grazing 
fees  on  public  lands.  Congress  must  "  bite  the  bullet"  and  bring  them  in  balance  with  private  lease  rates. 
Additionally  there  is  a  need  for  Congress  to  reassess  where  receipts  fi'om  the  public  lands  go.  Over  the 
history  of  the  public  lands,  a  whole  variety  of  authorities  have  been  established  regarding  the  disposition  of 
receipts  from  public  lands,  with  very  little  being  reinvested  back  to  the  land.  A  good  example  is  the 
Reclamation  Act  of  1902  that  directs  that  the  receipts  from  leaseable  minerals,  timber  sales,  sale  of  public 
lands  and  the  disposition  of  other  receipts  derived  from  the  public  land  go  to  the  Reclamation  Fund.  In 
1993  this  amounted  to  $340  million  just  from  mineral  leases  on  BLM  administered  lands.  We  recommend 
that  this  act  be  modified  to  direct  such  collections  to  a  Public  Land  Trust  Fund.  This  fijnd  would  be 
established  to  hold  such  funds  as  well  as  ftjnds  deposited  to  equate  land  exchanges  values  and  recreation 
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permits  These  trust  funds  could  be  used  to  enhance  the  public  land's  productivity  and  to  expedite  future 
land  exchanges  and  sales 

ACCESS  ACQUISITION 

We  disagree  with  the  proposed  elimination  of  funding  for  acquiring  access  to  reach  public  lands  Access  is 
needed  for  both  resource  management  and  general  public  use.  The  plan  proposed  here  will  require  access 
needs  to  be  paid  for  from  the  base  programs  that  initiate  the  need  for  access.  The  program  has  always  been 
too  small  compared  to  the  need  and  this  change  will  mean  little  or  no  access  being  developed  Further 
delays  in  acquiring  access  simply  postpone  the  inevitable  resulting  in  increased  future  costs  and  in  some 
cases  make  it  impossible  to  acquire  the  access  because  of  future  changed  in  land  uses.  For  further 
information  on  the  need  here  we  refer  to  the  April  1992  GAO  report  (GAO/RCED-92-n6BR)  We 
recommend  the  FY  95  funding  level  of  $1. 1  million  as  a  minimum  be  maintained. 

RIPARIAN  MANAGEMENT 

It  is  significant  to  note  that  BLNTs  most  ecologically  diverse  plant  and  animal  communities  remain  basically 
unevaluated.  Based  on  the  very  limited  data  available  only  17  %  of  BLM  riparian  wetland  areas  are  in 
proper  functioning  condition.  The  increased  FY  96  funding  for  this  critical  program  has  strong  justification 
to  determine  the  functioning  condition  of  the  land  and  to  take  actions  to  modify  livestock  grazing  to  ensure 
that  these  riparian  habitats  are  maintained  and  recovery  is  initiated. 

PACFISH 

I  am  certain  the  Committee  is  familiar  with  the  impact  of  recent  court  decisions  restricting  Forest  Service 
programs  particularly  in  Idalio  as  a  means  of  protecting  the  habitat  of  endangered  salmon  species.  The 
public  lands  under  BLM  management  are  important  part  of  the  salmon's  habitat  and  are  bound  to  be  next 
to  be  impacted  and  there  is  a  urgent  need  for  additional  funding  to  get  on  top  of  this  potential  "train  wreck" 
now  BLM's  proposal  here  is  to  redirect  $22.2  million  from  other  BLM  programs  already  strapped  for 
funding.  We  believe  the  Committee  would  find  broad  support  for  adding  this  amount  to  BLM's  request. 

SOURCES  OF  ADDITIONAL  FUNDS 

We  have  looked  in  depth  into  BLM  programs  searching  for  areas  where  additional  funds  might  be  found  to 
fund  our  recommendations  for  increases.  BLM  is  not  an  agency  of  questionable  programs  and  the  agency 
has  always  been  underfunded  when  one  considers  the  scope  of  its  responsibilities.  We  are  not  aware  of  any 
new  program  initiatives  here  with  long  term  costs  We  would  suggest  the  Committee  reviews  the  Land 
Acquisition  (LWCF),  particularly  projects  more  than  two  years  old  and  not  completed,  the  many  data 
acquisitions  and  data  management  programs,  i.e.,  RIM  &  ALMRS,  and  the  Diversity  Initiatives.  In 
addition  we  suggest  the  following  areas  as  sources  for  increase  fiinding  for  BLM  programs; 

National  Biological  Service-  The  role  of  this  new  agency  is  being  questioned  as  well  it  should  be 
In  1994,  the  BLM  was  directed  to  transferred  55  4  million  with  manpower  to  NBS.  These  amounts  should 
again  be  made  available  to  BLM  should  NBS  programs  be  reduced 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  Fund-  See  the  above  brief  discussion  of  this. 

BLM  LANDS  NEED  A  NAME 

We  have  previously  suggested  that  the  public  lands  BLM  manages  be  given  the  national  stature  they 
deserve  Prior  to  its  enactment,  FLPMA  was  titled  the  National  Resource  Lands  Policy  and  Management 
Act  and  the  public  lands  were  called  the  National  Resource  Lands.  This  title  was  dropped  at  the  last 
minute  and  Congressional  statutory  designation  has  never  been  completed  This  designation  could  be 
accomplished  by  this  Committee  at  this  time 

Mr  Chairman,  we  hope  these  comments  on  BLM's  FY  1996  budget  request  and  our  ideas  for 
changes  will  be  of  value  to  your  committee.  We  are  sincere  in  our  efforts  to  see  the  public  lands  managed 
well. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  PAUL  CHINANA,  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  PUEBLO  OF 

JEMEZ 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  Paul  Chinana,  Governor  of  the  Pueblo  of  Jemez  in  New 
Mexico   Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  Committee  today  conccirung  the  Pueblo  of  Jcmcz. 
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I.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PUEBLO  OF  JEMEZ 

TTic  Pueblo  of  Jcmcz  (Walatowa)  is  located  in  Sandoval  County,  New  Mexico,  approximately  50  miles  northwest 
of  Albuquerque,  on  the  cast  bank  of  the  Rio  Jcmcz.  The  Jcmcz  Reservation  encompasses  89,623  acres.  Our  primary 
economic  activities  include  agriculture  and  grazing,  and  making  polter>'.  Unfortunately,  unemployment  is  extremely  high 
at  66  percent. 

U.         JEMEZ  IRRIGATION  PROJECT  PHASE  III  ($3.0  million) 

A.  Farming  at  Jemez 

Farmmg  is  a  fundamental  part  of  the  Pueblo's  culture.  We  have  grown  com  and  chili  since  prehistoric  times. 
These  products  arc  not  only  a  vital  food  source,  but  also  necessary  to  our  religious  ceremonies  Today,  many  of  our 
families  farm  cither  full  or  part-time  Our  goal  in  this  area  is  to  mamtain  our  cultiire  and  tradition  as  well  as  improve  our 
economy  by  expanding  our  agricultural  base. 

B.  Need  to  Rehabilitate  Irrigation  System 

The  Pueblo  is  located  in  a  very  arid  region  where  irrigation  is  vital  to  successful  fanning  Our  existing  irrigation 
s\stem  was  constructed  by  the  United  States  in  the  1930s.  It  is  now  very  old  and  greatly  in  need  of  rehabilitation  The 
s>'stem  is  so  Iragilc  that  each  year  storms  wash  away  significant  portions  of  our  facilities  and  have  to  be  rebuilt,  leaving 
the  crops  without  needed  water.  Also,  some  of  our  ungation  ditches  have  no  concrete  lining  and  we  lose  much  of  the 
available  water  due  to  seepage  The  water  losses  are  vcr>'  damaging  during  the  low  flow  pcnods  from  May  to  August. 
In  a  region  like  ours,  we  cannot  afford  to  lose  water,  which  is  in  such  short  supply. 

Ovcr.thc  past  two  years.  Congress  recognized  our  need  -  providing  funds  for  the  first  t%vo  phases  of  our  needed 
rehabilitation  We  greatly  appreciate  the  Committee's  past  support,  and  we  can  report  that  the  work  on  tlie  Main  Canal 
(Phase  I)  will  be  completed  in  Ma>'.  Unfortunately,  the  need  to  complete  our  rehabilitation  was  underscored  again  this 
year  -  as  a  sc\'crc  flash  flood  in  August  required  the  Pueblo  to  make  emergency  repairs  on  portions  of  the  system  Without  - 
tins  work,  ni.iny  farmers  would  have  lost  all  their  crops  While  the  flood  delayed  the  work  on  the  East  and  West  Canals  ~ 
Phase  II  of  the  Project  -  xnt:  arc  pleased  to  report  that  this  work  is  now  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  October  of  this  year. 


As  we  described  to  the  Committee  last  year,  our  irrigation  rehabilitation  project  has  three  phases  While  the 
pnmary  canals  are  now  or  wll  soon  be  repau-ed,  the  lateral  canals  -  which  directly  serve  our  fields  -  are  unlined  Tlicre 
arc  o\cr  27  4  miles  of  lateral  ditches  that  compose  the  remaining  part  of  the  irrigation  system  for  the  Pueblo  Even  with 
the  pnmary  canals  lined,  unless  (he  laterals  are  also  lined  the  Pueblo  will  continue  to  lose  huge  amounts  of  water  through 
seepage.  Phase  III  of  our  project,  the  installation  of  concrete  lining  and  underground  laterals  will  minimize  the  loss  of 
water 

To  make  the  most  cfTective  use  of  available  water,  the  Pueblo's  irrigation  project  plans  call  for  the  leveling  of 
1 828  acres  whicli  will  pro%'ide  additional  agricultural  land  to  the  Pueblo's  farmers.  This  will  strengthen  the  economic  base 
for  our  community-     Land  leveling  is  critical  to  making  efficient  use  of  the  Pueblo's  land  and  water. 


Cost 

EAST  AND  WEST  LATERALS 

•  Concrete  lining  145,100  tt  x  1  ft.  bottom  $2,900,000 

LAND  LEVELING 

•  Level  1 828  acres  of  land  $  100,000 


III.        ABOUSLEMAN  CASE  -  WATER  RIGHTS  NEGOTIATION  ($225,000) 

The  Pueblo  is  a  party  in  the  United  States  v.  Abousleman  Stream  Adjudication.  This  case,  which  involves  the 
precious  water  resources  of  the  arid  Rio  Jemez  Basi^i,  has  been  in  litigation  for  well  over  ten  years.  Litigation  is  timc- 
consummg,  expensive  and  focuses  on  only  reallocation  of  water  supplies  to  parties  to  the  litigation.  The  United  States 
has  alrcad>'  committed  a  water  rights  settlement  negotiation  team  to  help  the  Pueblo  with  these  negotiations.  To  further 
the  Pueblo's  efforts  in  scckinga  positive  resolution  of  this  matter  the  Pueblo  is  requesting  an  earmark  of  $225,000  from 
the  BlA's  Water  Rights  Negotiation  Fund. 
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This  funding  is  necessary  for  the  Pueblo  to  obtain  the  expert  information  essential  to  engaging  in  meaningful 
water  nghts  negotiations  This  includes  studying  both  the  hydrology  and  geology  of  the  Rio  Jcme/.  Basin  as  well  as  the 
current  and  potential  uses  of  the  water  resources.  This  work  will  require  highly  qualified  technical  experts,  which  the 
Pucbln  IS  unable  to  afford,  absent  federal  assistance  The  Pueblo's  goal  is  to  achieve  a  reasonable  distribution  of  the 
water  supply,  that  meets  the  future  water  needs  of  the  people  of  the  Pueblo 

The  alternative  to  negotiation  is  litigation  Litigation  is  time-consuming,  expensive  and  focuses  on  only 
reallocation  of  water  supplies  to  parlies  to  the  litigation.  Settlement,  however,  can  focus  on  long-range  planning  to  meet 
human  needs  today  and  in  the  future  The  earmark  of  $225,000  will  enable  the  Pueblo  to  begin  the  scientific  and 
technical  work  necessary  to  work  towards  settlement  of  this  matter.  The  request  is  consistent  with  the  longstanding 
policies  of  both  Democratic  and  Republican  administrations  in  support  of  reasonable  settlements  of  water  rights 
adjudications. 

IV.        INDIAN  HEALTH  SERVICE 

A.  Asthma  Demonstration  Program  (SI 00.000) 

A  1 992  study  by  faculty  from  the  University  of  New  Mexico  School  of  Medicine  reported  that  the  rate  of  acute 
asthma  for  cliildrcn  living  within  the  Pueblo  of  Jemez  is  twice  the  national  average.  This  is  particularlyalarming  because 
It  was  previously  thought  that  asthma  was  not  a  prevalent  disease  among  Indian  people.  Any  mother  or  father  of  a  child 
witli  asthma  can  tell  you  about  the  fear  they  feel  when  they  watch  their  child  struggle  to  take  a  breath.  Wc  need  to  know 
whether  tlic  existence  of  asthma  at  Jemez  is  caused  by  envirormiental  or  lifestyle  factors,  so  that  we  can  take  the  steps  to 
reduce  the  problem.  Right  now  we  know  our  children  are  suffering  disproportionately  but  we  do  not  know  why. 

The  University  of  New  Mexico  School  of  Medicine  has  agreed  to  do  a  follow-up  study  to  determine  the  cause  of 
our  widespread  asthma  In  addition  to  funding  for  such  a  study,  our  Tribe  proposes  a  comprehensive  program  involving 
both  community  and  indiudual  outreach  to  help  our  people  deal  with  this  problem  -  to  provide  information  on  risk  factors 
for  asthma  and  the  characteristics  of  asthma  in  Native  Americans,  and  to  assist  parents  whose  children  have  asthma.  Wc 
request  $  1 00,000  for  tlie  follow-up  study  by  the  University  and  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  outreach  program 
by  the  Pueblo  to  address  asthma  at  Jemez. 

B.  Landfill  funding 

The  clean  up  of  open  landfills  is  a  major  problem  in  Indian  country.  We  have  an  open  landfill  at  Jemez  and  we 
fear  the  health  impacts  to  our  people  arising  from  this  open  waste  site.  Unfortunately,  there  are  no  sources  of  money  for 
this  expensive  clean  up.  Last  year.  Congress  passed  the  Indian  Lands  Open  Dump  Clean-Up  Act,  which  requires  the 
IHS  to  undertake  a  complete  inventory  of  open  dumps  on  Indian  lands  and  then  requires  the  IHS  to  undertake  the 
necessar)'  steps  to  clean-up  these  sites.     We  urge  this  Committee  to  fund  this  important  Act. 


V.         TRIBAL  JUSTICE  ACT,  P.L.  103-176 

The  Umted  States  Congress  acknowledging  the  needs  of  American  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  people  to  enhance 
their  justice  systems  passed  on  December  3,  1993  the  Indian  Tribal  Justice  Act,  Public  Law  103-176  which  promised 
$58  4  million  in  annual  federal  funding  to  tribal  courts.  Encouraged  by  the  passage  of  this  Act  and  anticipating  the 
fundmg  that  would  be  available  under  this  Act,  our  Pueblo  Council  passed  a  Law  and  Order  Code  to  address  the  growng 
needs  of  our  community  injustice,  law  and  order,  corrections,  and  socio-economic  development  We  need  the  funding 
promised  under  this  Act  to  adequately  address  the  multiple  and  complex  needs  of  our  people.  On  behalf  of  the  Pueblo, 
wc  request  that  Congress  fully  authorize  appropnations  at  the  fiiU  level  of  funding  $58.4  million,  or  at  the  very  least,  at 
the  percentage  requested  by  the  Department  of  Intenor,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 


VI.        CONCLUSION 

Wc  thank  the  Committee  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  and  for  its  continuing  support  of  the  Pueblo  of  Jcmel 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  QUINAULT,  LUMMI  AND  SAC  FOX  NATIONS, 
JAMESTOWN  S'KLALLAM,  AND  HOOPA  VALLEY  TRIBES 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  want  to  express  our  appreciation  for  the  opportunity  to  subnnit  testimony  to  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  regarding  the  FY  1 996  budgets 
for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  and  Indian  Health  Service  (IHS),  as  they  relate  to  Self- 
Governance. 
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Self-Governance,  which  began  as  a  Tribally-driven  demonstration  project  in  1988  and  established  as 
a  permanent  program  within  the  Interior  Department  in  1 994,  has  maintained  strong  bipartisan  support 
from  each  Administration  and  Congress  since  its  inception.  Now  in  its  fifth  year  of  implementation, 
Self-Governance  has  allowed  Tribes  to  develop  the  infrastructures  and  opportunities  necessary  to 
assume  control  over  Federally-operated  and  controlled  programs  that  effect  our  futures  and 
government-to-government  relationships.  The  Self-Governance  concept  is  consistent  with  other 
Federal  streamlining  initiatives  and  serves  as  a  model  for  Federal  bureaucratic  organization  reform.  The 
following  document  presents  our  recommendations  regarding  the  FY  1  996  budgets  of  the  BIA  and  IHS: 

1 .     SELF  GOVERNANCE  BASE  BUDGETS 

BIA  Self-Governance:  Stable  base  funding  has  been  a  fundamental  Self-Governance  objective  and 
remains  a  key  issue  in  attaining  Self-Governance  goals.  Congress  has  realized  that,  in  prior  years,  the 
Federal  agencies  have  used  their  control  over  contract  and  program  funding  as  a  means  of  preventing 
Tribal  governments  from  gaining  the  expertise  needed  to  assume  control  of  their  programs.  The  Self- 
Governance  Tribal  base  budget  concept  was  established  in  1993,  with  Congressional  direction  to 
provide  stable  base  funding  for  the  Hoopa  Valley  Tribe,  Jamestown  S'Klallam  Tribe,  Lummi  Indian 
Nation,  and  the  Quinault  Indian  Nation.  Additionally,  FY  1993  report  language  included  provisions  for 
inflationary  adjustments  and  FY  1994  report  language  again  advised  that  "Self-Governance  Tribes 
should  share  in  the  inflation  adjustments  included  in  the  Bureau's  budget." 

Despite  Congress'  directive,  the  BIA  has  not  provided  these  inflationary  adjustments  to  our  base 
budgets.  The  BIA  continues  to  receive  inflationary  funds  in  their  budgets  each  year,  however,  such 
funds  are  siphoned  off  by  the  Federal  bureaucracy  before  they  can  reach  the  Tribal  contracts  and  Self- 
Governance  Compacts.  It  is  very  disturbing  that  Tribes  have  lost  significant  purchasing  power  over 
the  last  decade  due  to  BIA  failure  to  address  inflation. 

Our  Tribes  request  the  Committee  to  direct  the  BIA  and  Office  of  Self-Governance  to  (1)  provide  the 
participating  Self-Governance  Tribes  with  a  stable  funding  base,  and  (2)  establish  an  "operational" 
definition  of  this  base  which  would  include  the  identification  of  lump  sum  contract  support  and 
inflationary  adjustments. 

The  inclusion  of  a  negotiated  lump  sum  amount  for  contract  support  costs  establishes  a  base  amount 
for  indirect  costs  associated  with  those  programs  included  in  the  Annual  Funding  Agreement  (AFA) 
and  provides  protection  and  stability  against  future  potential  BIA  errant  projections  for  contract  support 
cost  funds.  Additionally,  inflation  is  a  real  factor  negatively  affecting  Tribal  budgets  and  service 
delivery  capabilities.  Tribes  annually  experience  difficulties  in  meeting  justified  cost-of-living  salary 
increases  due  to  the  inconsistent  Bureau  process  by  which  the  pay  cost  increases  for  Tribes  are 
calculated.  The  Tribe  requests  the  Committee  to  direct  the  Bureau  to  establish  fair  annual  adjustments 
for  costs-of-living  and  inflation  as  a  model  for  all  Tribes. 

IHS  Self-Governance:  As  we  proceed  under  demonstration  project  authority  with  the  IHS  with  the 
negotiation  and  implementation  of  up  to  60  Tribes  in  FY  1996,  we  further  request  the  Committee  to 
send  a  similar  directive  to  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  in  establishing  Tribal  base  funding. 
FY  1996  will  represent  the  third  year  of  negotiations  for  the  initial  14  Tribes  implementing  Self- 
Governance  with  the  IHS.  The  annual  line-by-line  negotiation  is  a  tedious  and  time-consuming  process. 
Each  year,  we  have  had  to  face  uncertainty  in  funding  as  we  await  the  budget  manipulations  of  the 
IHS  officials. 

The  establishment  of  base  budgets  will  (1)  streamline  the  annual  negotiations;  (2)  reduce  fiscal 
adjustments  currently  required  by  the  tedious  line  item  negotiation  process;  and,  (3)  create  a 
predictable  financial  support  process  over  a  multi-year  period.  Stable  base  budgets  will  improve  Tribal 
management  capabilities  and  development  opportunities  and  will  prevent  the  erosion  of  critical  Tribal 
health  care  delivery  programs. 

2.  CONTRACT  SUPPORT  COSTS 

The  provision  for  full  funding  of  contract  support  costs  is  critical  for  maintaining  Tribal  government 
stability  for  assuming  control  over  Federal  controlled  programs  under  Self-Governance  Compacts  and 
Self-Determlnation  Act  contracts.  For  the  past  several  fiscal  years,  we  have  had  to  deal  with  and 
adjust  to  partial  funding  of  contract  support  costs  with  both  BIA  and  IHS.  In  FY  1  994,  the  BIA  funded 
only  81%  of  Tribal  indirect  costs,  and  again  in  FY  1995,  Tribes  are  faced  with  funding  to  only 
reimburse  about  75%  of  their  contract  support  costs.  Additionally,  we  are  now  six  months  into  FY 
1995  and  have  still  not  resolved  the  contract  support  funding  issue  with  the  IHS.  Because  of  the 
failure  of  the  IHS  to  address  this  issue  in  a  timely  manner,  the  transfer  of  negotiated  funding  to  the 
Self-Governance  has  been  delayed. 
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We  request  that  the  Committee  directs  both  the  IHS  and  BIA  to  include  and  provide  full  funding  for 
contract  support  costs  as  identified  by  the  Tribes  in  their  FY  1996  budgets,  to  begin  the  process  to 
identify  contract  support  costs  in  future  budgets,  and  to  accurately  report  contract  support  costs 
shortfall  amounts. 

Finally,  we  request  that  the  Committee  directs  the  Secretary  to  include  contract  support  costs  in  the 
stable  base  budgets  for  Self-Governance  Tribes,  consistent  with  the  Conference  Report  to  the  Fiscal 
Year  1993  Appropriations  of  the  Interior  Department  and  related  agencies. 

3.  DOI  AND  IHS  SELF-GOVERNANCE  OFFICES 

During  the  initial  implementation  of  Self-Governance,  our  Tribes  understood  that  the  Federal  agencies 
would  make  every  effort  to  prevent  Self-Governance  from  becoming  a  viable  alternative  to  the  previous 
Federally-  controlled  contracting  processes.  To  prevent  the  Agencies  from  circumventing  our  efforts, 
we  urged  the  Congresses  and  Administrations  to  establish  separate  offices  to  oversee  the 
implementation  of  Self-Governance  and  which  would  function  outside  of  the  typical  Federal 
bureaucratic  agency  system.  Unfortunately,  in  recent  years.  Federal  officials  have  attempted  to  regain 
control  over  the  Self-Governance  movement  by  restoring  these  offices  under  BIA  and  IHS  control. 
Therefore,  the  following  are  our  Tribes'  recommendations  which  are  needed  to  continue  the  Self- 
Governance  restructuring  efforts  within  the  Federal  systems: 

(a)  Director  Positions  for  the  Self-Governance  Offices: 

One  of  our  Tribal  goals  for  Self-Governance  is  to  develop  a  partnership  between  our  governments 
which  more  clearly  defines  the  expectations  of  our  Tribes  and  the  United  States  resulting  from  our 
treaties.  The  Self-Governance  Offices  play  a  critical  role  for  facilitating  communication  and 
coordination  in  achieving  this  goal  while  implementing  this  historic  effort.  Unfortunately,  our  efforts 
have  become  severely  handicapped  because  the  Director  positions  for  these  offices  have  been  allowed 
to  remain  vacant  for  more  than  a  year. 

Our  Tribes  are  very  concerned  that  the  Interior  Department  and  IHS  have  not  aggressively  pursed  filling 
the  Director  positions  for  the  Self-Governance  Offices  within  their  departments.  The  OSG  Director 
position  in  the  Interior  has  remained  vacant  since  January,  1994.  Similarly,  the  Director  position  for 
the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  has  never  been  permanently  filled,  despite  having  received 
funding  for  the  past  two  years  for  the  position.  As  a  result,  Self-Governance  policy  direction  within 
each  of  these  Federal  agencies  has  remained  in  a  state  of  limbo  and  without  clear  direction.  Critical 
areas  important  to  Self-Governance,  such  as  budget  development  and  execution,  waivers  of 
obstructive  Federal  regulations,  defining  Tribal  and  Federal  roles  and  responsibilities,  as  well  as 
assisting  with  Agency  restructuring  efforts,  are  seriously  lagging  behind  in  assisting  Tribes  in 
implementing  the  Self-Governance  initiative.  We  request  that  the  Committee  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  IHS  Director,  in  consultation  with  the  Self-Governance  Tribes,  to  expedite  the  process 
of  filling  the  Director  positions  for  each  of  the  Self-Governance  Offices. 

(b)  Administrative  Cost  Savings  and  FTE  Reductions  Should  Not  be  Applied  to  the  DOI  and  IHS 
Office(s)  of  Self-Governance: 

The  Self-Governance  bffices  were  purposely  established  as  separate  offices  to  streamline  the  transfer 
of  negotiated  resources  and  management  responsibilities  to  the  participating  Tribes.  In  FY  1995,  the 
DOI  Office  of  Self-Governance  negotiated  the  transfer  of  approximately  $110  million  to  twenty-eight 
participating  Tribes,  and  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  negotiated  the  transfer  of  $262.7 
million  under  twenty-nine  Compacts  and  forty-one  Annual  Funding  Agreements.  The  FY  1  996  budget 
requests  for  the  DOI  Office  of  Self-Governance  and  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  includes 
staff  funding  for  nine  FTE  and  four  FTE,  respectively.  With  the  anticipated  increase  in  the  transfer  of 
funding  up  to  fifty  Tribes  with  DOI  and  up  to  sixty  Tribes  with  IHS  in  FY  1996,  these  positions  are 
critical  to  ensure  continued  successful  implementation  of  the  Self-Governance  initiative. 

(c)  Central  Office  Delegation  of  Authority  to  Self-Governance  Field  Offices: 

Consistent  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Joint  DOI/Tribal  Reorganization  Task  Force,  Contract  with 
America  and  the  Administration's  report  entitled.  Creating  a  Government  That  Works  Better  and  Costs 
Less,  our  Tribes  support  full  delegations  of  authority  from  Federal  Offices  in  Washington,  D.C.  to  field 
offices.  We  fully  agree  that  the  delegation  of  authority  and  decision-making  is  the  most  effective  and 
efficient  manner  in  which  to  prudently  manage  and  deliver  services  to  constituents.  In  1992,  our 
Tribes  developed  a  model  to  delegate  the  authority  of  the  Central  OSG  to  the  Northwest  Field  Office 
(NWFO).    Such  delegations  would  also  apply  to  the  establishment  of  any  additional  field  offices. 
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Under  this  model,  the  field  offices  will  be  able  to  negotiate  and  execute  agreements  negotiated 
between  the  OSG,  Interior  agencies  and  Self-Governance  Tribes.  The  model's  design  is  based  on 
numerous  demonstrated  examples  by  the  OSG,  Tribes  and  Bureau  representatives  that  consensus  is 
achievable,  even  on  difficult  issues,  through  localized  negotiations,  decision-making,  implementation 
and  evaluation.  If  implemented,  our  Tribes  are  committed  to  making  every  effort  to  participate  in  a 
pro-active  manner  in  solving  problems  at  the  field  office  levels. 

We  request  the  Committee  to  urge  the  Secretary  to  implement  the  Northwest  Field  Office  Model  and 
to  delegate  full  authority  to  the  field  offices. 

4.  ANY  SAVINGS  RESULTING  FROM  STREAMLINING  AND  DOWNSIZING  OF  THE  BIA  AND  IHS 

SHOULD  BE  TRANSFERRED  TO  THE  TRIBES 

Regarding  Federal  streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts,  we  are  concerned  that  the  restructuring  efforts 
of  the  Congress  and  Administration  may  have  a  tendency  to  overshadow  the  United  States' 
responsibilities  to  Indian  Tribes.  We  firmly  believe  that  Tribal  governments  are  capable  of  managing 
their  own  affairs  with  limited  or  minimal  Federal  oversight  and  intervention.  We  must  note  that  many 
of  the  opportunities  available  today  for  consolidating  and  restructuring  Federal  Indian  programs  are  a 
direct  result  of  Self-Determination  and  Self-Governance  efforts  by  the  Tribes.  On  March  27,  1995, 
President  Clinton  made  the  following  statement  regarding  the  BIA  streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts: 

"Accelerate  the  transfer  of  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  program  operations  to  Tribes.  The 
transfer  is  consistent  with  the  administration's  commitment  to  the  policy  of  self- 
determination  and  local  decision-making,  and  it  will  be  done  in  consultation  with  the 
Tribes.  We  will  save  187  FTEs.  Any  savings  in  Federal  salaries  and  expenses  will  be 
provided  to  Tribal  programs.  " 

The  services  and  benefits  received  by  Indian  Tribes  from  the  Federal  government  are  based  upon 
treaties  negotiated  between  our  nations.  In  exchange  for  such  services  and  benefits,  Indian  Tribes 
have  ceded  billions  of  dollars  of  lands  and  resources  to  the  United  States.  Therefore,  we  strongly  urge 
and  support  that  the  current  funding  levels  remain  intact  and  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  Federal 
program  consolidation  and  restructuring  efforts.  In  fulfilling  the  United  States'  responsibilities  to  Indian 
Tribes,  we  request  that  the  Committee  enacts  a  policy  that  funds  be  made  available  to  Tribes  which 
result  from  the  BIA  and  IHS  restructuring  and  downsizing  instead  of  transferring  those  funds  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury. 

In  conclusion,  our  Tribes  appreciate  your  continued  support  for  making  Self-Governance  a  reality  in 
Indian  Country.  If  we  can  provide  any  other  information  or  can  answer  any  questions,  please  do  not 
hesitate  to  contact  us. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  RECLAMATION  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WESTERN 
INTERSTATE  ENERGY  BOARD 

The  Reclamation  Committee  of  the  Western  Interstate  Energy  Board  is  pleased  to  provide 
you  with  its  views  on  the  proposed  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  for  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining. 
The  Reclamation  Committee  is  comprised  of  the  mine  reclamation  agencies  in  the  five  major  coal 
producing  states  of  Colorado,  Montana,  New  Mexico,  Utah  and  Wyoming.  These  states 
accounted  for  34  percent  of  the  nation's  total  coal  production  or  350  million  tons  in  1994. 

For  many  years,  the  Reclamation  Committee  has  expressed  concern  to  this  and  other 
Congressional  committees  over  the  direction  of  GSM  and  its  budget  priorities.  We  believe 
progress  is  being  made  in  redirecting  GSM,  but  more  needs  to  be  done. 

The  downsizing  and  realigning  of  GSM  needs  to  be  undertaken  in  a  systematic  fashion  in 
order  to  ensure  that  critical  elements  of  GSM  are  preserved  and  state  and  industry  implementation 
of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  is  not  undermined    The  downsizing  and 
realignment  of  the  agency  needs  to  be  done  keeping  in  mind  a  strategic  vision  of  the  appropriate 
role  of  GSM    The  priority  activities  of  GSM  in  primacy  states  are  to:  (1)  fund  the  federal  share  of 
state  regulatory  program  costs;  (2)  fund  abandoned  mine  land  reclamation  undertaken  by  states; 
(3)  provide  technical  assistance  and  training  to  state  programs,  (4)  process  amendments  to  state 
regulatory  programs,  and  (5)  process  Secretarial  approvals  of  resource  recovery/protection  plans 
for  mines  on  federal  lands. 
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The  downsizing  trend  begun  several  years  ago  needs  to  continue.  However,  abrupt 
termination  of  funding  could  adversely  affect  the  delivery  of  services  to  accomplish  these  priorities 
in  primacy  states    In  addition,  OSM  needs  to  retain  direct  enforcement  staff  in  non-primacy  states 
and  on  Indian  lands 

With  this  back  drop,  we  offer  the  following  specific  observations  and  recommendations  on 
funding  of  Title  IV  and  Title  V  programs. 

Title  IV  Abandoned  Mine  Lands 

The  President's  proposed  budget  for  FY  96  continues  a  long-standing  practice  of 
curtailing  Abandoned  Mine  Land  (AML)  expenditures  under  Title  IV  of  the  Surface  Mining 
Control  and  Reclamation  Act  (SMCRA)  in  order  to  inflate  the  AML  Fund  surplus  and  use  the 
surplus  to  offset  the  deficit.  Under  the  President's  plan,  the  balance  in  the  AML  fund  which 
Congress  has  yet  to  appropriate  will  top  $1  billion  for  the  first  time    As  this  surplus  grows, 
abandoned  mines  go  unreclaimed. 

This  Committee  needs  to  be  aware  that  while  the  proposed  budget  increases 
appropriations  by  $1 1  million  over  FY  95  levels,  the  net  effect  will  only  help  slow  the  decline  in 
funds  available  to  states  to  reclaim  abandoned  mines. 

The  proposed  AML  budget  is  the  type  of  penny- wise  and  pound-foolish  approach  we  have 
seen  too  much  of  in  recent  years.    Appropriations  from  a  dedicated  revenue  stream  (a  tax  on 
coal)  are  purposely  kept  small  to  offset  the  deficit.  Once  the  unappropriated  balance  in  the  AML 
Fund  builds  up,  the  "surplus"  in  the  Fund  is  a  target  for  funding  programs  unrelated  to  the 
purpose  of  the  fund.  For  example,  in  FY  96,  $70  million  is  proposed  to  be  diverted  from  the 
reclamation  of  abandoned  mines  to  finance  the  health  benefits  of  retired  miners.  Finally,  by 
keeping  AML  appropriations  well  below  collections,  there  is  less  on-the-ground  reclamation  per 
dollar  spent  from  the  Fund    This  is  because  a  certain  minimum  level  of  expenditures  is  needed  to 
keep  the  state  AML  delivery  system  in  place.  As  appropriations  shrink,  a  larger  percentage  of 
each  dollar  spent  is  eaten  up  by  the  cost  of  maintaining  the  delivery  system  rather  than  delivering 
reclamation  on  the  ground.  Thus,  over  the  life  of  the  Fund,  less  reclamation  is  achieved. 
Congress  recognized  this  dilemma  when  it  established  a  minimum  state  program  level  of  $2 
million 

For  western  states,  which  face  serious  environmental,  public  health  and  safety  problems 
from  abandoned  mines,  the  President's  AML  budget  proposal  is  particularly  crippling  for  two 
reasons 

(1)  The  small  increase  in  requested  AML  appropriations  ($1 1  million)  will  not  provide  any 
appreciable  assistance  in  meeting  western  AML  problems. 

(2)  The  President  proposes  a  25  percent  cut  in  the  minimum  state  program  from  historical 
and  authorized  levels  (i  e ,  from  $2  million  to  $1  5  million)    Because  of  the  low  level  of 
overall  AML  appropriations.  New  Mexico,  Utah  and  possibly  Colorado  are  considered 
minimum  program  states 

The  Reclamation  Committee  urges  Congress  to  fund  AML  activities  at  a  level  equal 
to  forecasted  collections  in  FY  96  and  designate  one-half  of  the  appropriated  funds  as  the 
states'  share  under  Section  402(g)(1)(A)  of  SMCRA. 

Title  V  Regulatory  Programs 

The  Reclamation  Committee  believes  that  OSMs  proposed  FY  96  budget  for  Title  V 
regulatory  programs  reflects  a  much-needed  redirection  of  the  agency    While  we  may  quibble 
over  the  speed  of  change,  we  concur  with  the  general  direction,  which  is  to  downsize  the  agency. 
Title  V  staffing  has  declined  from  747  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions  in  FY  89  to  a  proposed 
661  FTEs  in  FY  96,  a  12  percent  reduction.  Total  FTEs  at  OSM  have  dropped  from  1,206  in  FY 
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89  to  a  proposed  951  FTEs  in  FY  96,  a  21  percent  reduction  With  the  reorganization  of  the 
agency,  which  we  supported  and  Congress  approved  in  January,  this  downward  trend  should 
continue  for  several  more  years. 

The  Reclamation  Committee  believes  that  OSM  is  coming  to  the  realization,  and  its 
budget  should  increasingly  reflect,  that  states  are  the  primary  enforcers  of  the  SMCRA    OSM's 
role  is  not  to  be  a  second  level  of  regulatory  approval,  but  to  review  the  overall  performance  of 
each  state  and  to  aid  states  in  their  efforts  to  improve  their  programs. 

To  that  end,  the  Reclamation  Committee  is  concerned  that  the  proposed  budget 
may  underfund  state  regulatory  grants.  Regulatory  grants  have  increased  only  slightly  in 
six  years  from  S48  million  in  FY  91  to  the  requested  $52  million  in  FY  96,  an  average 
annual  increase  of  a  little  over  one  percent,  which  is  well  below  the  level  of  inflation.  This 
efTective  freeze  on  state  regulatory  grants  cannot  continue  indefinitely  without  damaging 
the  effectiveness  of  the  program  on  the  ground. 

The  Reclamation  Committee  also  believes  that  other  elements  of  OSM's  regulatory 
program  budget  do  not  adequately  position  the  agency  to  help  build  the  capacity  of  state 
programs    In  particular,  the  Committee  believes  that  the  proposed  budget  inappropriately: 

►  Cuts  the  "Technical  Services,  Training,  and  Research"  budget  by  a  greater  amount  than 
the  "Regulatory  Program  Operation"  budget, 

►  Shifts  some  OSM-funded  training  costs  to  states,  and 

►  Terminates  funding  of  all  research  conducted  by  non-OSM  parties  to  support  advances 
in  reclamation  technology. 

OSM's  technical  services,  training  and  research  programs  do  more  to  improve  the 
implementation  of  SMCRA  than  any  other  OSM  activity    Many  of  these  activities,  such  as  the 
development  of  the  Technical  Information  Processing  System  (TIPS),  implementation  of 
interactive  forums  to  resolve  critical  technical  issues,  training  on  computer  applications,  and 
general  training,  cannot  be  cost-effectively  undertaken  by  one  state  alone    The  economies  of  scale 
which  OSM  can  achieve  by  aggregating  such  services  to  states,  as  well  as  its  own  employees,  are 
significant.  There  are  also  benefits  firom  such  OSM  services  which  are  not  readily  quantifiable, 
but  are  very  significant.  For  example,  joint  training  of  OSM  and  state  employees  minimizes  later 
friction  in  implementing  the  Act.  Building  the  capacity  of  states,  OSM,  and  the  industry  to  use 
new  technologies,  such  as  electronic  permitting,  produces  better  mine  plans  at  lower  cost  than 
traditional  paper-based  permitting    An  ongoing  joint  OSM-State  of  Wyoming  project  to  develop 
electronic  permitting  is  a  stellar  example  of  the  contribution  which  OSM  technical  assistance  can 
make  in  building  the  capacity  of  states  and  the  industry  The  experience  with  the  development  of 
electronic  permitting  also  highlights  the  critical  role  OSM  needs  to  play  in  the  transfer  of 
technology  from  one  state  to  another  and  to  industry    OSM  needs  a  proactive  technical  assistance 
program  which  integrates  the  various  training  and  technical  assistance  tools  to  help  states  to 
continue  to  improve  their  programs 


STATEMENT  OF  ROSE  M.  GURNOE,  TRIBAL  CHAIRPERSON,  ON 
BEHALF  OF  THE  RED  CLIFF  BAND  OF  LAKE  SUPERIOR  CHIPPEWA 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee,  this  written  testimony 
is  provided  on  behalf  of  the  Red  Cliff  Band  of  Lake  Superior 
Chippewa.  Our  appropriations  request  is  directed  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  Requests, 
in  priority  order,  are:  1)  Full  Funding  of  the  Office  of 
Inspector  General  Indirect  Cost  Rate,  $156,290;  2)  Protection 
of  Current  BIA  Base  Funding,  $490,500;  and,  3)  Tribal  Emergency 
Services,  $170,000. 
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Our  small  reservation  is  located  at  the  extreme  northern  tip  of 
Wisconsin  on  the  shores  of  Lake  Superior  overlooking  the 
magnificent  Apostle  Islands.  Although  Red  Cliff  is  outwardly 
beautiful,  our  Tribal  community  struggles  with  a  fluctuating  40% 
to  46%  unemployment  rate.  Red  Cliff  is  located  in  Bayfield 
County  which  is  one  of  the  four  poorest  counties  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  with  a  overall  16.6%  unemployment  rate.  Per  the 
1990  census,  17%  of  our  members  earn  less  than  $5,000  and 
another  22%  earn  less  than  $9,999.  The  median  household  income 
is  S12.250.  While  economics  are  depressed,  the  future  is 
encouraging  with  the  growing  recognition  of  self-determination 
and  sovereignty  among  Tribal  members  and  non-Tribal  members. 

All  Tribes  are  now  bearing  the  burden  of  past  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  reporting  inaccuracies.  In  the  1995  Interior 
appropriations  bill.  Congress  directed  the  Bureau  to  pay 
previous  contract  support  shortfalls  from  FY  1995  appropriated 
funds.  This  was  paid  not  at  100%  but  at  81.2%  Once  again  the 
Bureau  is  looking  at  paying  for  past  short  falls  through  a  25% 
reduction  in  indirect  cost  reimbursements  to  the  Tribes  without 
reductions  in  Bureau  administrative  costs.  This  means  a  loss 
of  $156,290  for  the  Red  Cliff  Tribe  which  will  severely  limit 
functions  mandated  by  Federal  regulations  and  0MB  directives. 
We  request  that  Congress  fund  contract  support  for  the  Tribes 
and  Tribal  organizations  at  100%  For  this  priority  we  are 
requesting  $156,290. 

We  are  a  small  and  needy  Tribe  that  lacks  minimum  based  funding. 
Gaming  has  not  cured  the  economic  adversity  for  our  Tribe.  Our 
small  casino  is  an  employment  service  at  best.  In  1994,  the 
Tribal  casino  turned  over  less  than  $125,000  profit  to  Tribal 
government.  This  does  not  go  very  far  in  developing  economic 
and  social  programs.  It  is  unrealistic  for  Congress  to  expect 
all  tribal  casinos  to  be  responsible  for  150  years  of 
infrastructure  backlog. 

Public  Law  638  contains  Se 1 f -Determinat ion  and  Self-Governance 
criteria   language   recognizing   control   of   tribes   over   all 
programs  within  the  Bureau.   With  maintenance  of  current  base 
funding  for  638  contracts  for  Tribal  priority  allocations, 
increased   se  1  f -"^ic  t  e  rn-.i  ntu  i  on    improves   program   delivery, 
flexibility,  ana  output  for  Tribal  members  living  on  or  near  the 
Kese rva t ion .    This   -iperation  mode   allows   for   constrained 
esources  to  co  firther  ind  produce  better  results. 
"he  "ribal  Emergency  Services,  fire  protection  and  ambulance, 
operate  at  the  present  time  with  a  545.000  budget.   The  Tribal 
service  population  is  1650  people  with  the  outlying  reciprocal 
area  reaching  1500  people  services  and  the  budget  available, 
this  equates  to  520.00  per  person  per  year.   As  the  number  of 
Elderly  and  young  parents  with  children  continue  to  grow,  we  are 
distressed   by   the   possibility   that   we   cannot   meet   their 
lifesaving  needs.   We  are  fortunate  to  have  a  dedicated  group 
of  twenty-eight  volunteers  to  provide  these  emergency  services. 
The  S1"0.000  requested  for  this  priority  would  be  earmarked  to 
replace  the  19"8  fire  pumper  and  19"8  ambulance. 

The  State  of  Wisconsin's  proposed  1996  budget  eliminates  the 
only  Relief  to  Needy  Indian  Program  (RNIP)  in  the  United  States. 
The  budget  also  proposes  the  elimination  of  general  assistance. 
Due  to  the  elimination  of  this  program,  we  are  requesting  a 
special  BIA  appropriation  to  establish  and  develop  a  Wisconsin 
BIA  General  Assistance  program.  There  are  current  1-y  "00  tribal 
participants  enrolled  state-wide  in  RNIP  that  are  not  eligible 
for  other  programs. 
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The  health  care  needs  of  Indian  people  are  NOT  being  met.  Each 
year  the  Indian  Health  Service  budget  is  reduced.  Last  year  the 
health  •services  were  cut  back  to  EMERGEN'CY  SERVICES  ONLY  early 
in  •:  he  fiscal  year.  This  year  we  started  out  the  vear  with 
EMERGENCY  SERVICES  ONLY  because  of  non-sufficient  funds  to  cover 
needed  services.  We  are  only  being  funded  at  50^;  of  our  need 
base.  The  resulting  staff  cuts  and  streamlining  will  impact 
negatively  on  the  health  care  of  Indian  people  and  greatly 
diminish  treaty  obligations  to  Indian  people  for  quality  and 
comprehensive  health  care.  We  strongly  urge  that  the  IHS  budget 
not  be  reduced. 

We  are  also  requesting  Congress  to  maintain  our  current  funding 
levels  and  restore  any  possible  cuts  for  the  Red  Cliff  Fisheries 
Department  through  the  Conservation  Program.  Our  Tribal 
hatchery  is  the  only  hatchery  in  the  United  States  to  rear  the 
exotic  species,  coaster  brook  trout.  This  broodstock  variety 
is  currently  being  considered  for  the  endangered  species  list. 

The  Red  Cliff  Tribe  is  a  member  of  the  Great  Lakes  Indian  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Commission.  .-^s  a  participant  in  the  intertribal 
of  f -reservat ion  regulatory  system.  the  Tribal  government 
strongly  supports  the  Commission  and  requests  Congress  maintain 
the  Administrations  FY  1996  BI.A  funding  base  of  SJ. 271. 000.  The 
Tribe  also  requests  that  the  Commi  ssion's  allocation  of  contract 
support  funds  be  reprogrammed  into  its  B 1 A  funding  base  with  the 
issue  of  internal  budgeting  between  direct  and  indirect  costs 
left  to  member  tribes.  In  addition,  the  Tribe  requests  Congress 
restore  $100,000  in  funding  to  enable  tribes  to  address  sulfide 
mining  issues  within  the  1837  and  1842  ceded  territory. 

Indian  education  is  a  treaty  obligation  of  the  Federal 
government.  Impact  Aid,  Public  Law  81-874,  is  one  of  the  ways 
the  Federal  government  meets  this  treaty  obligation  for  public 
school  districts  with  a  Native  American  population.  The  Red 
Cliff  Tribal  children  compose  60%  of  the  local  public  school 
population  and  the  cuts  since  1992  and  proposed  in  1995-96 
amount  to  S566,540.  This  is  especially  painful  when  statistics 
show  that  50%  of  the  Native  American  students  live  at  a  poverty 
level  and  42.9%  of  the  Tribal  members  do  not  have  a  high  school 
diploma.  Congress  must  not  plant  the  seed  for  further 
institutional  racism  against  our  children  by  enraging  taxpayers 
Ln  a  school  system  that  is  60%  Native  American,  dependent  on 
Impact  Aid  and  entitled  to  Impact  Aid.  We  demand  the 
reinstatement  of  Impact  Aid  base  funding  levels.  Equity  among 
people  cannot  be  accomplished  without  equity  of  educational 
oppor tun  i  t  ies . 

As  you  take  our  appropriations  request  under  consideration,  we 
ask  that  you  remember  that  we  as  first  Americans  have  had  a 
"Contract  with  America"  for  150  years.  You  cannot  fail  to 
acknowledge  the  obligations  and  trust  responsibilities  you  have 
to  us  as  Native  Americans.  Our  national  leadership  cannot 
forget  the  government-to-government  relations  which  have  existed 
during  OUR  Contract  with  America.  Seizure  of  what  little  we 
have  is  a  deliberate  and  systematic  destruction  of  Native 
Americans.  It  is  history  repeating  itself  if  Congress  fails  to 
uphold  these  trust  responsibilities  with  Tribal  nations. 

Yes,  in  the  end  I  know  it  is  correct  protocol  to  thank  you  for 
this  opportunity  to  provide  written  testimony  on  behalf  of  my 
people.  Instead,  I  find  having  to  plead  for  our  guaranteed 
treaty  rights  to  be  very  disheartening  and  demeaning.  Despite 
past  and  present  transgressions,  we  are  a  proud  and  dignified 
people  who  will  continue  to  become  stronger  in  spirit  and  voice 
and  I  admonish  Congress  to  listen  before  irrevocable  damage  is 
done  to  our  Anishinabe  Nation. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  RED  CLIFF  BAND  OF  LAKE  SUPERIOR 
CHIPPEWA  GAMING 

The  Red  Cliff  Reservation  is  situated  in  an  isolated  location 
and  our  casino,  Red  Cliff  Isle  Vista,  is  not  making  a  large 
profit.   In  1994,  the  annual  distribution  of  profits  to  the 
Tribe  was  less  than  $125,000.   This  amount  of  money  does  not  go 
very  far  towards  Tribal  economic  development  and  social  growth. 
We  are  not  one  of  the  Tribes  which  have  become  wealthy  from 
gaming  profits  and  eliminating  or  reducing  government  aid  would 
be  devastating  for  the  Red  Cliff  community.   The  casino  does 
provide  employment  for  approximately  130  people  during  peak 
season;  one-third  of  the  employees  are  laid  off  after  October. 
At  best,  the  casino  is  an  employment  service. 

It  is  unrealistic  for  Congress  to  expect  all  tribal  casinos  to 
be  responsible  for  150  years  of  infrastructure  negligence. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  ROUGH  ROCK  COMMUNITY  SCHOOL,  NAVAJO, 

RESERVATION 

The  Rough  Rock  Community  School  is  located  in  the 
geographic  center  of  the  Arizona  portion  of  the  Navajo 
Reservation.   Rough  Rock  is  one  of  the  largest  schools  in  the  BIA- 
funded  system,  with  over  600  students  in  grades  K-12.   We  also 
operate  an  on-campus  dorms  which  house  over  half  of  our  students. 
Rough  Rock  was  the  first  school  to  be  operated  directly  by  a 
tribal  school  board.   Its  example,  which  began  in  1966,  has  been 
followed  throughout  Indian  country. 

Employee  Housing  Need.   Rough  Rock's  most  pressing  need 
is  for  additional  employee  housing.   Our  school  is  in  a  very 
isolated  community.   There  is  no  private  rental  housing  market 
anywhere  in  the  area,  and  since  all  of  the  surrounding  area  is 
reservation  land,  our  employees  cannot  buy  land  or  build  their  own 
homes.   Thus,  the  school  must  supply  housing  for  teachers, 
administrators  and  other  necessary  personnel  who  come  from  outside 
of  the  tiny  Rough  Rock  community.   The  overwhelming  majority  of 
our  staff  come  from  outside  the  community. 

At  present,  the  School's  on-campus  housing  consists  of 
45  stick-built  homes  and  12  trailers  which  house  a  total  of  78 
staff.   Nine  employees  live  in  five  privately-owned  mobile  homes 
which  rent  space  on  our  campus.   But  even  all  this  was  not 
sufficient.   So  a  few  years  ago,  we  arranged  to  have  several  of 
our  staff  occupy  some  vacant  government -owned  houses  in  the  Many 
Farms  community  of  the  Reservation.   We  now  have  25  staff  housed 
at  24  units  at  Many  Farms. 

Rough  Rock  Housing  Proposal.   Three  years  ago.  Congress 
provided  funds  to  help  us  move  ten  vacant  houses  from  Many  Farms 
to  Rough  Rock.   This  idea  was  one  that  benefited  all:   Rough  Rock 
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would  get  much-needed  additional  on-campus  housing;  the  federal 
government's  investment  in  the  ten  buildings  would  be  put  to  good 
use  rather  than  continue  to  deteriorate;  the  per-unit  cost  of 
relocation  will  be  far  lower  than  the  cost  of  new  construction; 
and  Many  Farms  would  be  relieved  of  the  expenses  of  securing  and 
servicing  these  buildings. 

The  relocation  of  these  buildings  is  a  complicated  task, 
but  we  believe  it  will  be  well  worth  the  effort  and  will  prove  to 
be  very  economical  for  the  government.   Phase  I  (Site  Preparation) 
has  been  completed,  primarily  with  the  funding  ($237,000)  supplied 
in  fiscal  year  1993. 

We  now  seek  funding  for  Phases  II  (Infrastructure)  and 
III  (Installation)  of  this  project.   The  aggregate  estimate  for 
these  remaining  phases  is  $496,900.   The  cost  of  this  will  even  be 
lower  if  we  are  able  to  have  some  of  the  labor  (such  as 
installation  of  sewer  and  water  lines)  done  by  our  own  facilities 
staff  rather  than  contracted  out.   A  detailed  cost  estimate  of  the 
housing  relocation  plan  is  attached. 

When  this  plan  is  completed,  the  per-unit  cost  of  the  13 
housing  units  (9  homes  and  one  4-plex)  will  be  just  over  $57,000. 
By  comparison,  the  per  unit  new-construction  cost  of  the  2-  and  3- 
bedroom  houses  would  be  approximately  $90-100,000  on  the  Navajo 
Reservation.   The  cost  to  construct  a  4-plex  building  would  be  far 
higher. 

Far  greater  per-unit  savings  would  be  realized  for  each 
additional  unit  that  could  be  added  to  this  housing  area.  (It  is 
designed  to  accommodate  4  more  housing  units.)  This  is  so  because 
most  of  the  Phase  I  cind  II  work  is  site-related  rather  than  unit- 
specific  and  would  not  have  to  be  repeated.  We  estimate  it  would 
cost  only  $15,000  to  move,  install  and  renovate  each  additional 
building  relocated  from  Many  Farms. 

We  hope  the  Committee  will  agree  to  supply  the  funding 
we  need  for  Phases  II  and  III  of  this  housing  plan.   The  School 
Board  has  made  a  concerted  effort  to  design  a  reasonable  and 
workable  proposal  that  cost  efficient  and  maximizes  the  value  of 
already-existing  federally-owned  buildings. 

School  Operations  Budget  Request.  Rough  Rock  School  is 
a  member  of  the  Association  of  Navajo  Community  Controlled  School 
Boards  and  endorses  the  testimony  the  Association  presents  on  the 
School  Operations  budget. 

Thank  you  for  the  interest  of  the  Committee  in  the  BIA- 
funded  school  system. 

KOUGE  ROCK  COHMOHZTT  SCHOOL 
BO0SZHC   PLAN  COST  ESTZUATZ 

Cost 
Description  EatinBtS 

PHASE  Z   -   SZTZ  PREPABATZOH 

Clearing  and  grubbing  of  site;  roadway  drainage 

reconstruction;  subgrade  preparation,  excavation  and 

borrow;  and  aggregate  base  stirfacing  for  main  roadway 

[work  done  by  contractor  submitting  the  low  bid)  $  215,375 

Soil  testing,  engineering  design,  surveying,  staking  31.000 

Total  Phase  I  5  246,375 
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Pescription 


PHASE     zi 


ROUGH  ROCK  COHHUNZTT  SCSOOI. 
HOOSIBG   PIJU>  COST  ZSTIUXTZ 


INFRASTRUCTURE 


Aggregate  base  surface  for  roadway  (needed  to  direct 
surface  water  flow  for  access  to  housing) 


Water  and  Sewer  lines: 
labor 
materials 


$  69,600 
46.400 


Electrical  overhead  lines  and  drops  to  units 
Setting  SOO  gallon  propane  tanks  and  lines 
Engineering  ser-zices 
Install  telephone  service  on  100  pair  cable 

Total  Phase  II 


Cost 


$  66,000 


116,000 

63,000 

3,900 

15,000 

100  000 


$  365,900 


PHASE  ZZZ 


IBSTAI.ZJITZOII 


Move  9  2-and  3-3R  houses  (9  9  $6,000) 

Move  one  4-plex  apartment  building  (1  9  $12,000) 

Cener.t  stennarall  foundation  and  slab 

(9  9  $2,000;  1  9  $4,000) 
Interior  renovations  (est)  (9  9  $3,000;  1  9  $6,000) 
Asbestos  tile  adhesive  encapsulation  (use  of 

industry-recotmnended  cartpeting) 

Total  Phase  III 


$   54,000 
12,000 

22,000 
33,000 


$    136,000 


Grand  Total  For  All  Phases 


$  748,275 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  JEANINE  KENNEDY,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
RURAL  ALASKA  COMMUNITY  ACTION  PROGRAM,  INC. 

The  Rural  Alaska  Community  Action  Program  (RurAL  CAP) 
is  making  a  request  for  support  of  our  Marine  Mammal 
Biologist  /  Planner  from  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA) 
for  the  period  of  calendar  year  1996.   RurAL  CAP  is  an 
organization  which  promotes  the  welfare  of  low-income  people 
in  the  State  of  Alaska.   Our  geographic  target  area  covers 
one-fifth  of  the  land  mass  of  the  entire  United  States,  or 
586,000  square  miles,  and  encompasses  over  half  the  nation's 
coast  line.   The  mission  statement  of  RurAL  CAP  is  to 
empower  low-income  people,  who  for  the  most  part  live  in 
rural  Alaska,  to  become  more  involved  in  the  affairs  that 
bear  upon  the  economic  conditions  of  their  region.   There  is 
much  poverty  throughout  Alaska's  rural  areas.   As  a 
consequence,  many  families  practice  a  subsistence  way  of 
life.   Being  able  to  continue  to  actively  participate  in  a 
subsistence  way  of  life  is  critical  to  the  local  economy, 
but  it  is  also  imperative  to  maintain  healthy  populations  of 
the  species  that  subsistence  hunters  target  for  sustenance. 
For  this  reason  RurAL  CAP  has  a  Subsistence  and  Natural 
Resources  Department,  and  has  requested  and  received  BIA 
support  in  the  past  to  hire  a  part-time  Marine  Mammal 
Biologist  /  Planner. 
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RurAL  CAP  works  to  maintain  the  susta inability  of  the 
species  Alaska  Natives  hunt,  and  is  vigilant  to  guard  and 
guarantee  this  way  of  life  for  their  children's  children. 
RurAL  CAP  is  requesting  an  appropriation  of  $100,000.00  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996,  through  the  BIA  for  the  continuation  of 
our  staff  support  program  to  the  affiliate  organizations  of 
RurAL  CAP,  which  function  as  frontline  defense  to  the 
subsistence  way  of  life  for  low-income  people  of  rural 
Alaska. 

Three  years  ago  we  received  funding  for  the  first  time 
to  provide  technical  support  services  to  communities  which 
were  concerned  about  the  health  of  marine  mammal  subsistence 
species  stocks.  •  The  activity  has  grown  greatly  with  the 
formation  of  the  Indigenous  People's  Council  for  Marine 
Mammals  (IPCoMM) .   It  became  clear  that  access  to  healthy 
marine  mammals  was  a  complex  matter. 

The  Biologist  was  given  three  tasks  by  the  IPCoMM, 
which  provides  direction  to  this  grant.   The  IPCoMM  needs 
technical  support  staff  to  address  and  follow  the  items  of 
concern  as  they  pass  from  being  proposed  legislation  to  the 
enactment  of  policies  on  the  local  level.   They  also  need  to 
have  a  person  to  write  proposals  to  fund  the  development  of 
a  process  to  manage  locally  held  ecological  knowledge.   They 
need  to  have  someone  who  is  familiar  with  the  published 
literature  and  agency  reports  to  ferret  out  information  on 
the  status  of  subsistence  species,  and  then  provide  it  in  a 
format  that  they  and  others  can  easily  understand.   They 
need  someone  who  can  work  on  their  behalf  in  technical 
circles. 

During  the  past  year  the  Biologist  has  been  supported 
by  the  BIA  to  provide  a  part-time  position  that  allows  him 
to  work  at  the  various  tasks  assigned  him  by  the  IPCoMM.   He 
has  provided  technical  support  in  the  review  of  a  wide 
variety  of  draft  documents  which  deal  with  the  management 
and  regulation  of  marine  mammal  species.   He  has  reviewed 
conservation  plans,  protocols  for  collecting  oral  histories 
for  habitat  protection,  drafted  testimony,  commented  on 
research  designs  and  results,  and  acted  as  a  liaison  between 
federal  and  State  agencies  and  the  members  of  the  IPCoMM. 

Also  during  the  past  year  the  passage  of  the  amendment 
to  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  has  produced  an  enormous 
work  load  in  interpreting  the  stock  assessment  process,  in 
distributing  current  versions  of  species  specific  reports, 
in  dialogue  with  all  concerned  parties,  and  in  formulating 
recommendations  which  are  acceptable  to  the  users  of  these 
animals.   IPCoMM  nominated  their  Biologist  to  be  appointed 
to  the  Alaska  Scientific  Review  Group  for  the  Marine  Mammal 
Stock  Assessments.   His  appointment  has  forged  the  link 
between  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  the  Alaska  Native  community. 
He  has  served  as  the  first  contact  for  circulation  of  draft 
documents  from  the  government  to  the  Native  Community.   He 
carries  the  messages  and  concerns  of  Alaska  Natives  to  the 
scientists  and  government  representatives.   This  liaison 
role  has  fostered  more  rapid  exchange  of  information  and  has 
offered  a  clear  doorway  through  which  to  communicate. 
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Likewise  the  role  of  IPCoMM  has  expanded.   During  the 
past  year  they  have  been  requested  by  federal  agencies  to  be 
the  primary  contact  for  Alaska  Native  concerns  dealing  with 
marine  mammals.   With  this  desire  for  a  regular  contact 
point,  the  sustained  support  of  the  Biologist  /  Planner 
position  is  quite  important.   This  is  particularly  true  in 
light  of  the  other  aspects  of  the  amended  Marine  Mammal 
Protection  Act  which  includes  the  possibilities  of 
establishing  comanagement  agreements  with  Alaska  Native 
organizations  and  a  major  initiative  to  conduct  research  on 
the  Bering  Sea  Ecosystem.   The  role  of  IPCoMM  and  its 
support  staff  in  assuring  clear  communication  and 
appropriate  involvement  is  becoming  increasingly  important. 

The  Biologist  prepared  a  proposal  to  the  Department  of 
State  to  support  a  human  health  survey  for  contaminants  in 
the  Arctic  as  part  of  the  eight  nation  Arctic  Environmental 
Protection  Strategy  -  Arctic  Monitoring  and  Assessment 
Program  (AMAP) .   He  currently  sits  as  our  Key  National 
Expert  for  Environment  and  Human  Health  for  the  drafting  of 
the  AMAP  report.   In  that  role  he  has  been  working  with 
Alaska  Native  health  organizations  to  draft  and  have 
approved  protocols  which  will  allow  for  the  sampling  of 
human  tissues  for  international  comparison.   He  has  prepared 
a  report  on  heavy  metals  in  subsistence  marine  mammal  foods 
and  published  a  paper  on  how  to  gain  greater  insight  as  to 
pollution  related  health  problems  of  the  far  north  through 
the  cost  effective  use  of  existing  data. 

He  has  requested  the  Department  of  State  consider 
greater  support  of  indigenous  people  at  these  large 
international  meeting  which  are  setting  the  stage  for  future 
action  in  the  Arctic,  especially  as  it  concerns  the  quality 
of  subsistence  foods.   When  asked  to  represent  Alaskan 
interests  he  sent  out  requests  for  Native  groups  to  send  him 
their  concerns  so  that  he  could  carry  their  messages  to  the 
table.   This  extra  effort  to  gather  and  incorporate  Alaska 
Native  concerns  goes  beyond  existing  governmental  structures 
and  builds  on  the  personal  contacts  that  have  been 
established  here  in  Alaska. 

He  continues  to  work  on  the  establishment  of  an 
independent  Alaska  Native  Science  Commission.   This  effort 
is  currently  being  coordinated  through  the  Alaska  Federation 
of  Natives  and  the  University  of  Alaska  Anchorage,  Institute 
for  Circumpolar  Health  Studies.   The  Biologist  is  providing 
technical  support  in  organizing  the  effort,  preparing  the 
structural  documents,  and  seeking  support  for  this 
coordinating  and  advocacy  body.   In  addition  he  has  worked 
to  facilitate  the  discussion  among  Alaska  Natives  regarding 
the  use  of  traditional  knowledge  and  expanding  the 
understanding  of  differing  world  views  in  the  interpretation 
of  our  total  environment. 

This  project  has  taken  on  tremendous  importance  for  the 
people  of  Alaska.   There  are  many  growing  concerns. 

*  The  impact  of  the  marine  mammal  stock  assessments  which 
have  been  seen  as  setting  the  stage  for  restrictions  on  the 
Alaska  Native  exemption  to  harvest  these  species. 

*  Growing  levels  of  pollution  and  contamination  of  marine 
mammals  and  the  lack  of  knowledge  on  its  health  impact. 

*  The  establishment  of  marine  mammal  comanagement 
agreements  and  local  involvement  in  research  efforts. 
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*  Decreasing  populations  of   species   in  the  Bering  Sea  and 
a   similar  trend  which  may  be  underway   in  the  Gulf   of  Alaska. 

*  Continuing  problems  with  the   lack  of  Alaska  Native 
participation  at  all    levels  of  regulation  development. 

It  is  clear  that  this  work  is  far  more  than  a  half-time 
position.   Alaska  has  the  only  population  that  is  allow  to 
harvest  marine  mammals  to  maintain  their  traditional 
cultures.      We  have  a  wide  variety  of  marine  mammals  ranging 
from  a  marine  bear  that  is  the  largest  terrestrial 
carnivore,  to  the  whales  with  the  largest  baleen  which  eat 
primarily  krill,  to  ivory  growing  resources  such  as  walrus, 
to  luxuriously  furred  resources  such  as  sea  otters.   Each  is 
quite  different  from  the  others  in  size,  population 
dynamics,  habitat,  behavior,  and  public  reaction  to  their 
harvest;  however,  all  are  significant  renewable  resources 
for  maintaining  Alaska  Native  cultures  and  people. 


STATEMENT  OF  ELMER  MANATOWA,  PRINCIPAL  CHIEF,  THE  SAC  AND 

FOX  NATION 

Introduction 

Honorable  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  on  behalf  of  the  Sac  and  Fox  Nation,  I  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  before  this  Committee  regarding  the  Fiscal  Year  1996 
appropriations  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  Indian  Health  Service. 

Thf  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  has  administered  federal  dollars  under  a  Compact  of  Self -Governance  for 
the  past  fo'.u  years  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior.  Participation  in  Sel  f -Governance 
h=i.<=  reaffirmed  the  Nation's  status  as  a  sovereign  N?tion  with  the  authority  to  interact  with  other 
»nrities  on  a  government  to  government  basis.  Compact  status  has  provided  the  Nation  with  the 
recognized  legal  authority  to  determine  the  most  cost  and  resource  effective  way  to  address  needs 
and  issues  at  the  local  level.  Flexibility  in  the  manner  in  which  programs  are  administered  and 
the  mann»t  m  which  services  are  provided,  has  been  the  most  positive  outcome  of  the  Compact 
status.  This  initiative  was  further  strengthened  when  Congress  made  Self -Governance  a  permanent 
option  for  Tribes  with  the  passage  of  P.L.  103-413. 

TRIBAL  SPECIFIC  APPROPRIATION  ISSOBS: 

1.  Stable  Base  Funding  $1,615,354 

Stable  base  budgets  were  established  for  several  Self -Governance  Tribes  in  FY' 1993.  This  approach 
was  taken  to  eliminate  the  BIA  miscalculations  in  projecting  budgetary  needs  of  Tribal  Governments 
and  afford  the  Tribes  an  opportunity  to  stabilize  their  budgets  to  create  predictable  funding 
conditions.  After  successfully  administering  the  Compact  of  Self -Governance  for  three  years,  the 
Sac  and  Fox  Nation  requested  stable  base  budget  authority  in  FY' 1995;  while  the  Committee  did  not 
specifically  mention  the  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  in  the  appropriations  language,  it  did  direct  stable 
base  funding  to  be  provided  tor  those  tribes  requesting  to  do  so.  To  date,  the  Sac  and  Fox  Nation 
h-is  not  been  pio-.ided  the  opoortunity  to  negotiate  stable  base  funding  for  BIA  programs. 

Ke  are  requesting  the  Committee  to  consider  report  language  which  directs  the  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior  to  establish  a  stable  base  budget  for  the  Sac  and  Fox  Nation's  BIA  programs  for  the 
remainder  of  FY' 1995  and  forward,  and  to  include  language  for  inflationary  cost  adjustments  in 
line  with  any  BIA  increases  in  appropriations  for  this  purpose. 

2.  Sac  and  Fox  Juvenile  Detention  C«nt» r  $1,200,000 

The  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  was  appropriated  funds  by  the  Congress  in  FY' 1995  to  construct  a  regional 
juvenile  detention  center  to  serve  Native  American  juveniles.  Through  the  Self -Governance 
Project,  the  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  was  able  to  eliminate  bureaucratic  red  tape  and  effect  a  savings 
of  $1.:  million  dollars  which  was  targeted  for  additional  facility  capacity  and  law  enforcement 
construction.  Although  the  Nation's  Congressional  representatives  have  reminded  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Interior's  Office  of  Construction  Management  personnel  that  specific  earmarked  funds 
are  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Nation  for  this  express  purpose,  the  Departmental  officials  have 
attempted  to  seize  and  reprogram  the  Nation's  funds  for  unknown  reasons.  The  Nation  requests  the 
Committee  to  consider  language  which  reaffirms  the  Congressional  appropriations  intended  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  our  law  enforcement  needs  and  prohibits  the  Office  of  Construction  Management  from 
further  interference.  We  emphasize  that  savings  incurred  as  a  result  of  Self -Governance 
initiatives  are  intended  to  be  distributed  and/or  retained  by  the  Tribes  for  provision  of  services 
rather  than  returned  to  the  Treasury  for  bureaucratic  needs. 

3.  Facility  Operations  k   Maintenance  ♦  $1,513,800 

The  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  is  attempting  the  first  "Indian  Country"  juvenile  detention  center  that 
is  designed  to  become  fully  self-sustaining.  This  is  intended  to  occur  over  a  two  to  three  year 
period  of  time  which  shall  allow  us  the  opportunity  to  establish  contracts  and  generate 
tribal 'state  customers  for  the  facility.  The  operation  and  maintenance  amount  estimated  for  this 
sire  of  facility  is  S2. 238, 800.  However,  the  BIA's  FY1996  requested  funding  levels  for  our 
facility  totals  $450,000  for  operation  of  a  facility  designed  to  house  69  juveniles  24  hours  per 
day  atid  S2''5,0D0  for  facility  maintenance  for  a  50,000  square  foot  facility  at  S5 .  50  per  square 
foot  for  a  total  of  $725,000.  The  BIA  square  footage  formula  is  based  on  a  40  hour  a  week  usage 
r.-it"  for  normal  traffic.  There  is  a  shortfall  of  $1,063,800  for  operations  and  $175,000  for 
Ti^int'^'iianc  The  BIA  has  not  provided  sufficient  supplemental  funding  for  the  operation  of  the 
facility  until  such  time  contracts  are  procured  for  maximum  occupancy  to  achieve  sel f -sustainment . 
Th"  appropriation  is  needed  to  sustain  operations  through  FY1996  to  ensure  appropriate  staffing 
to  conform  to  standards  and  provide  for  sufficient  maintenance  to  protect  against  premature 
deterioration . 
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REGIONAL  ISSUES: 

1 .  Oklahoma  Area  Equity  Funding 

Although  it  is  commonly  known  that  BIA  appropriations  fall  far  short  of  the  needs  of  Tribes  across 
the  Nation  for  esrential  governmental  operations  and  the  delivery  of  services,  the  population  and 
activity  in  the  Oklahoma  area  warrants  an  equitable  funding  level  relative  to  tribes  in  other 
areas.  Therefore,  the  Oklahoma  Tribes  insist  that  the  BIA  re-evaluate  and  rectify  the  funding 
disparity  to  reflect  equitable  funding  to  the  Oklahoma  Indian  Tribes.  Although  Oklahoma  has  the 
largest  American  Indian  population  in  the  U.S.,  according  to  the  1990  Census,  it  has  the  second 
lowest  BIA  funding  level.   Funds  are  not  equitably  distributed  within  the  BIA. 

For  example:  The  last  Annual  Report  of  Indian  Lands  developed  by  The  Department  of  Interior, 
September  30,  19B5.  points  out  some  very  important  facts.  The  Anadarko  Area  Office  and  Agencies, 
due  to  their  trust  responsibility,  must  develop  and  maintain  lea.';es  on  9,661  tracts  of  land  which 
ar"  owned  by  25,036  heirs.  This  constitutes  140,662  signatures  annually.  In  reviewing  the 
various  leports  provided  by  the  BIA,  few  resources  are  allocated  to  Oklahoma  for  the  development 
cf  the  natural  resources  in  comparison  to  other  areas.  Funds  are  needed  in  Oklahoma  to  develop 
idle  lands,  water,  oil  s,  gas  and  other  resources  for  tribal  economic  development. 

2 .  Oklahoma  Trust  Land  Issues 

The  BIA' s  definition  of  trust  responsibility  is  often  interpreted  to  the  detriment  of  Tribal 
.sovereignty.  Tribal  development  and  self-determination.  The  BIA' s  position  on  Oklahoma  trust  land 
diEfer."!  from  considerations  provided  to  "Reservation  Tribes"  in  other  states.  A  large  part  of 
^lie  Indi.TM  owned  lands  in  Oklahoma  are  individual  allotments.  These  lands  must  be  viewed  by  the 
BIA  as  possessing  the  same  trust  status  as  reservation  lands  because  they  were  formally  part  of 
an  original  reservation.  The  Tribes  in  Oklahoma  hereby  assert  that  as  a  part  of  the  trust 
responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government,  these  lands  be  afforded  the  same  protection  provided 
to  reservation  lands.  Oklahoma  area  tribes  have  unique  circumstances  in  regard  to  ownership  of 
land  by  Tribes  and  individuals.  This  is  due  to  allotments,  subsurface  leases  and  fragmented  land 
bases . 

NATIONAL  ISSUES: 

1 .  Congress'  Perspnal  Responsibility  Act  and  Contract  with  America 

Unlike  states  and  trust  territories.  Tribal  Governments  are  inherently  sovereign.  when  Tribal 
Governments  entered  into  relations  with  the  United  States,  they  did  not  forfeit  their  sovereignty, 
and  "those  powers  which  are  lawfully  vested  in  an  Indian  tribe  are  not,  in  general,  delegated 
powers  granted  by  express  acts  of  Congress,  but  rather  inherent  powers  of  sovereignty  which  has 
n»ver  be*»n  extinguished,"  We  maintain  a  unique  relationship  with  the  U.S.  Government  and  expect 
th"  trust  relationship  between  our  respective  governments  to  be  upheld.  Thus,  we  do  not  desire 
this  Congi  «"oR  to  divest  itself  gf  its  interest  and  responsibilities  that  have  been  promised  to 
Indian  people    The 

Self -Governance  initiative  has  received  by-partisan  support  from  the  Congress  and  the  Executive 
Blanch  r-f  the  U..*^.  Government  since  1988.  The  Self -Governance  Demonstration  Project  was 
introduced  under  a  Republican  Administration  and  has  carried  forward  with  continued  support  and 
piovided  permanent  status  by  Congress  under  a  Democratic  Administration.  Self -Governance 
reaffirms  the  government-to-government  relationship  and  provides  the  Tribes  the  opportunity  to 
work  in  partnership  with  the  Federal  Government.  The  104th  Congress  desires  to  achieve  a  balanced 
budget  and  is  working  diligently  with  State  Governors  in  reforming  the  burdensome  Federal 
Government  bureaucratic  processes  to  effect  local  control  and  direction  for  more  efficient 
utilization  of  diminishing  resources.  The  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be 
supportive  and  active  participants  in  the  104th  Congress'  goal  for  greater  personal  responsibility 
and  consolidation  of  programs  and  services.  The  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  has  worked  diligently  towards 
attaining  this  goal  for  the  past  four  years  under  Self -Governance .  Self -Governance  promotes 
do-A-nsizing  and  restructuring  of  the  Federal  Government  by  redistributing  resources  to  the  local 
Tribal  communities  and  providing  Tribal  leadership  the  necessary  authority  to  determine  their 
respective  needs.  Self -Governance  is  running  on  a  parallel  track  with  Congress'  Block  Grant 
initiative,  while  upholding  the  Federal  trust  responsibility  and  recognizing  the  government  to 
government  relationship  as  outlined  in  the  treaties  signed  between  our  respective  Government's. 

2 .  Means  Testing 

A  key  concern  of  the  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  that  has  recently  been  raised  in  public  hearings  is  the 
issue  of  means  testing  for  Tribal  Governments.  The  concept  of  means  testing  cannot  be  applied 
to  Tribal  Governments;  the  Tribal  Governments  have  operated  as  third  world  countries  far  too  long; 
and  now,  in  this  era  of  Self -Governance  and  strengthened  Self -Determination  legislation,  when  the 
Tribes  finally  have  an  opportunity  to  exercise  their  sovereignty,  the  Congress  would  seek  to 
diminish  the  Tribal  sovereignty  by  utilization  of  a  formula  in  lieu  of  negotiation  of 
appropriations.  Tribes  strongly  feel  that  the  Federal  government  has  not  lived  up  to  its  promises 
and  obligations  to  Tribal  communities  as  reflected  in  past  and  current  BIA  budgets.  Therefore, 
the  Congress  should  not  further  penalize  the  Tribes  by  imposing  means  testing  when  Tribes  are 
continuing  to  play  the  "catch  up"  game.  Means  testing  will  not  reduce  the  Federal  deficit,  but 
only  result  in  penalizing  Tribes  in  their  pursuit  of  self-determination,  self -governance  and 
ultimately,  sel f - suf f iciency . 

3 .  FY' 1995  House  Resciasiona  for  Indian  Prograng 

Oppose  proposed  Fyi995  House  rescissions  for  Indian  programs;  restore  BIA  proposed  reductions  to 
the  total  enacted  FY1995  levels;  Special  Tribal  Courts  (•fSl.46  million),  Business  Enterprise 
Development  Grants  (*$3  million).  Education  Construction  -  Employee  Construction  (+$4  million), 
Construction  -Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  (+S1.S  million),  Construction  -  Emergency  Shelters 
(■fS2.0  million)  . 

4 .  Administrative  Cost  Savings  and  FTB  Reductions 

Administrative  Cost  Savings  and  FTE  Reductions  for  BIA  and  IKS  should  not  be  applied;  if  applied, 
these  cost  savings  that  are  generated  as  a  result  of  BIA  and  IBS  streamlining  and  downsizing 
efforts  should  be  transferred  to  the  Tribes,  not  the  Treasury. 

5.  Joint  Tribal/DOI/BIA  Task  Force  Final  Report 

Support  recommendations  from  the  Joint  Tribal/DOI/BIA  Task  Force  Final  Report;  these 
recommendations  sliould  guide  the  pending  BIA  consolidation  and  streamlining  proposals. 

6 .  Lummi  Self -Governance  Education  &  Communication  Project 

Increase  funding  by  3100,000  for  Lummi  Self -Governance  Education  i  Communication  in  BIA  Non- 

Recurring  Programs.  Tribal  Government  Account  to  the  $2  50,000  level  and  increase  funding  by 

SZOO.OOO  fcr  the  IHS-related  Lummi  Communication/Education  initiative  in  the  IKS  Office  of  Tribal 

."^el  t -Governance  to  the  same  $250,000  level. 

^ .  Tribal  Courts  Appropriations 

Increase  BIA  Tribal  Courts  by  S58.4  million  to  improve  Tribal  Court  Operations  added  to  Tribal 

Priority  Allocations,  Public  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribal  Courts  budget  base; 

Restore  the  $1,463,000  BIA  proposed  elimination  of  Special  Tribal  Courts; 

Provide  $500,000  in  Interior  Department  Office  of  the  Secretary  to  support  a  ccmiparative  analysis 

study  of  Tribal -County-State  funding  and  responsibilities  for  law  enforcement,  courts,  social 
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services  with  emphasis  on  child  welfare  and  juvenile  delinquency  with  report  due  Congress  by 
?/l/95. 

8.  BIA/IHS  Contract  Support 

Increase  BIA  and  IHS  Contract  Support  funds  to  address  the  documented  need;  direct  the  BIA  and 
IHS  to  identify  actual  need  in  future  budgets  and  accurately  report  shortfall. 

9.  Cost  of  Living  k    Inflationary  Adiustmenta 

Direct  BIA  to  accurately  assess  and  support  Tribal  Costs  of  Living  Adjustments  and  begin  to 
provide  for  inflation  adjustments  in  program  budgets  according  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  -Urban 
(CPI-U) . 

10.  BIA  FY1996  Reductiona 

Restore  BIA  FY1996  reductions  for  Welfare  Assistance ($5 . 2  million),  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  funds 
($3.4  million).  Water  Resources  ($1.0  million).  Resource  Management  (S3. 6  million),  Indian 
nn.iinT.p  po'-olopment  r,r.ints  ($2.9  million).  Fishery  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  (SI. 4  million). 

1 1 .  Indian  Health  Care  Improvanwnt/Retomi 

Support  IHS  FY1996  Appropriation  increases  to  address  the  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act 
prevision?:  and  a.>-.sist  Tribes  prepare  for  Health  Care  Reform  including  increases  for  Hospitals  and 
n inics ( »S47. 7  million),  Dental(tS3.3  million).  Mental  Health(*S2.3  million).  Alcohol /Substance 
Abuse(*$4.7  million).  Contract  Health  Services (♦SZZ . 1  million).  Public  Health  Nursing (*$1 . 2 
million).  Health  Education(*S454, 000) ,  CHR (♦S2 . 3  million) ; 

12.  IHS  Third  Party  Collectiona 

Direct  IHS  to  provide  substantial  support  documentation  on  third  party  collections  that  are 
annually  inflated  which  has  the  net  effect  of  reducing  appropriations  to  Native  Americans  and 
Alas)can  Natives. 

13.  IHS  Tribal  Baae  Budget 

Provide  for  the  establishment  of  Tribal  base  budgets  within  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self- 
Covernance  as  similarly  developed  under  BIA  Self -Governance .  The  establishment  of  base  budgets 
will  (1)  streamline  the  annual  negotiations,  (2)  reduce  fiscal  adjustments  currently  required  by 
the  tedious  line  item  negotiation  process;  and  (3)  create  a  predictable  financial  support  process 
over  a  multi-year  period.  Stable  base  budgets  will  improve  Tribal  management  capabilities  and 
development  opportunities  and  will  prevent  the  erosion  of  critical  Tribal  health  care  delivery 
programs . 

14 .  IHS  OTSG  Director  Salaction 

The  Indian  Health  Service  should  ensure  that  Self -Governance  Tribes  input  and  consultation  is 
recognized,  such  as,  the  selection  of  the  Director  candidates  for  the  Office  of  Tribal  Self- 
Governance.  Tribal  participation  and  recommendations  were  ignored.  Also,  IPA's  of  Tribal 
representatives  should  be  considered  in  filling  positions  within  this  office  to  provide  true 
advocacy  for  Self -Governance . 

In  conclusion,  the  Sac  and  Fox  Nation  is  appreciative  of  the  opportunity  to  provide  the  Committee 
with  our  issues  and  we  seek  your  serious  consideration  of  the  priorities  and  needs  as  you  move 
forward  in  maJting  difficult  decisions  in  this  appropriation  process. 


STATEMENT  OF  EMIL  A.  ROMAGNOLI,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  SANTA 
CRUZ  JOINT  VENTURE 

My  name  is  Emil  A.  Romagnoli.  I  am  Director  of  Government  Affairs  for  Asarco 
Incorporated,  a  mining  and  minerals  processing  company.  Asarco  is  the 
operating  partner  in  a  50-50  joint  venture  called  the  Santa  Cruz  Joint  Venture. 
This  statement  is  on  behalf  of  the  Santa  Cruz  Joint  Venture. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  to  the  Interior 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  regarding  the  status  of  the  in 
Situ  Copper  Mining  Research  Project  at  the  Santa  Cruz  field  test  site  near  Casa 
Grande,  Arizona.  This  project  operates  under  a  cost  sharing  cooperative 
agreement  between  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  and  the  Santa  Cruz  Joint  Venture. 

I  would  first  like  to  express  my  appreciation  for  all  of  the  previous  support  this 
Committee  has  provided  through  funding  and  program  direction. 

As  the  non-federal  partner  in  the  project,  the  Santa  Cruz  Joint  Venture  (SCJV)  is 
the  prime  contractor,  reporting  to  the  Bureau  of  Mines.  We  work  closely  with  the 
Bureau  personnel  from  the  Advanced  Mining  Division  in  both  their  general 
oversight  role,  and  in  applying  their  laboratory  research  and  testing  results. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the  in  situ  project  has  achieved  an  important 
milestone.  We  have  received  the  Aquifer  Protection  Permit  (APP)  from  the 
Arizona  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (ADEQ),  as  well  as  an  Air 
Quahty  Permit  from  Pinal  County,  Arizona.  This  has  been  a  long  and  complex 
process.  These  are  the  first  permits  ever  issued  for  an  in  situ  leaching  project  for 
a  deposit  that  has  not  been  previously  mined.  It  has  been  a  learning  experience 
for  all  involved. 

Parallel  to  the  permitting  process,  the  Bureau  of  Mines,  conducted  the 
Environmental  Assessment  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act,  (NEPA).     A  public  hearing  was  held  on  September  14,  1994,  to  receive 
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comments  on  this  study.  The  assessment  report  was  well  received  and  there  were 
no  negative  comments  or  concerns  expressed.  On  December  1,  the  Bureau  of 
Mines  issued  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI). 

With  the  receipt  of  the  environmental  permits  and  the  FONSI  we  are  now 
proceeding  to  the  construction  of  the  solvent  extraction/electrowinning  plant,  and 
related  surface  facilities. 

As  you  know,  the  Congress  appropriated  $200,000  for  FY95  for  the  field  test.  These 
funds  will  be  used  to  commission  and  test  the  plant  and  all  of  the  facilities  and 
equipment  to  assure  the  integrity  of  the  hydraulic  systems  before  the  mining  test 
is  begun. 

We  believe  that  commissioning  could  be  completed  by  early  1996,  followed  by  the 
injection  of  the  leach  solution  and  recovery  of  copper,  the  principal  objective  of  the 
of  the  program.  However,  anticipating  some  procurement  and  construction 
delays,  it  is  likely  that  the  construction  process  will  continue  through  FY  96. 

For  this  reason,  we  do  not  believe  additional  fiintLs  will  be  necessary  for  the  field 
test  in  FY96.  and  ask  the  Committee  to  simnlv  include  language  in  the  Report 
directing  the  Bureau  to  continue  with  the  project  in  FY9a 

In  FY95,  the  Committee  appropriated  $500,000  for  the  Bureau's  in-house  research 
activities  related  to  the  in  situ  project.  Those  activities  include  the  completion  of 
the  NEPA  process,  conducting  the  public  meeting,  and  a  great  deal  of  technical 
support  and  research.  The  principal  activity,  however,  is  the  supervision  of  the 
procurement  and  construction  process  which  is  required  by  the  NEPA  document. 

In  FY96,  with  the  continuation  of  construction,  and  a  corresponding  level  of 
activities,  including  continued  research  related  to  hydrologic  and  geologic 
modeling,  a  similar  level  of  funding  will  be  necessary.  It  is  our  wndgrytpnding 
that  the  Bureau  includes  a  reouest  of  approximately  $400.000  in  the  Budget 
submitted  bv  the  President  for  their  in-house  research  related  to  the  in  situ 
project  We  would  ask  that  the  Report  language  earmark  at  least  this  amount  of 
fimding  for  that  nurnose- 

We  understand  fully,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  enormous  pressures  on  the  Committee 
to  cut  spending  and  downsize  the  various  agencies.  In  that  regard  we  believe  that 
one  of  the  most  effective  ways  to  downsize  government  without  completely 
sacrificing  the  often  legitimate  and  valuable  missions  of  the  agencies  is  to 
establish  partnerships  with  the  private  sector.  We  believe  the  in  situ  program  to 
be  an  excellent  example  of  a  successful  partnership,  and  that  lessons  learned 
during  this  project  may  contribute  to  the  success  of  future  government-industry 
partnerships. 

The  SCJV  has  been  willing  to  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  advancing  a 
technology,  with  all  of  the  attendant  learning  experiences,  which  will  be  in  the 
public  domain.  We  have  done  so  because  we  believe  in  the  future  of  this 
technology.  However,  to  attract  companies  to  make  an  investment  and  a  long- 
term  commitment,  there  mus.  be  a  corresponding  commitment  on  the  part  of  the 
government.  There  will  be  an  understandable  hesitation  on  the  part  of  the  private 
sector  to  make  a  substantial  long-term  financial  commitment  if  the  federal 
partner  can  simply  elect  to  withdrav/  from  the  program  at  any  given  fiscal  year. 

The  federal  contribution  since  FY88  for  the  field  test  has  been  substantial,  over  $16 
million,  (the  non-federal  contribution  has  been  approximately  $5.5  million,  for  a 
total  of  almost  $22  million  for  the  field  test),  with  another  $6  million  in  federal 
appropriations  for  the  Bureau's  in-house  in  situ  research  program.  That 
investment  could  be  lost  if  the  project  is  halted,  or  if  the  program  is  continued 
solely  by  the  private  sector.  However,  if  the  federal  government  sustains  the 
partnership,  the  information  gained  from  the  mining  test  will  remain  in  the 
public  domain.   The  remaining  costs  to  complete  the  test  phase  over  the  next  two 
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or  three  years,  depending  on  the  data  received,  will  be  comparatively  minor, 
approximately  $200,000  to  $300,000  a  year. 

And  I  think  it  is  very  important  to  note  that  the  benefits  of  the  program  are  not 
limited  to  advances  in  the  copper  mining  technologies.  The  discoveries  already 
made  in  the  "tracer  tests"  involving  the  injection  and  recovery  wells,  and  in  the 
research  program,  have  revealed  very  important  applications  of  the  technology 
beyond  the  original  purposes  of  the  program. 

There  is  a  possibility,  for  example,  that  the  technology  could  be  used  in 
environmental  remediation  of  waste  sites.  This  would  include  underground 
stabilization  and  removal  of  chemical  and  biological  contamination,  and  could 
include  the  placement  of  physical  barriers  at  a  wide  variation  of  depths. 

There  are  also  opportunities  for  in  situ  geothermal  energy  generation. 

But  one  of  the  most  obvious  benefits  is  the  low  impact  nature  of  the  technology.  We 

are  able  to  help  supply  a  resource  to  a  rapidly  growing  worldwide  demand  for 

minerals,  particularly  copper,  with  very  few  environmental  effects.    There  is  no 

surface  disruption  or  underground  mining,  and  no  requirement  for  smelting  to 

remove  the  copper  from  the  ore. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony.     I  will  be  happy  to 

provide  any  additional  information  that  the  Committee  might  request. 


STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  LAWRENCE  JOSEPH,  TRIBAL  CHAIRMAN,  THE 
SAUK-SUIATTLE  INDIAN  TRIBE 

Cliaiiman  Goriop  and  Members  of  tho  Committee,  en  hciiali  of  ihc  S.iiik-£uia:tlc  iudian  1  nbc  1  -.vish  to  tftanh  the  Commincc 
for  this  opportunity  to  present  tlie  requests  and  icconimeiidalions  of  our  Tri'se  icgyrd-'if,  the  h'Y  1996  BIA  A  D!S  budgets. 


Summary  of  Sauk-Suiattte  Indian  Tribe  Apprcpriatiom  Pricritics: 

Prograiii  Atiiount 

♦  Land  Acquisilion  Study  $58,000 

♦  Health  Ser\ices  Tniitsiiion  Study  $58,000 

♦  Increase  in  Law  Enfotccmeni  $200,000 
»  Increase  in  Indian  Child  Welfare  ST^.W' 

♦  l.irrcase  in  core  I  nba!  Govc.TimenlDl  staff  $  120,000 

♦  Increase  Higher  Education  Scholarship  $20,000 

♦  )ncren<;c  Tnbal  Conns  $200,000 

Nummary  of  Sauh-SiiiattU  Indian  Trih^  Apptoptlalions  Priorities: 


Tribal  Level 

Federal  Program  Source 

BIA-Office  of  Trust  Respcnsibilit>- 

IHS-Tribal  Management 

h\K-Vr-i  Riifo";»-ment 

i;.lA-lCW/Tribal  I'riority  Allfcstions 

BIA-  Tribal  Piiority  Allotaticn/Tiibal 
Covcnuneni 

bIA-Sch>ilarship 

BIA-Tribal  Priorit)  Allocai ions/Public 
Salet..  &  Ju3ticeA"ribal  Courts 

Regional  Level 


»     /*ji>  s:i\ir.gs  resulting  from  the  consolidr.lion  of  the  Olympic  Peninsula  and  P-Jgct  Sound  Agencies  or  the  Portland 
.^lca  Office  should  be  transfeaed  to  the  Tnbcs  to  be  used  at  the  Tribal  level. 

♦  We  support  ir.e  Northwes;  InlerTn'oal  Court  System  requests  of  $680,154  for  staff  and  $50,400  for  computers. 

♦  We  support  the  FV96  ipproprialion  recommendations  of  th-:  Portland  Aiea  Indian  Health  Board  on  the  IBS  FY-96 
Budgel 

♦  VVc  -upport  Ihc  F^'  JOS^G  ipproprialion  request  of  the  Northwest  Indian  Fi'jheries  Commission. 

«     R...';ioic  the  Trib,il  a.id  Com"us.;ions  historical  base  program  budgets  and  incorporate  in  the  3LA  Annual  budget; 
jiich  rcstcr.ntions  for  Watci  R^jsoiirce  Plannii-p  and  US  /Caiwda  Salmon  Ticilv  will  e.\h?jito  Tribal  Resource 
niandgtmcnt  capability.' 


Summ.iry  of  Suuk-Suiattle  Indian  Tribe  Appropriation^  Priorities: 


i\alional  Level 


♦     We  oppose  Ihc  proposed  FY  1995  Hou.'te  recessions  for  Indian  programs  of  $14  million  including  $14  million  of 

the  Special  Court  funds,  and  request  restoration  of  llie  BIA  pioposcd  reductions  lo  the  iolal  enacted  FY  1995  levels. 
5      Appropriate  funds  for  Tribal  Court  Operations  lo  impltmenl  PL  I0r.-176  "Inoian  Tribal  Justice  Act"-  $58.4  .Tii!li,->n 
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Sauk-Suiattle  Indian  Tribe  -  Priority  Requests  for  the  Tribal  Level 

1.  Special  Appropriation  for  Land  Acquisition  Study.  The  Sauk-Suiattle  Tribe  has  210  members,  20  houses,  one 
scmccs  building  and  no  vacant  suitable  land  for  the  creation  of  a  Tribal  economy.  The  Tribe  currently  has  an  unemployment 
rate  of  over  65%  and  over  80%  of  emplo\'Tnent  age  Tribal  members  make  less  than  $7,000  a  year.  With  a  land  base  the  Tribe 
could  provide  cmplo>incnt.  generate  Tribal  revenue,  decrease  dependence  on  federal  funds  and  enable  Tnbal  members  to 
return  to  their  ancestral  home  The  Tribe  requests  a  special  appropriation  of  $58,000  to  the  BI A  for  the  Sauk-Suiattle  Tribe  to 
perform  a  land  acquisition  feasibility  study  on  identified  sites,  including  the  possibility  of  a  land  trade  between  the  U.S.F.S. 
and  the  Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources  to  decrease  land  acquisition  costs  There  are  also  several  thousand 
acres  of  iinrcsoUed  Tnbal  allotments  which  could  be  factored  into  this  study  These  lands  were  allotted  to  Tribal  members 
and  then  taken  without  compensation  in  1897  when  the  Ml.  Baker  -  Snoqualmic  National  Forest  was  created. 

2.  Soecinl  appropriation  for  Health  Services  Transition  Study.  Many  Tribes  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  either 
elected  to  participate  in  Self-Governance  or  have  directly  contracted  services  previously  provided  by  the  Indian  Health  Service 
(IHS).  IHS  is  now  downsizing  the  smaller  Tribes,  such  as  Sauk-Suiattle.  are  experiencing  strong  negative  financial  impacts. 
The  Tnbc  requests  a  special  appropriation  of  $58,000  to  the  Indian  Health  Service  for  technical  assistance  to  smaller  Tribes 
(.'00  members  or  less)  in  the  current  Puget  Sound  Senice  Unit  Funds  would  be  used  to  assist  small  Tribes  through  the 
transition  In  seriice  delivery  due  to  the  drastic  decrease  in  the  availability  of  IHS  ser\ices  and  to  help  these  small  Tribes 
develop  a  health  services  system  for  their  people.  The  Tribal  community  has  high  rates  of  alcohol/substance  abuse, 
child/domestic  abuse,  communicable  disease  and  cardio-vascular  disease. 

J.  Increase  in  BIA  Law  Enforcement.  The  Tribe  has  only  one  police  ofTicer  and  jail  facilities  are  hours  away.  The 
Tribe  needs  a  second  officer  to  provide  backup  and  to  protect  the  reservation  community  when  the  officer  is  away  The  Tribe 
requests  a  $200,000  increase  for  BIA  (Tribal  Priority  Allocation,  Public  Safety  and  Justice.  Law  Enforcement  Tribe/Agency 
Budget  Base)  so  that  the  Tnbe  can  hire,  and  equip  tvvo  officers,  a  probation/truant  otTicer  and  provide  the  office 
spacc/dclcntion  facilities  with  nccessarv-  equipment  and  allow  short  term  holding  facilities.  (The  Tnbc  did  submit  a 
Community  Policing  grant  request  and  has  received  initial  notice  of  an  award.) 

4.  Increase  in  BL\  Indian  Child  Welfare.  Half  the  Tribes  population  is  18  or  younger  and  75%  of  the  children  on  the 
Reservation  have  received  ICW  services.  Because  of  the  Reservations  small  population  base  and  remote  location  which 
requires  high  travel  time,  the  Tribe  does  not  receive  comparable  operating  funds  with  other  Tribes.  Sauk-Suiattle  requests 
that  a  $75,000  appropriation  be  added  to  the  Tribes  base  budget  through  the  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  Human  Services, 
Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  account  to  provide  for  added  counseling  and  management  to  work  with  children  and  dysfunctional 
families 

5.  Increase  in  Core  Tribal  Government  Staff.  The  Tribe  has  had  a  great  turnover  in  its  core  management  positions 
(General  Manager  and  Accountant)  due  in  large  part  to  unstable  and  inadequate  funding  and  the  Tribes  remote  location  This 
has  kept  the  Tribe  from  progressing.  The  Tribe  requests  a  $120,000  appropriation  increase  to  the  BIA  Tribal  Priority 
Allocation.  Tribal  Government.  Other  Aid  to  Tribal  Government  Budget  base  for  a  planner/grants  writer,  a  business 
development/management  assistant  and  office  equipment.  (The  Tribe  has  and  is  writing  grant  proposals  for  such  assistance.) 

6.  Increase  Higher  Education  Scholarships.  The  Tribes  current  638  contract  with  BIA  only  provides  funds  for  40%  of 
the  Tribal  members  seeking  higher  education.  The  Tribe  requests  that  BIA  Portland  area  office  scholarship  fiinding  be 
increased  by  $20,000  to  provide  educational  opportunities  to  Sauk-Suiattle  Tribal  members  to  attain  their  highest  potential. 

7.  Increase  BIA  Tribal  Courts.  The  Tribe  requests  that  $200,000  be  allocated  from  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations. 
Public  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribal  Courts  Budget  Base  to  the  Tribe  for  Tribal  Court  operations  (prosecutor,  defender,  court 
clerk). 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  we  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  speak  with  you  today. 

APPENDIX 
Regional  Requests  and  Recommendations: 

♦  Any  savings  resulting  from  the  consolidation  of  the  Olympic  Peninsula  and  Puget  Sound  Agencies  or 
the  Poilland  Area  Office  should  be  transferred  to  the  Tribes  in  the  respective  agencies/area; 

♦  Support  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  System  requests  of  additional  $680,000  for  stafTand  $50,400  for 
computers. 

♦  Restore  Tribal/Commissions  historical  base  program  budgets  and  incorporate  in  the  felA  annual  budget; 
such  restorations  for  Water  Resource  Planning,  and  U.S. -Canada  Salmon  Treaty  will  enhance  Tribal 
resource  management  capability;  and 

♦  Support  the  recommendations  for  the  Northwest  Portland  Area  Indian  Health  Board  on  the  IHS  FY-96 
Budget 
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National  Requests  and  Recommendations: 

♦  Oppose  proposed  FY  1 995  House  rescissions  for  Indian  programs,  restore  BIA  proposed  reductions  to 
the  total  enacted  FY  1995  levels,  Special  Tribal  Courts  (+$1  46  million).  Business  Enterprise 
Development  Grants  (+$3  million).  Education  Construction  -  Employee  Construction  (+$4  million). 
Construction  -  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  (+$1.5  million).  Construction  -  Emergency  Shelters  (+$2.0 
million) 

♦  Increase  BIA  Tribal  Courts  by  $58  4  million  to  improve  Tribal  Court  Operations  added  to  Tribal 
Priority  Allocations.  Public  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribal  Courts  budget  base,  and 

♦  Re.store  $  1 ,463,000  BIA  proposed  elimination  of  Special  Tribal  Courts; 


STATEMENT  OF  BERNARD  BOUSCHOR,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  SAULT  STE. 
MARIE  TRIBE  OF  CHIPPEWA  INDIANS 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee.  On  behalf  of  the  Sault  Stc.  Marie  Tribe  of  Chippewa 
Indians,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  to  discuss  our  appropriations  needs. 

The  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Tribe  is  the  largest  federally  recognized  tribe  in  Michigan  Our  Tribe  is  moving 
forward  with  several  major  initiatives  to  provide  a  better  future  for  our  people.  We  have  built  a  major  new  health 
facility  with  tribal  funds,  we  arc  preparing  to  convert  a  former  military  base  to  tribal  ownership  to  provide  needed 
housing  and  job  opportunities  for  our  people,  and  wc  arc  ending  federal  bureaucratic  domination  of  our  health 
care  programs  through  the  Sclf-Govemancc  program.  Each  of  these  initiatives  will  save  the  Government  much 
money  in  the  long  term  Wc  urge  the  Committee  to  provide  the  support  needed  for  these  projects  to  succeed. 
This  will  send  a  clear  message  that  the  Committee  encourages  local  initiatives  by  tribes  that  address  the  long  term 
needs  of  tribal  members  in  a  self-sufficient  manner. 


I.  NEW  TRIBAL  HEALTH  FACILITY  -  STAFF  ($360,000;  IHS)  AND  EQUIPMENT 

($400,000;  IHS) 

The  Tribe  is  undertaking  a  major  health  initiative  -  the  construction  of  a  new  Tnbal  Health  Facility  in 
Sault  Ste  Marie.  The  Tnbe  has  financed  the  construction  of  the  facility,  at  a  cost  of  about  $8  million  We  are 
delighted  to  report  that  the  facility  is  scheduled  to  open  in  early  Apnl  of  this  year. 

The  new  Health  Facility  will  provide  a  broad  range  of  outpatient  scr\iccs,  including  health,  laboratory, 
pharmacy,  x-ray,  dental,  substance  abuse,  mental  health,  nutrition,  health  education,  community  health  nursing, 
and  occupational  health  services  It  will  have  a  staff  of  1 30,  including  5  full  time  doctors,  6  full  time  nurses,  and 
3  full  time  dentists  The  facility  is  planned  to  accommodate  a  total  of  55,000  visits  per  year,  including  19,000 
health  care  visits,  7,000  dental  visits,  and  6,300  mental  health  and  substance  abuse  visits. 

While  the  IHS  has  a  responsibility  to  provide  health  care  to  Indian  people,  in  this  case  the  Tnbc  has 
shouldered  tlic  significant  financial  burden  of  building  a  needed  health  facility  The  IHS  should  contribute  to  the 
success  of  this  Facility,  by  providing  a  fair  measure  of  support  Along  these  lines,  wc  request  funds  ($360,000) 
for  hvo  doctors,  two  nurses  and  a  dentist  -  a  portion  of  the  additional  personnel  needed  to  staff  the  new  facility. 

Likewise,  wc  request  funds  ($400,000)  for  essential  equipment  -  including  ultrasound  and  radiology 
equipment  needed  to  replace  the  ancient  equipment  we  inherited  years  ago  from  the  Air  Force.  Last  year  the 
Comrruttee  wisely  added  an  equipment  Ime  item  to  the  IHS  budget  and  provided  a  set-aside  for  equipment  for 
tribally-fmanced  health  facilities.  We  urge  the  Committee  to  preserve  and  expand  this  account  and  to  provide 
that  Sault  Ste  Marie's  needs  are  served  in  this  regard. 

The  Tribe  has  shown  its  own  commitment  to  the  health  care  of  its  people  We  urge  the  Committee  to 
demonstrate  that  federal  policy  supports  this  tribal  initiative.  The  Tribe  has  saved  the  Government  millions  in 
construction  costs  by  building  the  facility  In  return,  the  Government  should  provide  the  funds  needed  for  the 
project  to  succeed  in  providing  vital  health  care  to  our  people 
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II.  MILITARY  BASE  CONVERSION  -  START  UP  COSTS  ($576,044,  BIA) 

The  Tnbc  is  undertaking  another  major  initiative  -  the  conversion  of  abandoned  miUtary  base  property 
to  Tnbal  ownership.  The  Tribe  is  in  the  process  of  securing  ownership  of  lands  m  the  former  K.I.  Sawyer  Air 
Force  Base,  located  in  Marquette,  Michigan.  The  local  Base  Conversion  Authority  and  the  BIA  support  the 
project,  and  the  transfer  to  the  Tribe  is  expected  to  take  place  this  fall.  The  project  is  one  of  tlie  first  of  its  kind 
by  an  Indian  Tribe  any\vhere  in  the  United  States 

Our  development  plan  calls  for  the  Tribe  to  secure  and  place  into  trust  ownership  some  27 1  housing 
units,  three  industrial  buildings,  one  day  care  facility  and  one  convenience  store  Our  plan  addresses  the 
rehabilitation  and  maintenance  of  the  housing  units,  the  development  and  operation  of  facilities  in  the  community 
for  child  care,  Uic  elderly  and  others,  and  employment  opportunities  alTordcd  by  a  convenience  store,  a  neon  sign 
manufacturing  business,  an  after-market  auto  parts  manufactunng  operation  and  a  special  plastics  manufacturing 
venture  In  short,  we  are  planning  to  use  our  own  resources  to  develop  a  whole  new  community  that  will  vastly 
expand  housing  opportunities  and  create  125  new  jobs  for  our  members  and  others  in  the  area.  Again,  our 
initiative  will  save  the  Government  millions  by  developmg  housing  at  tnbal  instead  of  federal  expense  and  by 
providing  productive  jobs  for  individuals  who  were  previously  on  federal  assistance. 

We  request  $577,044  to  assist  in  our  transition  costs,  in  accordance  with  the  attached  budget.  We  are 
confident  that  a  reasonable  federal  contribution  to  this  project  will  maximize  your  return  with  respect  to  the 
housing  and  economic  opportunities  provided  for  Indian  people 


III.        SELF-GOVERNANCE  -  (PROPOSED  BILL  LANGUAGE  TO  ENSURE  THAT  IHS 
PROVIDES  FULL  CONTRACT  SUPPORT  COSTS). 

On  October  14,  1994,  the  Sault  St  Marie  Tribe  entered  a  Tribal  Self-Governance  Compact  and  Annual 
Funding  Agreement  witJi  the  Indian  Health  Service.  Self-Governance  -  like  our  Health  Facility  and  Militarj'  Base 
Conversion  projects  -is  an  exercise  in  self-sufficiency.  Self-Govcmance  will  permit  us  to  remove  federal 
bureaucratic  interference  in  the  provision  of  cfTcclive  health  care  to  our  people  Self-Governance  will  also  further 
the  larger  Congressional  effort  to  transfer  resources  and  control  awa\'  from  Washington  and  direct  them  to  the 
local  govenimcntal  entity  that  knows  best  how  to  address  its  owti  problems 

While  we  strongly  support  Self-Governance,  we  are  concerned  that  IHS  may  not  fulfill  its  funding 
commitments  to  tnbcs  regarding  contract  support  costs  needed  to  administer  programs.  IHS  has  indicated  it  will 
in  cfTect  be  requesting  that  certain  Self-Governance  tribes  "renegotiate"  to  give  back  some  contract  support  funds 
promised  in  their  Compacts  -  including  $289,000  in  our  Compact.  We  request  bill  language  to  assure  that  IHS 
provides  all  the  funds  promised  in  Self-Governance  Compacts.  We  also  request  bill  language  to  require  IHS  to 
more  accurately  report  contract  support  costs  to  Congress,  so  that  problems  of  this  kind  may  be  avoided  in  the 
future 

In  our  Compact,  IHS  agreed  to  provide  direct  program  dollars,  including  our  Tribal  Share  of  Area  and 
Headquarters  fiinds.  Our  Compact  also  provides  for  contract  support  costs  -  needed  administrative  costs  -  in 
connection  with  both  local  program  dollars  and  Tribal  Shares  But  IHS  now  takes  the  position  that  it  will  no 
longer  provide  contract  support  costs  associated  with  Tribal  Shares  unless  funds  are  available  in  its  chronically 
undcrfiinded  Indian  Self-Dctcrmination  Fund  In  other  words,  IHS  has  changed  its  position  to  the  detriment  of 
the  tribes 

IHS  officials  have  stated  that  they  will  honor  the  amounts  of  Tribal  Share  contract  support  costs  already 
agreed  to  in  existing  Compacts.  But  IHS  has  also  indicated  that  Tribes  like  Sault  Ste  Mane  -  which  have 
Compacts  that  include  contract  support  costs  on  Tribal  Shares  -  will  be  asked  to  "renegotiate"'  tlieir  Compacts 
We  are  concerned  that  this  proposed  "renegotiation"  will  lead  to  undue  pressure  on  tribes  to  forego  amounts 
alrcad)'  promised.  In  our  case,  the  amount  involved  is  substantial  -  $289,000.  As  we  see  it,  there  should  be  no 
pressure  on  tribes  to  "renegotiate"  after  Compacts  are  agreed  to  To  put  this  question  to  rest,  we  urge  the 
Committee  to  include  specific  bill  language  to  reaffirm  that  all  amounts  contained  in  Self-Governance  Compacts 
will  in  fact  be  honored 

Be>'ond  this,  we  arc  concerned  for  the  future  that  IHS  may  not  fulfill  its  obligations  to  provide  contract 
support  for  Self-Governance  Compacts.  For  tribes,  the  key  difficulty  in  resolving  the  contract  support  issue  has 
been  the  lack  of  adequate  reporting  of  information  by  IHS  Accordingly,  we  urge  the  Committee  to  include  bill 
language  requiring  IHS  to  provide  the  Appropriations  Committees  with  periodic  reports,  developed  in 
consultation  with  the  tnbcs,  to  accurately  project  the  need  for  funds  for  contract  support  for  new  and  expanded 
Sclf-Determination  Contracts  and  Sclf-Govcniancc  Compacts,  and  to  promptly  inform  the  Committees  of  any 
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shortfalls  in  this  area.  This  will  allow  the  tribes,  IHS  and  Congress  to  make  informed  decisions  in  resolving  this 
matter-  to  sec  that  Self-Governance  succeeds  as  Congress  intends. 


1 V.        CONTRACT  HEALTH  CARE  ($750,000;  IHS) 

While  the  Tribal  initiatives  wc  have  discussed  suggest  a  brighter  future,  we  cannot  overlook  our  current 
needs  Today,  many  health  services  still  must  be  secured  from  outside  providers  through  contract  care. 
Unfortunately,  contract  care  continues  to  be  seriously  underfunded.  The  program  operates  under  IHS  priority 
guidelines,  which  restrict  our  use  of  contract  care  f\inds  to  only  emergency  cases.  This  is  a  crude  system  of  cost 
containment,  which  docs  not  meet  the  health  care  needs  of  our  members.  Our  people  need  care,  but  can  not 
receive  it  until  their  condition  deteriorates  to  the  point  of  a  medical  emergency.  Even  with  these  restrictions, 
contract  care  funds  are  insufiicient  In  each  of  the  past  tvvo  years,  our  Tribal  Board  of  Directors  authorized  loans 
of  $750,000  to  continue  the  program  and  save  our  people  from  hardship.  The  Tribe  should  not  be  forced  to 
borrow  funds  to  pay  for  medical  services  that  arc  the  responsibility  of  IHS  We  request  an  overall  increase  in 
contract  health  care  funds,  such  that  our  Tribe  receives  an  additional  $750,000  to  meet  the  needs  of  our  people. 

Conclusion 

We  appreciate  the  Committee's  consideration  of  our  testimony.  We  tnist  that  you  will  fmd  that  federal 
support  for  the  Sault  Ste.  Marie  initiatives  we  have  discussed  wll  prove  to  be  a  wise  investment  that  will  provide 
significant  long  term  savings  to  the  federal  government,  while  enhancing  the  quality  of  life  for  our  tribal  members. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  SEMINOLE  TRIBE  OF  FLORIDA 

The  Seminole  Tribe  of  Florida  is  pleased  to  submit  this  statement  regarding  the  Tribe's  FY  1996 
requests  for  programs  in  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA): 

that  Congress  provide  an  additional  $766,(XX),  above  the  Administration's  request  of  $200,000,  for 
the  Seminole  Tribe  for  activities  related  to  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative  - 
specifically,  to  begin  work  on  a  comprehensive  water  conservation  system  to  be  constrticted  over  the 
next  ten  years; 

•  that  Congress  support  an  increase  in  the  BIA's  Education  Facilities  Improvement  &  Repair  (FI&R) 
budget  by  at  least  $20  million  to  start  making  a  dent  in  the  backlog  of  needed  projects; 

•  that  Congress  direct  BIA  to  restore  the  Seminole's  Ahfachkee  gymnasium  to  the  list  of  R&R  projeas 
eligible  for  funding; 

•  that  Congress  suppon  increased  funding  for  the  BIA's  New  School  Constmction  program;  and 

•  that  Congress  direct  BIA  to  assure  that  applicants  like  Seminole  have  a  fair  opportunity  to  quality  for 
new  school  funding. 

Seminole  Tribe  Everglades  Restoration  Initlallve: Water  ConSCrYalJon  Si'StCm 

The  United  States  and  the  State  of  Florida  have  been  jointly  engaged  in  a  multi-faceted  and  far 
reaching  effort  to  stop  the  degradation  of  the  Everglades  ecosystem  and  to  chart  a  course  towards  the 
eventual  restoration  of  a  major  portion  of  the  historic  Everglades.  Because  the  Seminole  Tribe  believes 
that  continuation  of  the  unchecked  degradation  of  the  Everglades  poses  a  threat  to  the  very  survival  of  the 
Tribe  in  its  Big  Cypress  Homeland,  we  have  long  been  an  active  participant  in  the  development  of  state 
and  federal  plans  for  Everglades  protection  and  restoration.  The  Tribe's  Big  Cypress  Reservation  is 
located  in  the  westem  bxsins  of  the  Everglades  (see  Exhibits  1  &  2).  Surface  water  flowing  through  the 
Reservation  from  upstream  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  Central  &  Southern  Florida  Rood  Control  Project 
(C&SFFC  Project)  canals  combine  with  ninoff  from  various  land  uses  within  the  Reservation  and 
ultimately  flows  in  to  the  freshwater  portion  of  the  Everglades. 

The  Water  Rights  Compact  and  Ongoing  Tribal  Management 

To  a  large  extent,  the  Tribe's  involvement  in  Everglades  restoration  has  been  carried  out  within  the 
framework  of  the  Water  Rights  Compact  among  the  Tribe,  the  State  and  the  South  Rorida  Water 
Management  District,  which  was  signed  in  1 987.  Under  the  Compact,  the  Tribe  regulates  consumptive 
uses  of  water  and  surface  water  management  systems  within  its  reservations  in  a  manner  substantively 
consistent  with  the  way  the  District  regulates  water  use  outside  of  reservation  boundaries.  The  Compact 
al.so  provides  that  the  Tribe  has  the  right,  under  federal  law.  to  use  certairi  quamities  of  water  that  arise  on 
or  flow  through  its  reservations.  Under  the  Compact,  the  Tribe  acquired  thesfe  rights  in  exchange  for 
giving  up  its  reserved  rights  under  the  Winters  doctrine. 
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Since  198'>  the  Tribe's  Water  Resource  Management  Department  (WRMD)  has  conducted  a  water 
quality  monitoring  program,  the  results  of  which  demonstrate  that  the  quality  of  water  entering  the 
Reseivation  from  upstream  sources  is  severely  degraded.  Of  particular  concern  is  the  municipal  sludge 
spreading  activities  conducted  by  the  landowner  to  the  north  of  the  Reservation.  Tribal  data,  as  analyzed 
by  the  District,  indicates  that  phosphorus  concentrations  in  the  runoff  from  this  area  exceed  300  parts  per 
billion.  Further,  the  data  suggests  that  the  water  quality  resulting  from  tribal  activities  on  the  Reservation 
needs  to  be  improved  in  order  to  protect  downstream  ecosystems.  To  address  these  issues,  over  the  past 
three  years  the  TrilK  (acting  through  the  WRMD  and  the  Seminole  Water  Commission)  has  developed  a 
water  quality  regulatory  program.  In  addition,  the  Tribe  has  obtained  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  certification  to  set  water  quality  standards  under  the  Clean  Water  Act.  The  Tribe  will  be  ready  to 
make  its  proposed  water  quality  standards  available  for  public  review  in  the  near  future. 

Development  of  the  Comprehcnsivc'Ever}»ladcs  Restoration  Plan 

In  1993  a  comprehensive  plan  for  Everglades  restoration  was  being  negotiated  with  the  aid  of  a 
mediator.  That  summer  the  scope  of  the  plan  was  enlarged  to  include  the  westem  basins,  which  led  to  the 
proposal  to  divert  water  from  the  westem  basins  to  restore  sheet  flow  in  the  northern  pan  of  WCA-3A. 
This  diversion  involves  the  taking  of  water  to  which  the  Tribe  has  rights  under  the  Compact. 

In  the  late  fall,  after  a  .series  of  meetings  between  tribal  representatives  and  federal  officials,  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  decided  to  provide  the  Tribe  with  $200,000  in  FV  1994  funds  for  the  purpose 
of  developing  a  conceptual  plan  to  deal  with  water  quality  concerns  on  the  Big  Cypress  Reservation  and 
to  plan  for  the  storage  and  conveyance  of  water  provided  by  the  District  to  replace  the  Tribe's  Compact 
water  rights.  In  the  spring  of  1994  the  Florida  legislature  enacted  the  Everglades  Forever  Act,  after 
mediation  was  unsuccessful.  Under  this  law,  two  state  agencies,  the  Florida  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  (DEP)  and  the  South  Rorida  Water  Management  District,  are  carrying  out  a 
plan  to  remove  nutrient  pollution  from  waters  discharged  from  agricultural  lands  and  to  restore  sheet  flow 
to  portions  of  the  Everglades  that  are  managed  by  the  State  as  Water  Conservation  Areas  (WC  As). 

The  Tribe  supports  the  overall  objective  of  the  plan  and  has  worked  with  the  District  to  negotiate 
an  agreement  to  provide  the  Tribe  with  an  altemative  source  to  fulfill  its  Compact  rights.  Also  addressing 
the  broader  Everglades  restoration  goals,  the  agreement  with  the  Di.strict  deals  with  three  main  issues:  (I) 
providing  an  altemative  source  of  water  to  replace  the  water  divened  away  from  the  Reservation  for 
Everglades  restoration;  (2)  establishing  a  mechanism  to  control  sources  of  water  pollution  up.stream  from 
the  Reservation:  and  (^)  expressing  tlie  Tribe's  commitment  to  ensure  that  water  flowing  from  the 
Reservation  complies  with  the  numeric  water  quality  criterion  for  phosphorus  (the  most  problematic 
nutrient  pollutant)  that  is  eventually  set  for  waters  downstream.  This  latter  issue  may  present  quite  a 
challenge  to  all  concerned. 

The  Conceptual  Water  Conservation  System  Design 

Using  the  FY  1994  funds,  the  Tribe  recently  completed  an  innovative  conceptual  water 
conservation  system  design  for  the  Big  Cypress  Reservation  (See  Exhibit  3).  The  conceptual  design 
provides  a  comprehensive,  fully  integrated  water  management  system  within  which  the  Tribe  can  support 
sustainable  agriculture  while  contributing  to  restoration  of  significant  portions  of  the  Westem  Everglades 
ecosystem.  

Under  the  Compact,  the  Tribe  has  the  right  to  limit  its  environmental  compliance  to  the  laws  and 
regulations  in  effect  in  1987,  and  is  not  obligated  to  comply  with  .such  new  standards  of  the  kind 
contemplated  for  state  citi/ens.  Since  all  of  the  existing  sources  on  the  Reservation  are  nonpoint  sources, 
the  Tribe  is  not  subject  to  any  regulatory  requirement  under  federal  law  to  ensure  compliance.  The  Tribe 
strongly  believes,  however,  that  its  very  existence  is  closely  connected  to  the  success  of  its  Everglades 
initiative.  Therefore,  the  Trite  wants  to  do  more  than  it  is  legally  obligated  to  do,  but  it  needs  financial 
assistance  to  do  more. 

The  plan  calls  for  the  constniction  of  a  network  of  surface  water  management  structures  designed 
to  accomplish  the  following  four  objectives:  (1)  remove  phosphorus  and  other  pollutants  from  water 
leaving  the  reservation  through  natural  treatment  processes,  in  pretreatment  cells  and  water  resource  areas 
(WRA.s)  (See  Exhibits  4  &  5);  (2)  convey  and  store  irrigation  water  by  means  of  water  conveyance 
improvements  and  irrigation  storage  cells  (See  Exhibit  6);  (3)  control  flood  waters  on  the  reservation  and 
downstream  by  means  of  stomiwater  attenuation  areas  (See  Exhibit  3);  and  (4)  provide  the  opportunity  to 
restore  more  natural  hydroperiods  throughout  the  reservation  and  in  a  portion  of  the  Addition  to  the  Big 
Cypress  National  Preserve  (the  Preserve  Addition),  through  rehydration  structures  (See  Exhibit  2  &  3). 

FY  1995  funds  ($200,(X)0)  have  only  recently  become  available  to  the  Tribe.  The  Tribe  plans  to 
use  these  funds  to  design  its  program  of  best  management  practices  (BMPs).  with  assistance  from  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  Tribe  will  also 
complete  development  of  a  sitnulation  model  of  the  westem  ba.sins  which  will  predict  quantities  of  water 
flowing  in  and  through  the  Big  Cypre.ss  Reservation.  If  sufficient  funding  becomes  available,  the  Tribe 
will  also  design  and  carry  out  an  ongoing  program  of  re.search  and  monitoring  to  establish  baseline 
conditions,  and  to  evaluate  the  performance  of  its  system  with  the  goal  of  providing  a  model  of 
su.stainable  agriculture  for  other  landownerr;  in  the  westem  basins. 
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Rewatering  the  Big  Cypress  Preserve 

As  noted  above,  ihe  Tribe  is  uniquely  situated  to  deliver  water  west  to  restore  surface  water  to  the 
the  Preserve  Addition.  In  the  1960s,  the  construction  of  the  West  Feeder  canal,  part  of  the  C&SFFC 
project,  cut  off  much  of  the  watershed  that  formerly  drained  into  the  area  that  now  comprises  the  Preserve 
Addition.  The  pan  of  the  Big  Cypress  Reservation  just  south  of  the  West  Feeder  canal  (the  southwestern 
quarter  of  the  Reservation)  is  drier  now  for  longer  periods  than  before  the  canal  was  constructed,  and 
many  of  the  degraded  wetlands  have  been  invaded  by  non-wetlands  plant  species  and  exotics  such  as 
melaleuca.  Tlie  Tribe's  conceptual  water  conservation  plan  would  deal  with  this  problem  by 
reestablishing  hydrological  connections  across  the  canal.  The  largest  of  several  WRAs  planned  for  the 
northwestern  quarter  of  the  Reservation  could  be  used  to  discharge  water  into  a  large  area  of  wetlands 
(and  former  wetlands)  just  south  of  the  West  Feeder  canal.  This  would  substantially  increase  the  amount 
of  water  that  flows  through  this  part  of  the  Reservation  into  the  Preserve  Addition. 

Appropriations  Request 

The  Tribe's  conceptual  water  conservation  system  design  phases  construction  over  a  ten-year 
period.  The  estimated  total  cost  of  constructing  the  components  of  the  conceptual  plan  is  $47,752,(XX). 
The  estimated  total  cost  of  designing  and  carrying  out  a  program  of  BMPs  is  $4,780,(XX).  The  estimated 
total  co.st  of  research  and  monitoring  is  $4,7 1 4,(XX).  Finally,  the  estimated  total  cost  of  operation  and 
maintenance  is  $6,568.(XX).  Thus,  the  total  estimated  cost  over  ten  years  amounts  to  $63,814,(XX).  A 
summary  of  the  ten  year  budget  is  included  as  Attachment  A. 

Obviously,  if  the  Tribe  is  going  to  be  able  to  move  forward  with  its  contribution  to  the  restoration 
of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem,  a  substantially  higher  level  of  federal  financial  assistance  will  be  needed 
over  the  next  decade.  The  Tribe  is  ready,  willing  and  able  to  move  ahead.  Doing  so  will  require 
substantial  commitments  from  the  Tribe.  To  implement  the  conceptual  design,  the  Tribe  will  have  to 
commit  in  excess  of  9.0()0  acres  of  land  for  water  management  improvements  (See  Exhibit  7),  with  an 
additional  18,590  acres  committed  to  Native  and  passive  uses  (See  Exhibit  8).  To  date,  the  Tribe  has 
matched  federal  funding  for  Everglades  restoration  issues  at  an  approximate  35%/65%  rate. 

The  President's  Budget  request  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  includes,  as  part  of  the  South 
Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative,  $200,(KX)  for  the  Seminole  Tribe  in  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affaire.  The  Tribe  appreciates  and  supports  this  request.  This  amount  of  funding  would  enable  the  Tribe 
to  carry  out  the  final  design  work  for  two  of  the  seven  basins  of  the  Re.servation.  Completing  this  final 
design  work  would  enable  the  Tribe  to  begin  the  construction  phase  for  these  two  basins  as  soon  as 
funding  becomes  available. 

The  most  critical  part  of  the  project  that  could  not  be  canied  out  in  FY  1996  without  additional 
federal  financial  a.ssisiance  is  the  research  and  monitoring  component  of  the  project.  The  research  and 
monitoring  program  is  necessary  to  establish  baseline  conditions,  confimi  conceptual  design 
assumptions,  and  provide  a  basis  for  adaptive  management  changes  to  ensure  the  desired  results.  The 
program  features  enhanced  instrumentation  for  water  quality  monitoring,  which  would  enable  the  Tribe  to 
match  up  flows  to  pollutant  concentration  levels  and  to  better  characterize  the  surface  waters  of  the 
Reservation.  In  addition,  the  research  program  will  enable  the  Tribe  to  establish  wetlands  monitoring 
sites  prior  to  infrastructure  constniction  in  order  to  have  baseline  data  to  better  evaluate  the  performance  of 
the  water  conservation  system.  A  budget  and  budget  narrative  for  the  research  component  of  the  project 
is  included  as  Attachment  B.  Tlie  1996  component  of  this  vital  program  is  $766,000. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  SHIPROCK  ALTERNATIVE  SCHOOLS,  INC. 

This  testimony  is  presented  on  behalf  of  the  Shiprock 
Alternative  Schools,  located  in  the  town  of  Shiprock,  N.M.  on  the 
Navajo  Reservation. 

We  call  our  elementary  and  high  schools  "alternative" 
because  they  offer  non-traditional  education  progrcuns .   Our 
innovative  high  school  program  was  established  by  the  Navajo 
Nation  in  1976  to  serve  "at  risk"  Navajo  high  school  youth  with  a 
history  of  attendance,  behavioral  and  academic  problems.   Students 
have  come  to  us  for  a  wide  variety  of  reasons:   to  try  again  after 
dropping  out  of  previous  schools;  because  they  have  become 
pregnant  and  need  child  care  in  order  to  continue  studies;  because 
they  have  no  home  and  want  to  live  in  the  dorm  that  supplies 
housing  to  our  high  school;  because  of  trouble  or  violence  at 
previous  schools. 
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Ours  is  essentially  an  education  program  of  last  resort 
for  these  students.   Our  current  enrollment  is  169  in  grades  9-12. 

Our  elementary  progrsim  (currently  grades  K-3)  is  built 
around  the  principles  of  early  intervention  and  prevention.   The 
curriculum  addresses  specific  needs  and  abilities  of  individual 
students,  and  includes  substantial  parental  involvement.   The 
program  has  been  very  successful,  and  every  year  we  have  more 
students  seeking  admission  than  we  can  accommodate. 

Our  short-term  plan  is  to  add  one  grade  each  year  to  the 
elementary  program  so  that  we  can  continue  to  serve  the  children 
enrolled  in  our  intervention/prevention  progreim.   Because  of  space 
limitations,  however,  we  must  give  up  one  of  our  kindergarten 
classes  each  time  we  add  a  grade.   This  trade-off  has  not  been  an 
easy  one,  but  the  School  Board  decided  the  better  educational 
course  was  to  continue  the  alternative  curriculum  for  a  lesser 
number  of  students  for  a  greater  number  of  years. 

New  School  Construction.   Shiprock's  goal  is  to  build  a 
new  facility  that  can  accommodate  40  students  per  grade  in  the  K-8 
program;  and  240  "at  risk"  youth  in  our  high  school  progreim.   We 
desperately  need  to  replace  the  old  converted  dormitory  in  which 
our  school  programs  are  now  conducted. 

In  January,  1993,  Shiprock  Alternative  was  added  as  the 
12th  school  on  the  New  School  Construction  Priority  List.   We  are 
now  hard  at  work  on  undertaking  the  planning  and  design  phases 
that  precede  construction. 

We  were  very  pleased  to  see  the  BIA  request  of  $3  5 
million  to  construct  two  of  the  schools  ahead  of  Shiprock  on  the 
Priority  List  --  Chief  Leschi  (Puyallup  Tribe)  and  Many  Farms 
(Navajo  Tribe)  .   We  hope  Congress  will  support  this  request,  and 
will  continue  funding  new  schools  at  this  level  in  the  coming 
years  so  that  eventually  the  need  for  new  schools  at  Shiprock  and 
in  other  Indian  communities  can  be  addressed. 

We  do  not  know  if  you  have  recently  visited  any  Indian 
schools.   If  not,  we  encourage  you  do  so  so.   In  fact,  we  extend 
an  invitation  to  visit  the  Shiprock  community  on  the  Navajo 
Reservation.   You  will  see  that  our  school  is  not  really  comprised 
of  school   buildings.   Rather  we  use  three  40-year-old  dormitory 
buildings  that  were  pressed  into  service  because  we  had  nowhere 
else  to  operate  our  educational  programs. 

The  room  configuration  of  these  buildings  is  wrong  for 
an  educational  program,  and  of  course,  they  do  not  comply  with  the 
educational  space  guidelines  of  BIA  or  New  Mexico.   The  heating, 
electrical,  and  fire  alarm  systems  are  all  obsolete  and  out  of 
code  compliance.   The  building  interiors  do  not  comply  with 
handicapped  access  requirements. 

If  Congress  will  continue  to  fund  new  construction  at 
the  rate  of  at  least  two  schools  per  year,  Shiprock  could  receive 
its  construction  funding  in  Fiscal  Year  1998.   We  urge  this 
Subcommittee  to  make  a  commitment  to  curing  the  new  school  needs 
not  only  at  Shiprock,  but  throughout  Indian  Country. 

School  Operations.   We  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  accept 
the  BIA's  budget  request  for  most  of  the  budget  items  under  School 
Operations.   It  is  this  account  that  funds  our  instruction 
programs,  administrative  costs,  student  transportation,  and  other 
essential  day-to-day  school  programs.   The  schools  in  the  BIA 
system  suffer  from  chronic  underfunding.   But  we  are  realistic 
enough  to  know  that  in  these  days  of  tight  federal  budgets,  it 
would  be  difficult  to  increase  these  budget  accounts  beyond  the 
request  submitted  by  BIA. 
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It  is  important  to  recognize,  however,  that  the  Bureau's 
request  is  only  enough  to  essentially  maintain  the  status  quo. 
Student  enrollment  in  our  system  continues  to  grow.   Thus,  it  is 
vital  that  we  at  least  receive  the  requested  budget  in  order  to 
maintain  our  programs  at  the  current  level.   Actually,  the  very 
slight  increase  projected  in  the  per  weighted  student  unit  (WSU) 
base  (from  $2954  to  $3008)  is  not  even  enough  to  meet  the  cost  of 
living  adjustment. 

School  Facilities  Operation  &  Maintenance.   We  must, 
however,  seek  the  Subcommittee's  assistance  to  increase  funds  for 
operation  and  maintenance  of  school  facilities.   For  the  past 
several  years,  we  have  been  operating  under  what  they  call  a 
"constrained"  budget.   This  is  just  another  way  of  saying  the 
funding  is  less  than  the  amount  needed  to  properly  maintain  the 
buildings. 

The  shortage  this  year  exceeds  28%  system-wide,  but 
actually  for  most  facilities  activities,  the  shortage  is  far 
greater  than  that.   We  must  pay  100%  (not  just  72%)  of  our  utility 
bills.   In  order  to  do  that,  we  have  to  take  funds  away  from  other 
necessary  efforts  such  as  custodial,  preventive  maintenance, 
unscheduled  maintenance,  security,  pest  control,  etc..   Thus,  the 
shortage  of  funds  for  these  activities  is  more  than  37%. 

There  are  two  very  basic  reasons  why  this  0+M  funding 
should  be  increased:   First,  children  are  being  educated  in  these 
buildings.   If  the  electrical  or  mechanical  systems  cannot  be 
maintained,  or  the  buildings  cannot  be  properly  cleaned,  the 
children  are  not  only  at  risk,  they  are  distracted  from  their 
learning  programs.   Second,  these  buildings  are  owned  by  the 
federal  government.   If  they  are  not  properly  maintained,  they 
will  deteriorate  at  a  faster  rate  and  the  value  of  the 
government's  investment  will  decline. 

We  ask,  therefore,  that  the  Subcommittee  increase  the 
school  facilities  operation  +  maintenance  funding  allowance  by  at 
least  25%. 

School  Operations  Budget.   Shiprock  Alternative  is  a 
member  of  the  Association  of  Navajo  Community  Controlled  School 
Boards  whose  testimony  you  will  also  receive.   We  helped  develop 
the  Association's  analysis  of  the  School  Operations  budget,  and 
therefore,  fully  support  it. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  our  statement  on 
the  BIA  Education  budget. 


STATEMENT  OF  LORRAINE  LOOMIS,  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS,  THE 
SKAGIT  SYSTEM  COOPERATIVE 

(1)  Direct  that  $1. 5  million  be  spent  in  the  Skagit  River  basin  for  restoration 
efforts  on  Forest  Service  lands.  Previous  estimates  by  the  Mount  Baker- 
Snoqualmie  Forest  have  indicated  that  there  is  over  $16  million  in  need.  The 
Forest  has  demonstrated  that  it  does  have  the  capability  to  administer  this  level 
of  funding. 

(2)  Direct  that  at  least  two  additional  watershed  analyses  be  completed  within 
the  Skagit  River  Basin  during  FY96  with  funds  from  the  above  $1.5  million, 
and  that  these  funds  be  sperU  in  a  timely  way. 

(3)  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  be  directed  to  spend  up;  to  $500, 000 
towards  restoration  in  the  agricultural  portions  of  the  Skagit  River  BasiH  during 
FY96. 
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(4)  Direct  all  federal  agencies  to  work  with  Tribal  watershed  analyses, 
specifically  that  they  need  to  address  non-federal,  non-forested  lands  in 
watershed  analysis. 


Dear  Chairman  Gorton  and  Members  of  the  Senate  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  Subcommittee. 

I  submit  this  written  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  Swinomish  Indian  Tribal  Community,  the 
Upper  Skagit  Indian  Tribe,  and  the  Sauk-Suiattle  Indian  Tribe,  ail  from  Washington  State. 
I  would  like  to  thank  this  Committee  on  its  past  support  of  restoration  and  land  acquisition 
efforts  for  the  Skagit  River.  As  you  may  recall,  the  Skagit  is  one  of  only  two  Federally 
recognized  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  in  Washington  State.  Also,  it  was  the  only  River  Basin 
mentioned  in  the  1993  Conference  Report  for  Interior  Appropriations  as  a  model  upon  which 
to  base  watershed  restoration  efforts  as  a  result  of  previous  strategic  planning  efforts. 


For  seven  of  the  last  ten  years,  the  low  run  sizes  of  Skagit  River  coho  salmon  has  resulted  in 
the  early  shutdown  of  Pacific  Ocean  fisheries  from  Oregon  to  the  Canadian  border,  with 
particularly  disastrous  results  in  both  the  sport  and  commercial  fisheries  based  out  of 
Westport,  Washington,  and  all  U.S.  fisheries  in  the  Strait  of  Juan  de  Fuca. 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  Skagit  Basin  was  singled  out  as  a  model  upon  which  to  build 
watershed  restoration  efforts,  it  is  the  only  major  watershed  on  the  Mount  Baker-Snoqualmie 
from  the  National  Forest  that  has  received  absolutely  no  Federal  watershed  restoration  funding 
in  FY95  Forest  Service  allocation  decisions.  To  date,  not  a  single  watershed  analysis,  which 
is  a  requirement  for  restoration  funding,  has  even  been  initiated  anywhere  on  the  Skagit  River, 
yet  seven  analyses  in  other  basins  have  been  completed  through  out  the  rest  of  the  Forest. 
Some  watersheds  have  already  begun  a  second  set  of  analyses.  Aside  from  the  merits  of 
working  in  the  Skagit  Basin  for  its  inherent  resources,  we  think  a  question  of  fairness  needs 
to  be  addressed. 

This  issue  has  come  about  because  the  Mount  Baker-Snoqualmie  National  Forest,  instead  of 
utilizing  its  own  resources  to  do  watershed  analysis  as  it  has  done  throughout  the  rest  of  the 
Forest,  decided  to  attempt  to  utilize  Federal  Highway  dollars  to  do  the  analysis  on  the  Sauk 
River,  a  tributary  to  the  Skagit  River.  These  discussions  have  been  taking  place  for  nearly  six 
mouths,  yet,  still  no  analysis  has  been  initiated.  This  has  resulted  in  the  funding  of  no 
restoration  projections  throughout  the  Skagit  Basin.  This  is  particularly  disturbing  in  that  the 
Skagit  River  Tribes  have  worked  diligently  with  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  to  develop 
a  state-of-the-art  approach  to  watershed  restoration.  This  tribal  effort  has  been  recognized  by 
both  Washington  State's  Governor  and  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife.  Further,  Oregon 
State  Senator  Bradbury  and  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  have  asked  the  Skagit 
River  Tribes  to  explain  their  model  approach  on  watershed  restoration  to  others  outside  of 
Washington  State. 

To  be  recognized  for  leading-edge  restoration  technology  in  a  River  Basin  that  limits  fisheries 
from  Oregon  to  the  Canadian  border;  contributes  one-third  of  the  salmon  smolts  to  Puget 
Sound;  and,  has  been  previously  recognized  as  a  Congressional  priority,  only  to  be  passed  over 
by  local  decisions  of  the  Forest  Service,  is  extremely  disturbing.  We  would  appreciate  the 
support  from  this  Subcommittee  to  ensure  that  these  oversights  are  not  repeated  in  1996. 

A  second  issue  that  I  would  like  to  address  with  you  concerns  Forest  Plan  funding  of 
restoration  efforts  on  the  part  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS).  As  has  been  stated 
many  times  in  the  past  by  Northwest  Indian  Tribes,  the  success  of  the  President's  plan  with 
regard  to  the  protection  and  restoration  of  salmon  stocks  is  dependant  as  much  on  what 
happens  on  non-Federal  lands  as  what  occurs  on  Federal  lands.  FWS  was  provided  funding 
to  meet  part  of  this  need  specifically  on  non-Federal  lands.  Extensive  studies  that  we  have 
completed  indicate  that  over  70%  of  the  loss  of  coho  salmon  habitat  in  the  Skagit  Basin  has 
occurred  due  to  diking,  dredging,   and  stream  bank  manipulation,   which  has  occurred 
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principally  on  non-Federal  lands.  Watershed  analyses  that  have  been  conducted  in  other 
basins  to  date  have  focused  on  Federal  lands,  and  have  undertaken  quite  cursory  assessments 
on  a  very  limited  amount  of  State  and  private  lands.  Further,  FWS  has  internally  imposed  a 
requirement  that  before  their  dollars  are  spent,  only  a  Federal  watershed  analysis  is  adequate. 

This  creates  a  dilemma  for  us  for  two  reason:  (J)  there  will  be  limited  analysis  on  the  most 
important  lands  for  restoration;  and  (2)  while  we  have  received  money  from  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  to  conduct  similar  analyses  on-Federal  land,  it  is  unclear  what  standards  will 
need  to  be  met  to  be  able  to  solicit  funding  for  restoration  from  FWS.  It  has  been  indicated 
to  us  by  FWS  that  the  Federal  guidelines  for  Watershed  Analyses,  developed  for  forested  lands, 
is  the  only  analysis  acceptable,  even  though  the  area  in  which  we  are  targeted  is  low  elevation 
agricultural  land  in  the  Skagit  delta.  This  frustration  is  compounded  in  that  the  FWS  provided 
funds  in  1994  to  assess  the  feasibility  of  restoring  a  critical  portion  of  the  Skagit  River  estuary, 
with  the  implied  inten/  of  ultimately  funding  the  restoration.  We  have  now  found  out  that 
although  they  have  funded  the  feasibility  study,  they  have  no  intention  of  funding  the 
implementation.  This  is  after  we  have  expended  a  considerable  amount  of  Tribal  resources 
in  initiating  and  coordinating  these  studies. 

Therefore,  we  ask  you  to  include  language  that  would  instruct  other  Federal  agencies  to  work 
with  Tribes  to  insure  that  watershed  analysis  conducted  by  Tribes  are  sufficient  to  meet 
Federal  needs  for  funding  watershed  restoration.  In  addition  we  request  that  FWS  direct 
$500,000  towards  implementation  of  Skagit  estuary  restoration  efforts. 

Thank  you. 


STATEMENT  OF  PATRICK  LACLAIR,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  SKOKOMISH 

INDIAN  TRIBE 
Summary 

The  Skokomisli  Indian  Tribe  requests  continuing  Congressional  support  through  the  Bureau  of  Indian  AfTairs  for  a 
new  law  enforcement  program  to  be  added  to  the  budget  and  for  continuing  the  Cushman  Hydroelectric  program 
included  in  the  President's  budget: 

♦  $552,120  add-on  to  the  Law  Enforcement  line-item  covered  under  the  FY  96  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Budget  Tribal  Priority  Allocations  for  the  start-up  and  annual  recurring  costs  to  provide  ongoing  law 
enforcement  services  on  the  Skokomish  Reservation.  This  amount,  includes  one-time,  start-up  costs  of 
$167,120. 

♦  $480,000  budgeted  by  the  President  to  achieve  settlement  of  Skokomish  River  water  resources  and  fisheries 
conflicts  associated  with  the  Cushman  hydroelectric  project. 

.stiproRT  FOR  A  NEW  PROGRAM  TO  BE  ADDED  TO  THE  BUDGET  The  Tribe  requests  that  Congress  add  to  the  budget: 
$552,120  to  enable  the  Tribe  to  assume  from  the  State  of  Washington  partial  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  on  the 
Reservation. 

O  Linl-Itp.m  Budget  Add-On  for  Law  Enforcement  Start-up  and  provide  ongoing 
law  enforcement  services,  and  allow  the  Tribe  to  fulfill  its  governmental 
responsibilities  to  adequately  protect  the  safety  of  the  Skokomish  Reservation  Indian 
Community. 

si'rroKT  FOR  PROGRAMS  IN  THE  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  The  Tribe  requests  that  Congress  ensure  that  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  provide  the  Tribe  $480,000  allocated  in  the  President's  budget  for  continuing  the  following 
Skokomish  tribal  program: 

n     Resolution  of  Fisheries  and  Water  Conflicts  in  the  Skokomish  River  Basin 
Achieve  settlement  of  water  resource  and  fisheries  conflicts  associated  with  the 
Cushman  hydroelectric  project  in  the  Skokomish  River  Basin  of  western  Washington 
to  avert  protracted,  costly  litigation  and  divisive  political  conflict.  [$480,000]; 

Support  for  New  Programs  to  be  Added  to  the  Budget  [$552, 1 20] 
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I  .INI  -IrrM  BiiixjrT  Add-On  for  Law  Enforclmiin  r 


In  1957,  the  United  Slates  granted  the  State  of  Washington  authority  to  assume  criminal  and  civil  jurisdiction  over 
Indian  people  on  the  Skokomish  Indian  Reservation  in  Mason  County.  Under  Federal  Public  Law  83-280.  law 
enforcement  duties  have  been  the  responsibility  of  the  Mason  County  Sheriff.  While  Mason  County  receives  no 
funding  from  the  state  or  federal  government,  the  Sheriffs'  Office  has  been  expected  to  provide  law  enforcement 
scn'ices  on  the  Skokomish  Indian  Reservation.  Due  to  inadequate  resources.  Mason  County  has  not  been  able  to 
adequately  provide  law  enforcement  protection  on  the  Reservation.  As  a  result,  the  Skokomish  Indian  Tribe  has 
been  forced  to  provide  law  and  order  protection  for  the  Reservation's  residents,  Indian  and  non-Indian  alike, 
without  federal  financial  assistance. 

Growth  on  the  Reservation  and  adjacent  Mason  County  Area  forced  the  Tribe  in  1992  to  look  seriously  at  law 
enforcement  issues  on  the  Skokomish  Indian  Reservation.  In  the  face  of  continued  growth  and  all  the  attendant 
problems  that  arise  from  that  rapid  growth,  high  unemployment,  5,000  acres  of  land  to  patrol,  a  stagnant  local 
economy,  threats  of  increasing  gang  activity  encroaching  on  our  small  rural  community,  and  the  inability  of  Mason 
County's  law  enforcement  personnel  to  provide  consistent  and  meaningful  services  to  the  Skokomish  Reservation, 
the  Skokomish  Indian  Tribe  was  faced  with  real  fears  that  the  safety  and  general  welfare  of  tribal  members  would 
be  compromised  further. 

The  Skokomish  Indian  Tribe  was  successful  in  1994  securing  legislation  from  Washington  State  to  retrocede 
criminal  and  civil  jurisdiction  under  Federal  Public  Law  83-180  to  the  United  States  from  the  State  of  Washington. 
On  February  28.  1994,  the  Washington  State  House  of  Representatives  and  Senate  voted  unanimously  in  favor  of 
this  legislation. 

On  March  31.  1994,  the  Governor  of  Washington  signed  the  unanimously  approved  House  and  Senate  bill  2159, 
authorizing  him  to  issue  a  Proclamation  retroceding  to  the  United  States  the  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the 
Skokomish  Reservation.  On  October  19,  1994.  this  Proclamation  was  forwarded  to  Bruce  Babbitt.  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  for  approval  and  concurrence.  The  Skokomish  Indian  Tribe  is  the  only  federally  recognized  tribal 
government  nationwide  during  the  last  2  to  3  years  to  have  retroceded  from  under  PL  83-280. 

Once  the  Department  of  the  Interior  accepts  the  retrocession  of  PL  83-280,  the  Skokomish  Indian  Tribe  will  be 
responsible  for  law  enforcement  jurisdiction  over  Tribal  members  on  trust  land  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
Skokomish  Indian  Reservation.  In  order  to  carry-out  their  federal  trust  responsibilities  and  provide  for  the  annual 
operating  costs  to  sl.irt-up  and  provide  law  enforcement  services,  the  Tribe  must  secure  an  add-on  to  the  FY  96 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  Budget's  law  enforcement  line-item  for  annual  recurring  costs. 

Over  the  last  1 5  to  17  years  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs'  Tribal  Budget  System,  the  mechanism  in  which  appro- 
priations are  made  to  serve  the  Skokomish  Tribe  through  the  Department  of  Interior,  has  consistently  failed  to 
address  maTiy  of  the  immct  treaty  and  governmental  issues  impacting  the  Skokomish  Reservation.  A  review  of  the 
recurring  funding  bases  from  the  tribes  that  comprise  our  BIA  Olympic  Peninsula  Agency  docuinent  the  Skokomish 
Indian  Tribe  as  having  the  lowest  tribal  base  funding  level  of  any  of  the  other  tribes.  Even  though  our  land  base, 
luuuber  of  enrolled  tribal  members,  total  housing  units  and  community  service  responsibilities  are  comparable;  if 
not  larger,  our  tribal  organization  has  received  the  smallest  annual  recurring  funding  base  to  meet  our  needs.  As  a 
result  of  this  disparity  in  distribution  of  funding  to  the  Skokomish  Indian  Tribe,  we  have  been  prevented  from  being 
able  to  reallocate  resources  internally  to  areas  in  most  need. 

Support  for  Programs  in  tiie  President's  Budget  [$480,000] 

Resolution  of  Fismerifs  and  Water  Conflicts  in  the  Skokomish  River  Basin  [$480,000] 

1  he  President's  budget  for  FY  1996  includes  critical  funding  at  FY  1995  levels  for  resolving  water  and  fisheries 
resources  conflicts  associated  with  the  Cushman  hydroelectric  project  on  the  North  Fork  Skokomish  River 
|$480.000].  The  Tribe  asks  that  Congress  support  continuation  of  funding  in  this  pivotal  year,  so  that  progress 
achieved  to  date  can  he  developed  into  a  lasting  settlement. 

For  nearly  70  years,  the  Cushman  hydroelectric  project  has  severely  disrupted  the  Skokomish  River 
watershed/ecosystem  and  wreaked  environmental,  social,  economic  and  cultural  damage  on  the  Skokomish  people 
and  others  dependent  upon  the  natural  productivity  of  the  river,  estuary  and  southern  Hood  Canal. 

Past  Congressional  funding  for  essential  technical  and  legal  assistance  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995  has  allowed 
the  Tribe  to  make  substantial  progress  in  understanding  project  impacts,  evaluating  potential  settlement 
opportunities,  and  developing  consensus  for  pragmatic  solutions. 

There  is  a  unanimous  agreement  among  the  Tribe,  state  and  federal  agencies  that  North  Fork  river  fiow  must  be 
restored  to  the  Skokomish  River  and  estuary  downstream  from  the  Project  to  substantially  restore 
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watershed/ecosystem  functions,  reduce  flood  hazard,  and  bring  the  Cushman  Project  into  compliance  with  today's 
laws  and  standards. 

The  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  has  acknowledged  that  restoring  river  flow  would  be  highly 
beneficial,  and  is  evaluating  a  full  range  of  alternatives  for  future  project  operation  including  the  Tribe's  Watershed 
Resli  inilioii  A  llcnialive . 

The  City  of  Taconia  (Cushman  Project  Operator)  recently  broke  off  settlement  negotiations  with  the  Skokomish 
Tribe,  pending  completion  of  ongoing  FERC  licensing  proceedings.  The  Tribe  remains  committed  to  a  fair  and 
equitable  negotiated  settlement  of  Cushman  Project  issues.  We  strongly  believe  it  is  not  prudent  to  stand  by  and 
await  FERC's  licensing  decision.  Absent  a  negotiated  settlement,  there  is  great  danger  that  FERC's  decision  will 
serve  no  one's  interests  and  set  off  an  uncontrollable  chain-reaction  of  legal  conflict  and  political  turmoil. 

The  Tribe  believes  a  creative  negotiated  settlement  among  the  City  of  Tacoma.  the  Tribe,  and  Federal  Government 
can  resolve  Cushman  Project  fisheries  and  water  conflicts  with  minor  effect  on  Tacoma's  ratepayers,  who  would 
continue  to  enjoy  some  of  the  lowest  electrical  rates  in  the  nation.  Unfortunately,  the  City  is  not  even  willing  to 
discuss  the  possibilities  at  this  time. 

This  puts  an  enormous  burden  on  the  Tribe  to  develop  in  detail  the  opportunities  for  settlement  and  put  them  before 
the  City  and  the  Federal  Government,  while  continuing  to  participate  in  ongoing  FERC  proceedings  during  FY 
1996.  FERC  proceedings  are  nearing  completion,  with  a  Draft  EIS  expected  by  July  1995.  The  Tribe  is  leading 
development  of  a  comprehensive  plan  to  restore  the  Skokomish  River  watershed  and  reduce  flood  hazard,  to  be 
complete  in  1995. 


STATEMENT  OF  CHRISTINE  STEVENS,  SECRETARY,  THE  SOCIETY  FOR 
ANIMAL  PROTECTIVE  LEGISLATION 

The  Law  Enforcement  Division  of  The  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  has  suffered  from  chronic  underf unding. 
As  a  result,  it  has  failed  to  inspect  the  large  majority  of 
wildlife  shipments  entering  at  the  ports  designated  to  receive 
such  shipments.   We  urge  this  distinguished  Subcommittee  to 
provide  a  minimum  of  $13,850,000  for  enforcement  of  laws 
protecting  wildlife  from  criminal  exploitation. 

The  Law  Enforcement  Division  of  FWS  has  accomplished  critical 
breakthroughs  in  the  past  year  by  Tiling  charges  against  major 
dealers  who  have  smuggled  exotic  birds,  reptiles,  bear 
gallbladders,  tiger  bones  and  skins,  and  other  rare  animals, 
alive  or  dead,  worth  millions  of  dollars,  into  and  out  of  the 
United  States.   This  work  must  continue  unabated  if  our  country 
is  to  continue  to  live  by  the  rule  of  law. 

The  Division  is  faced  with  ever  increasing  violation  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  Lacey  Act,  often  by  people  who  are 
familiar  with  international  drug  smuggling  routes.   Attached  to 
this  testimony  are  a  few  reports  from  the  Federal  Wildlife  Law 
Enforcement  Officers  Association  and  a  report  on  the  growing 
connections  between  wildlife  trading  and  organized  crime  from  the 
Endangered  Species  Project. 

In  1994,  Interpol  estimates  that  the  international  illegal  trade 
in  wildlife  exceeded  $6  billion,  second  only  to  the  drug  trade  in 
profit  margins  for  black  market  commerce.   In  fact,  wildlife 
trading  is  increasingly  linked  with  drug  trading  and  other  forms 
of  organized  crime.   The  reason  is  simple:   Profits  are  very  high 
and  wildlife  enforcement  is  very  weak.   The  mark-up  price  of  a 
rare  bird  caught  in  the  wild  of  South  America,  for  example,' 
rivals  the  retail  price  of  cocaine  by  the  time  both  make  their 
way  to  the  streets  of  Miami.   This  has  attracted  the  attention  of 
criminal  syndicates  who  are  looking  for  new  ways  to  make  money  as 
well  as  new  channels  to  smuggle  their  other  contraband  in  and  out 
of  the  United  States.   The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service — not  the  * 
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DBA — handled  157  drug  cases  in  1993  alone  and  in  1994  discovered 
new  cocaine  smuggling  operations  from  South  America  to  the  United 
States  using  wildlife  as  a  cover.   Illegal  firearms  mixed  in  with 
shipments  of  rhino  horns  and  walrus  ivory  worth  tens  of  thousands 
of  dollars  have  also  been  discovered  by  FWS  agents,  not  to 
mention  cocaine  in  polar  bear  hides  and  heroin  in  tiger  skin 
rugs.   It  is  no  wonder  that  gun  and  drug  dealers  have  entered  the 
wildlife  trade  in  America,  since  the  small  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  inspection  team  can  only  manage  to  look  at  5-20%  of  the 
estimated  80,000-90,000  shipments  of  wildlife,  whose  estimated 
value  has  been  $700,000,000  to  $900,000,000  a  year. 
Approximately  30%  of  these  do  not  "clear"  inspection.   What 
quantity  of  drugs  and  other  contraband  is  actually  crossing  U.  S. 
borders  with  the  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  illegal  wildlife 
that  is  being  imported/exported  each  year? 

Our  FWS  agents  and  inspectors  are  overworked,  under  staffed,  and, 
to  make  matters  worse,  they  are  increasingly  challenged  by 
professional  criminals.   Whether  they  are  Colombian  drug  dealers 
smuggling  cocaine  inside  boa  constrictors  to  their  clients  in 
Miami,  or  South  Korean  businesses  smuggling  American  bear 
gallbladders  and  Russian  tiger  bones  through  California,  or  gun 
and  drug  dealers  in  Connecticut  peddling  rhino  horns  and  cat 
skins  on  the  side,  the  perpetrators  are  often  professional  black 
marketeers  who  will  exploit  any  weak  points  in  our  nation's 
enforcement  structure  just  to  make  a  fast  buck.   These  criminal 
groups  and  individuals  are  contributing  to  the  rapid  decline  of 
America's  natural  beauty  and  resources,  as  well  as  the  ecology  of 
other  countries,  since  we  as  a  nation  are  still  a  major  consumer 
of  and  transit  point  for  endangered  and  threatened  species  in 
trade.   We  have  a  bear  poaching  problem  in  our  country.   Agents 
are  finding  dead  bears  with  only  their  galls  torn  out.   Rare 
birds  continue  to  transit  the  states  of  Illinois,  Florida  and  New 
York.   Liquid  cocaine  concealed  in  tropical  fish  shipments  is 
being  discovered  in  Miami.   Millions  of  dollars  of  reptiles 
are  being  smuggled  between  Mexico  and  Texas.   Bear  gall,  rhino 
horn,  tiger  bone  and  a  variety  of  other  endangered  animal  parts 
are  being  sold  in  Los  Angeles  and  San  Francisco,  having  been 
smuggled  in  from  Hong  Kong  and  China  and  sometimes  across  state 
lines.  We  must  strengthen  our  line  of  defense — the  FWS  Division 
of  Law  Enforcement — not  weaken  it. 

Mindful  that  wildlife  trade  regulations  are  nothing  but  pieces  of 
paper  without  adequate  enforcement,  delegates  to  the  1994  CITES 
meeting  in  Fort  Lauderdale,  Florida,  passed  an  enforcement 
resolution,  encouraging  Interpol  to  enter  the  wildlife  crime 
arena.   Interpol  responded  by  launching  its  new  Wildlife  Crimes 
Division  and  held  its  first  international  meeting  and  workshop  in 
February,  which  the  United  States  attended.   In  fact,  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  played  an  important  role  in 
making  Interpol's  new  division  a  reality  and  is  increasingly 
looked  to  by  other  nations  for  support  and  international 
leadership  in  wildlife  enforcement. 

4 

The  Federal  Law  Enforcement  Training  Center  facility  in  Georgia 
has  been  used  in  1994  and  1995  to  train  enforcement  officers  from 
all  over  the  world.  The  Clark  R.  Bavin  National  Pish  and 
Wildlife  Forensics  Laboratory  in  Oregon  is  the  only  such 
laboratory  in  the  world  and  is  extremely  busy  these  days 
conducting  very  sophisticated  DNA  tests  and  other  scientific 
inquiries  for  the  U.  S.  government  and  other  governments  around 
the  world.   The  White  House  and  the  State  Department  have 
coordinated  efforts  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  help 
prevent  the  world's  tigers  and  rhinos  from  going  extinct,  and  the 
results  so  far  look  promising.  Political  pressure  on  Taiwan  and 
China — in  the  form  of  the  Pelly  Amendment — has  encouraged  these 
t^o  consumer  countries  to  restrict  their  trade  in  endanger'ed 
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species.      At   the  same   time,    the   U.    S.    has  provided  a  very   modest 
amount   of    financing   to  Russian    field   rangers   to  halt  commercial 
poaching   in    the   Russian   Far   East,      Poaching  of    the  critically 
endangered  Siberian   tiger    is   suddenly   down. 

CITES,   on   the   international    level,    did  not   succumb  to  the 
damaging   force  of    unregulated   trade    in  wildlife.      It   chose    to 
tackle   it,    and  the  United  States   helped   CITES   make   that  wise 
choice.      The   United   States   should   not   now   turn    its  back   on   a   new 
and   growing   crime  problem   at   home,    the   ecological    damage    it    is 
causing   in  America   and  abroad,    and   the  calls   for    help  from  our 
allies   to  cooperatively   pursue  wildlife  criminals  who  operate 
across   our    borders.      We   need   more   agents    in    the   field — at   least 
60   more   as   the   Service   has    requested;    at   least   a   dozen   more 
inspectors   at  ports  of   entry;   and  more    resources  for   our 
specialized   Clark   R.    Bavin   National   Fish   and  Wildlife   Forensics 
Laboratory. 

The  Laboratory   has   experienced  an  overwhelming    increase    in 
caseload   since   its   inception   and  can  no   longer    respond   to   all 
requests   for    service.      In  order    to  address   this   increased  demand 
for    services,    the  Laboratory   will   need  to   double   its  current 
staff.      In  FY   1992   and  FY   1993,    the  Laboratory   established  a 
limited   toxicology   and  necropsy   capability   and  an   enhanced  mammal 
identification   capability.      Wildlife  officers   have   identified  a 
growing   need  for    rapid  necropsy   and   toxicology    support   and 
associated   expert   courtroom   testimony. 

FY   1996    funding   requirements   for    the  Laboratory   are: 
$1,500,000/30  FTEs   in   support   of    increased  workload  and 
$6,000,000   for   construction. 

Total    Law   Enforcement   needs   are: 

Special   Agents  $5 ,750 ,000/60FTEs 

Wildlife   Inspectors  600,000/12FTEs 

Laboratory   Construction  6,000,000 

Laboratory   Increased  Workload  li5Pilx.(10D/-3.QET^ 

$13,850,000/102FTEs 

Congress   should  applaud  the  Fish   and  Wildlife   Service  Law 
Enforcement   Division   for   its  fine  work  and  tireless  efforts  at 
home  and   for   positioning   the   United  States   to  become   the  world « 
leader   in   the  evolving  and  very    important   field  of   environmental 
security. 


STATEMENT  OF  PAUL  O.  BOFINGER,  THE  SOCIETY  FOR  THE 
PROTECTION  OF  NEW  HAMPSHIRE  FORESTS 

The  Society  for  the  Protection  of  New  Hamipshire  Forests  respectfully 
asks  that  you  include  the  following  items  in  the  1996  budget  for  Interior 
and  Related  Agencies. 

The  Forest  Society  is  a  not-for-profit  membership  orgamization  based  in 
Concord,  New  Hampshire.  The  Society  was  founded  in  1901  as  a  forest 
conservation  organization.  Today  we  have  programs  in  land  protection, 
education,  advocacy,  and  forestry.  We  own  and  manage  25,000  acres  of 
land  £uid  have  3  educational  centers  in  New  Hampshire. 

The  Society  feels  strongly  that  natural  resource  conservation  is 
important  to  the  New  Hampshire  economy.  Natural  resources  provide 
the  backdrop  for  the  number  one  industry  in  the  state,  tourism,  and  are 
the  foundation  for  the  third  largest  industry,  forest  products.    The 
following  programs  are  vital  to  New  Hampshire. 
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U.S.Dj\.  -  Forest  Service 

National  Forest  System 

•  $189.100.000  for  National  Forest  timber  sale  administration.  This 
request  is  essentially  level  funding  -  an  amount  that  will  allow  the 
White  Mountain  National  Forest  to  maintain  close  to  its  traditional 
29  million  boardfoot  timber  program.  The  White  Mountain  sale  level 
was  agreed  upon  during  a  consensus  based  planning  process 
involving  diverse  interests.  Reducing  this  level  undermines  support 
for  the  National  Forest  planning  process  and  the  local  input  on  those 
plans.  . 

The  timber  program  on  the  White  Mountain  National  Forest  is  one  of 
the  most  outstanding  examples  of  multiple  use  forestry  in  the 
country.  With  more  visitors  per  year  than  any  other  national  forest, 
the  White  Mountain  illustrates  the  compatibility  of  forestry  aind 
tourism. 

•  $2.000.000  for  the  USDA  -  Forest  Service  Appalachian  Trail 
program.  This  will  ensure  continued  progress  toward  the  goal  of 
completing  the  Trail  by  1998.  There  are  less  than  400  acres  left  to 
complete  the  National  Forest  portion  of  the  Trail  in  New  Hampshire. 

White  Mountain  National  Forest 

•  $3.000.000  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  for  the  acquisition  of  600 
acres  at  historic  Bretton  Woods.  This  location,  site  of  the  acclaimed  international 
economic  agi'eement  fifty  years  ago,  attracts  thousands  of  visitors  each  year. 
The  tract  available  for  purchase  lies  directly  behind  the  hotel,  forming  the  scenic 
backdrop  for  this  historic  site. 

This  purchase  will  fill  one  of  the  key  gaps  in  the  White  Mountain  National  Forest 
(WMNF).  As  with  all  WMNF  purchases,  the  owner  is  willing  to  sell  to  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service.  Acquisition  will  provide  wildlife  habitat,  public  access,  and  timber 
products  for  future  generations. 

•  $2.500.000  for  the  implementation  of  the  Kancamagus  Scenic  Byway  interpretive 
plan.  Over  2,000,000  visitors  annually  travel  this  scenic  byway.  The  interpretive 
plan  calls  for  17  coordinated  sites  along  the  highway.  Funds  will  be  used  to  create 
and  modernize  sites,  increasing  safety,  accessibility,  and  interpretive 
opportunities  along  the  only  east-west  highway  through  the  WMNF. 

State  and  Private  Forestry 

•  $10.000.000  for  Forest  Legacy.  This  program  is  essential  to  achieving  the 
Northern  Forest  Lands  Council's  vision  of  maintaining  working  forests  across  the 
landscape  of  northern  New  England.  Unique  among  land  acquisition  programs. 
Forest  Legacy  focuses  on  conservation  easements  that  allow  for  forest 
management.  Owners  of  thousands  of  acres  in  New  Hampshire  stand  ready  to 
use  these  funds. 

•  $29.000.000  for  Urban  and  Community  Forestry.  The  New  Hampshire 
Community  Trees  program,  an  Urban  and  Community  Forestry  initiative, 
recently  won  an  EPA  award  for  excellence.  Through  the  Urban  and  Community 
Forestry  program  in  New  Hampshire,  youths  and  adults  are  working  to  promote 
better  management  of  natural  resources  and  improve  the  quality  of  life  in  inner 
cities  by  planting  and  maintaining  trees. 

•  $37.000.000  for  Forest  Stewardship.  This  program  funds  outreach  and  education 
programs  for  forest  landowners.  It  has  enabled  the  publication  of  a  nationally 
distributed  Guide  to  Logging  Aesthetics,  the  creation  of  a  New  Hampshire  Certified 
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Logging  Professional  program,  and  will  allow  for  the  publication  of  a  Guide  to  New 
Hampshire  Natural  Communities  to  be  used  by  foresters  and  landowners. 

•  $28.000.000  for  the  Stewardship  Incentive  Program  (SIP).  SIP  cost-share  funds 
are  one  of  the  most  important  mechanisms  to  improve  the  quality  of  forestry  in 
the  state  of  New  Hampshire.  Hundreds  of  landowners  each  year  use  SIP  funds  for 
innovative  planning,  wildlife  habitat  improvement,  timber  stand  improvement, 
recreation  trail  maintenance,  and  water  resource  protection. 

U.S.D.I.  -  Fish  and  WildUfe  Service 

•  $239.000  for  base  level  funding  at  the  Great  Bay  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and 
$109.000  for  base  level  funding  at  the  Lake  Umbagog  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
Both  of  these  refuges  were  created  with  the  support  of  New  Hampshire 
conservationists,  business  leaders,  and  local  officials.  They  serve  important 
wildlife  conservation  needs,  including  protection  of  bald  eagle  nesting  habitat. 

•  $3.200.000  million  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  for  the  purchase 
of  3,300  acres  of  critical  habitat  at  Lake  Umbagog.  This  will  complete  the 
acquisition  program  at  the  refuge. 

•  $1.005.000  to  continue  planning  and  begin  implementation  of  the  model  Silvio 
Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge.  To  date,  thousands  of  citizens  along  the 
Connecticut  river,  in  New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Massachusetts  and  Connecticut 
have  provided  input  on  the  Silvio  Conte  plan. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  about  to  be  released.  This 
promises  to  be  a  truly  unique  refuge  respecting  local  interests  and  private 
property  owners  while  leveraging  public/private  partnerships  for  the  protection  of 
one  of  the  most  distinct  ecosystems  in  the  Northeast. 

•  Continued  support  for  the  endangered  species  program  operated  out  of  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  field  office  in  Concord,  New  Hampshire.  This  office  serves  all 
of  New  England,  monitoring  populations  of  bald  eagles,  peregrine  falcons,  Karner 
blue  butterflies,  dwarf  wedge  mussels  and  other  threatened  and  endangered 
species.  Monitoring  is  essential  to  continue  our  success  in  avoiding  controversies 
over  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

U.S.D.L  -  Park  Service 

•  $6.400.000  for  the  U.S.D.L  -  Park  Service  Appalachian  Trail  program.  These 
funds  will  help  complete  America's  most  prominent  long  distance  hiking  trail.    The 
trail  provides  recreation  for  through-hikers  and  day  users.  Protection  around  the 
trail  corridors  helps  promote  diverse  wildlife  habitat.  A  little  more  than  100  acres 
remain  to  be  protected  under  the  Park  Service  program  in  New  Hampshire. 

•  $50.000  for  the  North  Atlantic  Regional  Office  of  the  National  Park  Service  for 
base  level  funding  for  the  Lamprey  River  Wild  and  Scenic  management  plan 
implementation.  The  Wild  and  Scenic  management  plan  and  designation  were 
supported  by  affected  New  Hampshire  communities  in  1995. 

•  $7.500.000  for  the  National  Park  Service  Rivers  and  Trails  Conservation 
Assistance  Program.    In  New  Hampshire  these  funds  are  helping  to  develop  the 
heritage  museum  in  Berlin,  New  Hampshire  and  the  Sunapee,  Ragged,  Kearsarge 
Greenway. 

The  Forest  Society  is  happy  to  provide  more  detail  on  these  programs  at  your 
request.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 
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STATEMENT  OF  ARLYN  ACKLEY,  TRIBAL  CHAIRMAN,  THE  SOKAOGON 
CHIPPEWA  COMMUNITY 

I.  INTRODUCTION 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee,  my  name  is  Arlyn  Ackley,  St.,  Tribal 
Chairman  of  the  Mole  Lake  Band  of  the  Lake  Superior  Chippewa  Tribe  Our  Sokaogon 
Chippewa  Community  is  located  at  the  Mole  Lake  Indian  Reservation  in  Northeastern  Wisconsin. 

My  Reservation  and  my  Tribe  are  the  smallest  in  Wisconsin  with  approximately  six 
hundred  tribal  members  living  on  the  reservation  and  another  one  thousand  members  living  off 
reservation.  There  has  been  an  unusual  population  surge  on  the  Reservation  and  we  expect  the 
Tribe  to  continue  to  experience  a  heavy  influx  of  returning  tribal  members  in  the  near  future 

Although  wc  have  a  small  gaming  enterprise,  the  Tribe  is  unable  to  meet  the  basic  needs  of 
its  tribal  membership.  It  is  true  that  gaming  has  provided  significant  benefits  to  our  Tribe  and  has 
lowered  the  reservation's  unemployment  rate  from  84%  in  1988  to  42%  in  1994.  We  have  also 
had  a  significant  positive  impact  on  the  non-Indian  community  in  Forest  County    But  gaming  has 
not  produced  the  considerable  revenues  enjoyed  by  some  Tribes. 

In  meeting  the  needs  of  our  people  in  the  generations  to  come,  it  is  clear  that  our  most 
valuable  asset  is  the  clean  waters  that  nourish  our  sacred  wild  rice  beds  on  the  Mole  Lake 
reservation.  The  traditions  of  the  Sokaogon  Chippewa  remain  in  the  harvesting  of  wild  rice,  fish 
and  wildlife    The  essence  of  Sokaogon  spirituality  and  continued  survival  as  a  people  is  vested  in 
centuries  old  water  ceremonies  performed  by  our  Tribal  members.  But  these  traditions  and  the 
health,  safety  and  welfare  of  the  Tribe  are  now  threatened  by  a  massive  mining  project  that  is 
planned  for  an  area  immediately  adjacent  to  our  Reservation. 

II.         ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  NEEDS 

A.         Mining  Impact  Assessment  Program  (Restore  $75,000  to  the  BIA's  FY  1996 
Budget) 

On  February  14,  1994  the  Crandon  Mining  Company,  a  joint  venture  between  Exxon  and 
Rio  Algom  Ltd.,  provided  formal  notice  of  its  intent  to  seek  permits  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
and  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  establish  a  massive  zinc  and  copper  mine  immediately 
adjacent  to  our  Reservation.  The  Tribe  has  taken  the  lead  in  developing  sound  environmental 
data  regarding  the  potential  adverse  impacts  of  this  mining  proposal  on  our  Reservation  and  a 
portion  of  Wolf  River  Watershed.  In  attempting  to  address  these  environmental  concerns,  the 
Tribe  has  been  forced  to  expend  its  own  limited  financial  resources  to  undertake  the  necessary 
studies  These  are  resources  that  would  otherwise  be  directed  towards  meeting  the  health, 
education  and  housing  needs  of  our  people 

Last  year,  the  Committee  recognized  the  significance  of  our  efforts  with  regard  to  the 
proposed  mine  ~  providing  us  with  $75,000  to  address  this  problem    The  funds  appropriated  in 
FY  1995  has  served  as  the  start-up  funding  for  our  Mining  Assessment  Program    We  can  report 
that  we  have  taken  significant  steps  in  developing  the  scientific  information  required  to  address 
the  environmental  concerns  raised  by  this  mining  project.    As  a  result  of  the  Committee's 
support,  we  have  been  able  to  retain  environmental  experts  to  advise  us  in  connection  with  the 
mining  permitting  process.  We  have  also  been  able  to  begin  the  collection  of  baseline  data  on 
aquatic  plants  and  wildlife  needed  to  address  mining  issues  necessary  to  protect  Rice  Lake  These 
activities  must  continue  if  we  are  to  be  able  to  meet  the  challenge  that  the  mining  proposal 
presents  to  our  homeland    For  this  reason,  we  ask  that  the  Committee  restore  the  $75,000  in  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs'  (BIA)  budget  for  our  Mining  Impact  Assessment  Program. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  mine  will  produce  82  million  tons  of  waste    Forty  two  million  tons 
are  expected  to  be  discarded  above  ground    This  would  be  the  largest  hazardous  waste  landfill 
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ever  proposed  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin    Testing  of  the  ore  samples  have  revealed  lead,  arsenic, 
cadmium,  mercury  and  radioactive  materials    These  will  be  present  in  the  mining  waste,  which 
will  leak  into  the  water  and  migrate  into  the  surrounding  ecosystem    These  pollutants  will  cause 
significant  long-term  negative  impact  on  our_plants,  wildlife  and  fish     This  in  turn  poses 
significant  health  risks  to  our  people,  who  include  these  local  natural  foods  as  a  major  part  of  their 
diet. 

The  mineral  extraction  process  will  use  sulfuric  acid  delivered  by  railroad  tanker  cars 
which  will  cross  a  portion  of  the  Wolf  River  watershed     The  Tribe  is  extremely  concerned  about 
the  risks  of  a  railway  accident  in  connection  with  these  chemicals 

In  fact,  in  February  1995  a  major  rail  accident  occurred  on  the  only  rail  route  between  Crandon, 
Wisconsin  and  the  mine  site    Where  would  we  be  now  if  that  had  been  a  Crandon  Mining 
Company  train'' 

The  potential  devastation  that  this  mine  poses  is  now  just  being  discovered,  in  large  part 
because  of  the  Band's  dedicated  efforts  to  develop  this  information  As  Chairman  of  the 
Sokaogon  Chippewa  Community,  I  urge  this  Committee  to  restore  the  $75,000  needed  to 
continue  our  on  Reservation  Mining  Impact  assessment  work.  The  work  this  year  is  particularly 
critical,  as  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  actively  engaged  in  its  permitting  procedures    We  also 
request  that  the  BIA  be  directed  to  include  this  money  as  part  of  the  Tribe"s  base  budget. 
Restoring  the  funding  will  allow  us  to  continue  the  valuable  work  already  initiated  and  build  upon 
the  investment  already  made  by  Congress  in  this  regard 

B.         GROUNDWATER  CHARACTERIZATION  AND  ASSESSMENT 
PROGRAM  ($163,000) 

The  potential  mine  also  threatens  our  groundwater  resources.  It  is  estimated  that  3,000 
gallons  of  groundwater  per  minute  will  be  pumped  out  of  the  mine  site  over  28  years,  using 
approximately  30  billion  gallons  of  groundwater  pumped  from  our  local  aquifers.  The  Tribe's  sole 
source  of  drinking  water  will  be  threatened  by  this  groundwater  drawdown,  the  potential 
acidification  of  groundwater  and  the  deposition  of  heavy  metals  into  the  aquifer.  Once 
contaminated,  our  community  wells  will  be  unusable  and  our  wild  rice  beds  will  be  destroyed, 
along  with  our  fish  and  wildlife  resources  In  response  to  this  threat,  the  Tribe  proposes  to 
implement  a  Groundwater  Characterization  and  Groundwater  Assessment  Program.  Specifically, 
the  Tribe  intends  to  examine  the  extent  of  the  mining  activity  on  groundwater  drawdown,  the 
extent  of  potential  pollution  of  aquifers,  and  the  impact  on  Treaty  protected  resources 

The  Tribe  is  particulady  concerned  about  ensuring  that  the  traditional  wild  rice  beds  on 
the  Reservation  are  preserved  and  protected    Wild  rice  is  classified  as  a  scarce  resource  by  the 
State  of  Wisconsin    My  people  not  only  depend  on  wild  rice  for  subsistence,  but  use  it  for 
religious  and  cultural  purposes  as  well    The  Tribe's  Rice  Lake  is  the  largest,  densest,  single  stand 
of  wild  rice  in  the  State    It  is  imperative  that  this  unique  site  be  adequately  protected  . 

Through  implementation  of  the  Tribe's  Groundwater  Characterization  and  Assessment 
Program,  we  will  be  able  to  provide  critical  information  on  the  water  quality.    We  will  be  able  to 
study  the  movement  and  interaction  of  our  drinking  water  supply  with  surface  waters  and  the 
anticipated  impacts  of  dewatering    This  information  will  provide  the  Tribe,  Federal  agencies,  and 
Congress  with  the  critical  information  related  to  the  true  health  and  safety  impacts  of  the 
proposed  mine     For  this  reason,  I  urge  you  to  support  our  request  of  $163,000  to  carry  out  this 
essential  work 

I  thank  you  for  your  time,  consideration  and  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 
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STATEMENT  OF  GARY  STYLES,  MANAGER,  SPECIAL  PROJECTS,  RE- 
SEARCH AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS,  THE  SOUTHERN  COM- 
PANY SERVICES,  INC. 

Introduction 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee 

Southern  Company  Services,  Inc.,  ("SCS")  is  a  subsidiary  of  The  Southern  Company.  The  role  of  SCS  is  to 
provide,  at  cost,  technical  and  management  services  to  the  five  operating  companies  and  other  affiliates  of  The 
Southern  Company.  SCS  is  actively  involved  in  many  areas  of  research  including  technologies  that  arc 
important  to  the  efficient  production  of  electric  power    In  particular.  The  Southern  Company,  through  SCS 
and  its  operating  companies,  supports  and  conducts  research  that  will  help  the  Nation  utilize  its  coal  resources 
while  minimizing  the  environmental  effects  of  utilizing  our  Nation's  most  plentiful  and  valuable  resource. 
SCS  is  currently  participating  in  projects  in  both  the  Department  of  Energj'  ("DOE")  Clean  Coal  Technology 
program  and  the  DOE  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development  program. 

The  purpose  of  this  testimony  is  to  request  this  Subcommittee's  continued  support  for  the  Power  Systems 
Development  Facility  ("PSDF")  for  advanced  coal  gasification  and  pressurized  combustion  research.  SCS 
would  also  like  to  express  appreciation  to  this  Subcommittee  for  previous  support  for  advanced  fossil  energy 
research.  Specifically,  SCS  supports  the  current  budget  proposal  recommendation  of  $24  million  for  the 
PSDF.  However,  funding  of  up  to  $26.3  could  be  used  by  the  project  to  meet  current  schedules. 

The  Strategic  Importance  of  Technological  Improvements  in  Electric  Power  Production 

As  perhaps  never  before,  "change"  is  the  hallmark  for  both  the  private  and  public  sectors    Restructuring,  re- 
engineering,  and  downsizing  to  reduce  costs  and  to  compete  in  a  global  economy  are  facts  of  life.  We  arc  all 
aware  of  the  pressures  on  government  to  streamline  and  re-invent  itself  to  serve  Americans  in  a  more  cost 
effective  manner.  Likewise,  we  in  the  electric  utility  industry  are  making  dramatic  changes  and  reducing  costs 
to  prepare  for  greater  wholesale  electric  competition. 

While  lower  cost  and  increased  efficiency  in  government  and  in  the  operation  of  electric  utilities  are  on  the 
whole  a  good  thing,  it  is  imperative  that  long  term  concerns  not  be  ignored    One  disadvantage  of  this  new 
environment  is  that  both  industry  and  government  tend  to  focus  on  short-term  goals.  Important  technologies 
that  are  in  the  research  and  development  phase  are  easily  lost  in  such  an  environment.  For  example,  the  time 
required  to  develop  new  coal  based  technology  for  electric  power  production  can  easily  exceed  ten  years,  while 
the  expense  can  far  exceed  what  any  one  company  or  a  single  industry  can  reasonably  afford.  Tbus,  without 
continued  federal  investment,  advanced  coal-based  technologies  that  can  provide  long-term  societal  and 
national  security  benefits  may  simply  go  undeveloped. 

SCS  believes  that  it  is  vital  that  the  F«leral  Government,  in  conjunction  with  private  industry,  develop  energy 
and  environmental  policies  that  protect  the  environment  and  increase  energy  security.  These  policies  should 
also  take  into  account  the  effects  that  these  polices  will  have  on  our  standard  of  living  and  quality  of  life.  If 
the  American  economy  is  to  continue  to  grow  and  compete  in  a  world  economy,  it  is  imperative  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  continue  to  support  programs  that  foster  the  development  of  new  technologies  to  help  achieve 
these  policies    The  economic  consequences  of  the  reduced  support  for  advanced  coal-fired  research  activities 
go  beyond  just  the  electric  utility  industry  —  coal  producers,  basic  industries,  engineering  and  construction 
firms,  and  consumers  all  benefit  from  the  development  of  new  cutting  edge  technologies  that  utilize  coal.  The 
growth  and  health  of  the  US  economy  are  inextricably  linked  to  the  availability  of  low-cost  and  dependable 
sources  of  energy.  Fostering  innovation  has  been  a  hallmark  of  our  nation.  New  products  and  services  will 
lead  to  energj'  efficiency  and  improved  environmental  quality.  American  industry  relies  partly  on  low-cost 
electric  power  and  other  energy  to  remain  competitive  globally    Therefore,  downsizing  coal-based  energy 
research  and  development  budgets  now  will  mean  that  the  U.S.  could  lose  the  most  important  global  battle  in 
the  t^vcnt^•-first  century  ~  the  battle  for  continued  economic  stability  and  economic  preeminence.  We 
recognize  the  difficult  choices  that  confront  Congress  when  it  examines  research  programs.  We  believe, 
however,  that  supporting  advanced  coal-based  energy  research,  like  the  PSDF,  will  be  a  net  plus  for  the 
economy,  the  federal  government,  and  the  American  people  over  the  long  run. 

Power  Systems  Development  Facility 

The  Wilsonville  PSDF  for  Gasification  and  Pressurized  Combustion  is  a  Joint  Industry/DOE  facility  for 
engineering-scale  testing  and  development  of  devices  to  remove  particulates  from  hot  gas  in  high-efficiency 
coal  gasification  and  pressurized  fluidized-bed  combustion  power  plants.  Industrial  partners  in  the  project,  in 
addition  to  SCS  include:  M.W  Kellogg,  Inc.,  Foster  Wheeler  Corporation,  Southern  Research  Institute, 
Westinghouse  Electric  Corporation,  Combustion  Power  Corporation,  Industrial  Filter  &  Pump,  Inc.,  Allison 
Gas  Turbines,  and  the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute.  In  addition  to  the  Wilsonville,  Alabama  plant  site, 
components  for  the  focility  are  being  developed  in  Houston,  Texas,  (gasifier  reactor  development);  Livingston, 
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New  Jersey,  (combustor  development);  Mcnio  Park,  California,  (filter  fabrication);  Cicero,  Illinois,  (filter 
fabrication);  and  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania,  (filter  fabrication  ) 

High-temperature,  high-pressure  particulate  removal  must  be  perfected  in  order  to  utilize  new  high- 
performance  gas  turbines  in  coal-based  power  plants.  When  fully  developed,  these  technologies  I)  will 
improve  the  efficiency  of  power  generation  from  coal  by  over  1,000  Btu/kWh  (approximately  12  percent 
higher  efficiency  and  a  corresponding  reduction  in  COj  emissions);  2)  will  lower  the  cost  of  electricity  by  over 
10  percent;  3)  will  be  more  acceptable  to  coal-bascd  utilities  than  today's  coal-gasification  combmed-cycic 
designs;  4)  and  will  reduce  pollutants  by  up  to  99  percent. 

The  PSDF  will  be  the  focal  point  for  much  of  the  Nation's  advanced  electric  power  technology  development  in 
the  1990s  and  into  the  twenty  first  century    Current  plans  call  for  the  facility'  to  contain  five  modules:  1)  an 
advanced  pressurized  fluidizcd-bed  combustor  ("PFBC"),  an  extremely  clean  method  for  burning  coal,  2)  a 
transport  reactor  gas  source,  a  generic  t>pc  of  coal  gasificr;  3)  a  particulate  control  module,  to  test  filters  for 
removing  tiny  particles  from  coal  gases;  4)  an  advanced  burner-gas  turbine  module,  and  5)  an  advanced  fuel 
cell.  Private  developers  ^11  be  able  to  test  innovative  electric  power  systems  components  -  new  combustors, 
improved  cleanup  systems,  and  advanced  turbines  and  fuel  cells  -  at  a  central  location,  saving  the  time  and 
expense  of  building  separate  test  facilities. 

The  Wilsonvillc  PSDF  offers  several  advantages  to  the  utility  industry  and  to  the  Nation  by  being  able  to 
address  issues  for  the  near,  middle,  and  long-term  management  of  technology  risk: 

•  The  testing  of  hot  gas  Particulate  Control  Devices  ("PCDs")  addresses  the  near-term  developmental  needs, 
and  the  schedule  of  the  PSDF  is  geared  towards  providing  support  to  Clean  Coal  Tcchnolog>  ("CCT") 
projects  for  advanced  power  generation  as  these  projects  enter  the  design  and  operational  phase    All  five 
gasification  and  the  four  pressurized  combustion  CCT  projects  will  use  PCDs  to  clean  the  gas  streams  of 
tiny  particles.  In  these  projects,  the  ability  of  advanced  PCDs  to  clean  hot  gas  is  turning  into  a  critical 
issue  since  more  developmental  cfFort  is  needed  to  improve  the  mechanical  integrity  and  reliabilit>  of  these 
devices. 

•  The  advanced  PFBC  system  offers  the  potential  of  a  high  efficiency  system  for  the  mid-term  that  may  be 
widely  used  in  repowering  applications  or  as  stand-alone  plants. 

•  The  integrated  gasification/ftiel  cell  concept  is  a  system  that  has  the  potential  to  become  the  most  efficient 
and  environmentally  supenor  coal-based  system  available  over  the  long-term 

The  facility  is  currently  under  construction  with  the  gasification  side  scheduled  to  begin  operation  late  this  year 
and  the  PFBC  side  scheduled  to  begin  operation  by  mid-1996. 

Why  Developine  Advanced  Coal-Based  Power  Generation  Technology  is  Important 

Coal  is  the  most  abundant  energy  source  in  the  U.S.  and  provides  55  percent  of  the  electricity  generated  in  the 
Nation.  It  is  expected  that  the  use  of  coal  will  continue  to  increase  in  the  future    Most  of  this  electricity  is 
produced  by  older  pulverized  coal  ("PC")  boilers  which  are  approaching  the  end  of  their  effective  lives  and 
will  need  to  be  replaced  within  the  next  10  to  20  years    In  addition,  as  demand  for  power  increases,  new 
generating  units  will  be  required.  As  coal  is  expected  to  remain  the  most  cost  effective  fuel  for  generating 
electricity  from  base-loaded  power  plants,  these  generating  units,  both  new  and  replacement,  should  continue 
to  use  coal  as  the  primary  fuel. 

Man>'  of  the  new  and  replacement  units  are  expected  to  be  either  integrated  gasification  combined  cycle 
systems  ("IGCC")  or  PFBC.  Compared  to  the  previous  generation  PC  plants  they  will  be  replacing,  these 
technologies  have  the  advantages  of  higher  efficiencies  with  resulting  lower  CO2  emissions,  lower  emissions  of 
SO2  and  NO,,  and  lower  electric  production  cost    In  addition,  the  PFBC  plants  will  have  lower  capital  cost. 
These  advanced  coal  technologies  have  benefited  from  DOE  supported  research  and  development  programs. 
Replacing  existing  power  plants  is  commonly  referred  to  as  "repowering".  For  some  PC  plants,  it  will  be 
possible  to  use  existing  equipment  such  as  the  steam  turbine  and  coal  handling  system    In  other  instances,  the 
entire  plant  may  have  to  be  replaced    Regardless  of  the  extent  of  replacement  required,  repowering  offers 
numerous  advantages  for  an  electricity  utility    Specifically,  it  preserves  an  existing  site  and  upgrades  existing 
assets.  For  these  reasons,  many  people  consider  repowering  to  be  the  most  likely  initial  application  of 
advanced  coal-bascd  power  technology.  If  one  of  the  advanced  coal  technologies  is  used,  the  generating 
capacity  of  the  power  plant  will  be  increased,  which  will  help  offset  the  need  to  build  new  capacity.  Thus, 
repowering  will  reduce  capital  cost  for  increased  capacity,  will  increase  the  useful  life  of  existing  assets,  will 
increase  efficiency,  and  will  meet  all  environment  standards. 

In  order  to  achieve  the  full  advantage  of  repowering,  however,  successful  operation  of  circulating  PFBC 
requires  an  improved  PCD    Such  devices,  although  under  development,  are  not  yet  commercially  available. 
One  primar>  function  of  the  Wilsonville  PSDF  is  to  speed  the  development  and  commercialization  schedule  for 
PCDs  for  power  generation  applications. 

Current  IGCC  technology  requires  that  the  syngas  be  cooled  to  about  100°F  before  removal  of  sulfiir  and 
particulates.  However,  with  in-situ  sulfur  removal  similar  to  PFBC  and  reliable  PCDs,  gas  stream  cooling 
requirements  will  be  reduced  or  eliminated,  which  will  increase  efficiency  and  reduce  cost. 
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Current  generation  PFBC  technology  uses  specially  fabricated  expansion  turbines  that  are  designed  to 
withstand  the  erosive  nature  of  particulatc-ladcn  gas    Incorporating  a  PCD  to  remove  virtually  all  dust  will 
allow  conventional  combustion  turbines  to  be  used  —  lowering  capital  cost  and  reducing  the  cost  of  electricity. 
Both  IGCC  and  PFBC  technologies  will  benefit  from  the  PCDs  to  be  tested  and  developed  at  the  Wilsonvillc 
PSDF  project    The  Wilsonvillc  PSDF  will  be  the  only  facility  in  the  world  where  all  the  components  of  an 
advanced  coal-fired  power  plant  can  be  tested  in  an  integrated  system  at  a  scale  large  enough  to  allow 
confident  scale-up,  but  small  enough  to  minimize  development  cost    This  facility  will  allow  U.S.  electric 
utilities  to  maintain  reasonable  domestic  energy  prices  and  to  gain  a  technological  electric  power  production 
advantage  that  can  help  increase  U.S.  competitiveness  in  foreign  electricity  markets. 

Conclusion 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  SCS  requests  your  continued  support  for  the  Power  Systems  Development  Facility 
by  including  S26.3  million  in  funding  in  the  Department  of  Energy's  Fossil  Energy  Budget.  We  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 


STATEMENT  OF  CALVIN  PETERS,  VICE-CHAIRMAN,  THE  SQUAXIN 

ISLAND  TRIBE 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  Squaxin  Island  Tribe,  1  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  our  concerns  and 
requests  regarding  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  budgets  for  the  BIA  and  IHS.  The  follow/ing  presents  the  Squaxin  Island 
Tribe's  funding  priorities,  as  well  as  regional  and  national  concerns  and  recommendations  for  your  consideration: 

Summary  of  Squaxin  Island  Appropriations  Priorities  -  TRIBAL  LEVEL: 

•  Increase  of  $350,000  for  Squaxin  Island  shellfish  management,  enhancement  and  monitoring.  The 
request  is  for  an  increase  in  the  funding  designated  for  the  Western  Washington  fisheries  management 
portion  of  the  Wildlife  and  Parks  budget.   This  allows  for  management  of  the  treaty  harvest  of  shellfish. 

•  Increase  of  $300,000  for  Squaxin  Island  Law  Enforcement  for  increased  shellfish  enforcement  needs. 
To  be  added  to  the  above  request  which  would  allow  for  protection  of  the  treaty  right. 

Summary  of  Squaxin  Island  Appropriations  Priorities  -  REGIONAL  LEVEL: 

•  Any  savings  resulting  from  the  consolidation  of  the  Olympic  Peninsula  and  Puget  Sound  Agencies  or  the 
Portland  Area  Office  should  be  transferred  to  the  Tribes  in  the  respective  agencies/area; 

•  Support  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  System  request  of  additional  $680,000  for  staff  and  $50,400  for 
computers; 

•  Restore  Tribal/Commissions  historical  base  program  budgets  and  incorporate  in  the  BIA  annual  budget; 
such  restorations  for  Water  Resource  Planning,  and  U.S. -Canada  Salmon  Treaty  will  enhance  Tribal 
resource  management  capability; 

•  Restore  the  $292,000  for  Tribal  habitat  management  in  Timber-Fish-Wildlife  initiative  and  provide  an 
additional  $2.5  million  for  the  20  western  Washington  State  Tribes  and  the  intertribal  fisheries 
organizations  for  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan; 

•  Provide  $1.5  million  for  Hatcheries  Rehabilitation  and  Maintenance; 

•  Provide  $750,000  for  the  western  Washington  Tribes  to  participate  in  the  Chelan  Water  Resources 
Program  previously  supported  by  the  Congress  and  BIA; 

•  Designate  $400,000  for  the  Tribal/State  of  Washington  Wild  Stock  Restoration  Initiative  from  the  BIA, 
Forest  Development,  Woodland  Management,  President's  Forest  Plan  "Job  in  the  Wood"  initiative; 

•  Support  the  recommendations  for  the  Northwest  Portland  Area  Indian  Health  Board  on  the  IHS  FY1996 
Budget. 

Summary  of  Squaxin  Island  Appropriations  Priorities  -  NATIONAL  LEVEL: 

•  Recommend  that  BIA  and  IHS  be  permitted  to  reprogram  funding  so  the  total  Contract  Support  needs 
of  Tribal  governments  can  be  met.  Further,  that  the  1996  budget  include  100%  of  the  Contract  Support 
needs  as  identified  by  the  Tribes. 

•  Support  establishment  of  Self-Governance  Tribal  base  budgets  under  both  BIA  and  IHS.  The  base 
budget  amount  would  consist  of  negotiated  program  funding  including  contract  support  and  an 
inflationary  adjustment  . 

•  Support  complete  funding  for  implementation  of  the  Indian  Tribal  Justice  Act  (P.L.  103-176);  and 
continued  funding  for  the  Special  Tribal  Courts.  This  will  benefit  the  development  of  the  Squaxin  Island 
Court  system. 

SHELLFISH  ENHANCEMENT  AND  MONITORING  $350,000 

The  Squaxin  Island  Tribal  members  have  harvested  shellfish  for  subsistence  and  commerce  in  our  'usual  and 
accustomed"  areas  for  centuries.  This  harvest  activity  continues  today  with  active  enhancement  and 
management  provided  by  the  Squaxin  Island  Natural  Resources  Department.  The  beaches  which  we  harvest 
and  manage  have  historically  been  some  of  the  most  naturally  productive  in  the  Puget  Sound  region.  Prior  to 
implementation  of  the  decision  reached  in  the  shellfish  case,  we  participated  in  management  of  less  than  100 
acres  of  beaches.    After  implementation,  this  will  increase  by  over  200  acres. 
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With  the  (allure  of  negotiations  between  the  Tribes  and  the  State  of  Washington,  and  the  subsequent  outcome 
of  litigation  which  reaffirmed  the  treaty  right  to  harvest  shellfish,  resources  are  needed  to  enhance  the 
nianngement  efforts  of  the  Tribe.  While  some  issues  remain  to  be  worked  out,  the  implementation  will  include 
access  to  both  intertidal  and  subtidal  species  of  shellfish  which  will  require  special  training  and  equipment  for 
proper  management.  In  order  to  protect  and  maintain  this  treaty  right  to  harvest  shellfish  for  today's  Tribal 
members,  as  well  as  for  the  next  generations  of  Tribal  members,  the  Tribe  must  take  an  active  role  in 
management  activities. 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT  $300,000 

The  Squaxin  Island  Law  Enforcement  department  is  responsible  for  the  enforcement  activity  within  the 
reservation  community,  and  for  resource  enforcement  within  the  "usual  and  accustomed"  area.  The  officers 
also  provide  support  to  the  surrounding  law  enforcement  agencies,  such  as  County,  State,  and  Coast  Guard. 

It  is  the  direct  responsibility  of  Law  Enforcement  to  provide  enforcement  of  all  harvest  regulations  issued  from 
tho  Natural  Resources  Department.  There  will  be  a  corresponding  increase  in  enforcement  activity  relative  to 
the  increase  in  management  activity  by  the  Natural  Resources  Department.  The  resource  enforcement 
jurisdiction  of  the  Tribe  covers  10,000  square  miles  of  open  water  in  5  counties,  and  over  2,000  miles  of 
beaches.  In  order  to  provide  continuous  coverage  of  beaches  while  maintaining  the  balance  of  services,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  hire  additional  officers  with  the  necessary  training  and  equipment. 

NATIONAL  RECOMIVIENDATIONS 

•  PROVIDE  FOR  100%  FUNDING  OF  CONTRACT  SUPPORT  COSTS 

In  FY1994,  the  BIA  funded  only  81%  of  Tribal  indirect  costs,  and  again  in  FY1995,  Tribes  are  faced  with 
funding  to  only  reimburse  about  75%  of  their  contract  support  costs.  The  BIA  is  prohibited  by  Congressional 
action  from  having  the  flexibility  to  provide  for  funding  of  this  very  fundamental  need  of  Tribal  government 
operations.  In  the  "Declaration  of  Policy"  of  P.L.  100-472,  it  is  stated  that  'the  United  States  is  committed  to 
supporting  and  assisting  Indian  Tribes  in  the  development  of  strong  and  stable  Tribal  governments  ".  This  type 
of  action  has  the  opposite  effect  on  Tribal  governments,  and  these  unexpected,  roller-coaster  budget  policies 
by  the  BIA  have  created  administrative  instabilities  and  management  chaos  at  the  Tribal  government  level. 

Section  205  of  the  act  provides  for  continuous  funding  of  the  contract  support  costs.  Tribes  have  relied  on  this 
continuous  funding  and  have  established  the  necessary  governmental  infrastructure  to  enable  them  to  be  able 
to  offer  services  to  their  membership.  If  there  is  continuous  underfunding  of  contract  support,  the  ability  of  the 
Tribal  government  to  provide  continuous  services  is  in  jeopardy.  We  strongly  urge  your  Committee  to:  (1)  direct 
both  the  BIA  and  IHS  to  provide  full  funding  of  indirect  costs;  (2)  identify  actual  need  in  future  budgets;  and  (3) 
accurately  report  any  shortfall  amounts. 

•  ESTABLISH  SELF-GOVERNANCE  TRIBAL  BASE  BUDGETS  IN  BIA  AND  IHS 

Stable  base  funding  has  been  a  fundamental  Self-Governance  objective.  In  order  for  the  participating  Tribes  to 
demonstrate  success,  it  is  imperative  that  consistent  and  predictable  funding  conditions  exist.  Our  Tribe 
requests  the  Committee  to  consider  report  language  that  directs  both  the  BIA  Office  of  Self  Governance  and  the 
IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  to:  (1)  provide  the  participating  Self-Governance  Tribes  with  a  stable 
funding  base;  and  (2)  establish  an  "operational"  definition  of  this  base  which  would  include  the  identification 
of  the  lump  sum  contract  support  amount  and  inflationary  adjustments. 

The  establishment  of  base  budgets  will  (1)  streamline  the  annual  negotiations,  (2)  reduce  fiscal  adjustments 
currently  required  by  the  tedious  line  item  negotiation  process;  and  (3)  create  a  predictable  financial  support 
process  over  a  multi-year  period.  Stable  base  budgets  will  improve  Tribal  management  capabilities  and 
development  opportunities  and  will  prevent  the  erosion  of  critical  Tribal  health  care  delivery  programs. 

•  SUPPORT  CONTINUED  FUNDING  FOR  SPECIAL  TRIBAL  COURTS 

On  February  1,  1995,  the  Squaxin  Island  Tribe  established  a  new  judicial  system  in  cooperation  with  a 
neighboring  Tribe,  independent  of  the  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  System  (NICS).  One  element  of  this  decision 
was  the  expectation  of  continued  funding  of  the  Special  Tribal  Courts  program.  We  also  anticipated  that  funding 
under  the  Indian  Tribal  Justice  Act  would  be  closer  to  the  amount  authorized  in  the  act.  In  order  for  the  Squaxin 
Island  Tribe  to  maintain  its  sovereignty  and  political  integrity,  we  believe  it  is  essential  to  continue  to  develop 
our  court  system  as  an  integral  element  of  the  Tribal  government.  We  wish  to  provide  continued  training  for 
our  court  personnel.  As  we  cooperate  in  this  regional  effort  in  South  Puget  Sound,  we  need  to  develop  and 
refine  our  abilities  in  areas  such  as  code  writing  and  legal  research. 

The  Indian  Tribal  Justice  Act  authorizes  $58.4  million  for  Tribal  Judicial  systems.  Clearly,  this  law  emphasizes 
Congressional  intent  for  increased  funding  support  for  Tribal  Court  operations.  The  BIA  FY1 996  budget  request 
for  $5  million,  does  not  include  the  authorized  amounts,  in  fact,  it  recommends  the  elimination  of  funding  for 
Special  Tribal  Courts.  We  would  encourage  and  support  the  increase  in  BIA  Tribal  Courts  by  $58  million  to 
improve  Tribal  Court  Operations  added  to  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  Pubic  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribal  Courts 
budget  base,  and  recommend  restoration  of  the  $1,463,000  BIA  proposed  elimination  of  Special  Tribal  Courts. 

OTHER  NATIONAL  CONSIDERATIONS: 

•  Oppose  proposed  FY  1995  House  rescissions  for  Indian  programs;  restore  BIA  proposed  reductions  to 
the  total  enacted  FY  1995  levels;  Special  Tribal  Courts  (-(-$1.46  million),  Business  Enterprise 
Development  Grants  (-i-$3  million).  Education  Construction  -  Employee  Construction  (-t-$4  million), 
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Construction  -  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  |  +  $  1 .5  million).  Construction  -  Emergency  Shelters  ( +  $2.0 
million); 

•  Administrative  Cost  Savings  and  FTE  Reductions  for  BIA  and  IHS  should  not  be  applied.  If  applied,  these 
cost  savings  that  are  generated  as  a  result  of  BIA  and  IHS  streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts  should 
be  transferred  to  the  Tribes,  not  the  Treasury;  Additionally,  we  support  the  recommendations  from  the 
Joint  Tribal/DOI/BIA  Task  Force  Final  Report;  and  that  these  recommendations  should  guide  the  pending 
BIA  consolidation  and  streamlining  proposals;  Provide  $500,000  in  Interior  Department  Office  of 
the  Secretary  to  support  a  comparative  analysis  study  of  Tribal-County-State  funding  and 
responsibilities  for  law  enforcement,  courts,  social  services  with  emphasis  on  child  welfare  and  juvenile 
delinquency  with  report  due  Congress  by  3/1/96; 

•  Restore  BIA  FY1996  reductions  for  Welfare  Assistance  ($5.2  million),  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  funds 
($3.4  million).  Water  Resources  ($1.0  raillion).  Resource  Management  ($3.6  million),  Indian  Business 
Development  Grants  ($2.9  million).  Fishery  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  ($1.4  million); 

•  Support  IHS  FY  1996  Appropriation  increases  for  Health  Care  Reform  including  increases  for  Hospitals 
and  Clinics(-t- $47.7  million).  Dental  (-^$3.3  million).  Mental  Health(-i- $2.3  million),  Alcohol/Substance 
Abuse  I -t- $4.7  million).  Contract  Health  Services  (-i-$22.1  million).  Public  Health  Nursing  (-t-$1.2 
million),  Health  Education  ( -t- $454,000),  CHR  (-t-$2.3  million); 

•  Direct  IHS  to  provide  substantial  support  documentation  on  third  party  collections  that  are  annually 
inflated  which  has  the  net  effect  of  reducing  appropriations  to  Native  Americans  and  Alaskan  Natives, 
and  encourage  consideration  of  population  growth  in  IHS  funding. 

In  conclusion,  I  appreciate  your  consideration  of  the  FY1996  requests  and  recommendations  of  appropriations 
for  the  BIA/IHS,  on  behalf  of  the  Squaxin  Island  Tribe.    Thank  you. 


STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  G.  COLEMAN,  PROFESSOR  OF  GEOLOGY 
EMERITUS,  THE  STANFORD  UNIVERSITY 

U.S.  Geological  Survey  the  Earth  Science  Agency  for  the  21st  Century 

Citizens  of  this  country  are  generally  unaware  of  the  crucial  role  federal  science  plays  in 
keeping  our  country  in  its  position  of  world  leadership.  Congress  is  asking  for  tighter  budget 
controls  on  scientific  funding  including  possible  elimination  of  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey 
(USGS).  History  speaks  eloquently  of  the  need  for  federal  science  to  attain  its  sustained 
national  economic  health.  This  venerable  agency  has  been  the  touchstone  for  traditional  earth 
science  wisdom  for  over  1 16  years  supplying  our  country  with  critical  knowledge  and  advice 
on  land  use  and  natural  hazards. 

Bruce  Babbitt,  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  now  finds  himself  in  the  position  of  having  to 
defend  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  from  a  political  agenda  that  seems  either  shortsighted  or 
historically  naive.  Congress  created  this  agency  by  the  Organic  Act  of  1879  setting  ground 
rules  insuring  that  vested  interests  could  not  control  its  investigations  or  published  results. 

Another  related  congressional  initiative,  promoting  the  idea  that  much  of  the  USGS 
science  could  be  transferred  into  academia  or  the  private  sector,  breaks  the  essential  cornerstone 
of  the  Organic  Act  which  has  been  so  important  in  maintaining  unbiased  government  science. 
Conflict  of  interest  would  cloud  the  competition  for  available  funds  spawning  bia.sed  reports  or 
opinions  designed  to  attract  funding  or  embellish  reputations  rather  than  impartial  views  backed 
by  hard  .science.  Congress  .should  under.stand  that  many  functions  carried  out  by  the  USGS  can 
not  possibly  be  accomplished  by  state  or  local  agencies,  universities,  or  other  institutions  of 
earth  science.  Maintaining  regional  seistnic  networks,  evaluating  national  water  resources,  or 
setting  national  mapping  standards  of  excellence  are  only  a  few  examples  of  activities  that  could 
only  be  done  within  a  federal  agency. 

During  its  entire  history  the  USGS  has  had  sustained  academic  excellence  by 
maintaining  high  entrance  .standards  for  employinent.  Its  authoritative  scientific  reports 
represent  unprejudiced  observation  and  data  gathering.  Rigorous  internal  peer  review  of  each 
report  insures  this  on-going  quality.  Most  university  earth  scientists  would  quail  at  such  a 
prospect  of  close  scmtiny.  It  is  rare  for  "false  prophecies  of  doom"  to  originate  within  the 
USGS  to  blur  the  national  debate  conceming  environment  versus  economic  development. 
Every  state  in  the  union  has  benefited  from  the  honest  USGS  earth  science  information 
available  for  urban  construction,  evaluation  of  natural  hazards,  assessing  energy  resources, 
determining  quality  and  quantity  of  water  resources  and  more  recently  helping  with 
environinental  regulation  dileinmas. 

Who  are  some  of  these  scientists  and  how  have  they  contributed  to  the  stewardship  of 
public  lands  and  development  of  natural  resources? 

The  construction  of  the  Alaskan  Pipeline  on  pemianently  frozen  terrain  of  Northern 
Alaska  was  an  environmental  nightmare.  Dr.  Arthur  Lachenbruch,  carried  out  detailed  studies 
on  permafrost  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  on  his  own  initiative  showing  that  permafrost  extends 
down  to  2000  feet.  His  calculation  of  the  heat  flow  from  the  pipeline  and  knowledge  of 
permafrost  depth  was  critical  data  for  Alaskan  pipeline  design  engineers. 
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The  experience  gained  during  26  years  at  the  USGS  National  Center  for  Earthquake 
Research  is  used  in  developing  safer  zoning  and  building  codes  with  a  concomitant  survival  of 
structures  dramatically  revealed  in  the  recent  earthquakes  such  as  Loma  Prieta  (1989)  and 
Northridge  (1993)  in  California.  Dr.  Roger  D.  Borcherdt  's  analyses  of  strong  motion  data  for 
different  soil  and  rock  types  have  provided  real  limits  used  to  estimate  style  and  intensity  of 
ground  motion  response  by  structures  of  variable  construction  situated  on  diverse  soil  and  rock 
foundations  during  seismic  events. 

The  long  term  study  at  the  USGS  Hawaiian  Volcanological  Observatory  over  the  past 
50  years  has  produced  an  elite  band  of  volcanologist  minute-men  ready  to  travel  any  place  any 
time  to  help  in  monitoring  and  predicting  potential  volcanic  eruptions.  More  than  twenty  days 
before  the  Mount  St.  Helens  eruption  these  minute-men  were  alerted  by  seismic  signals 
characteristic  of  magma  rising  into  base  of  Mount  St.  Helens.  The  minute-men  organized  a 
hazards  watch  in  the  area  and  helped  designate  "hazards  zones"  for  the  local  authorities.  On 
May  18,  1980  Dr.  David  Johnston  one  of  the  dedicated  minute-men  occupied  a  hazard  watch 
on  a  ridge  six  miles  north  of  Mount  St.  Helens  on  the  day  it  erupted.  His  radio  call  was  the  first 
alert  of  the  eruption  and  his  last  scientific  observation;  he  was  lost  with  60  others.  David 
epitomizes  the  loyalty  and  commiunent  of  USGS  scientists  over  the  years. 

Publication  of  accurate  topographic,  geologic,  geophysical,  and  other  special  maps  is 
an  important  USGS  function.  Even  though  great  strides  are  being  made  in  topographic  map 
construction  it  is  still  necessary  for  geological  maps  to  have  ground  truth  obtained  only  by 
walking,  driving,  or  flying  to  specific  spots  to  verify  the  rock  types  and  their  composition  as 
well  as  their  strtictural  setting.  The  USGS  is  the  premier  geologic  mapping  organization  of  the 
worid  maintaining  its  viability  by  continually  training  new  geology  graduates  under  the 
guidance  of  its  older  "hands."  Tom  Dibblee  carried  out  16  years  of  mapping  for  Richfield  Oil 
Co  in  western  California  and  then  he  joined  the  USGS,  mapping  an  additional  25  years  along 
the  San  Andreas  fault  zone.  His  maps  covering  40, 000  .square  miles  done  by  working  alone 
and  walking  for  long  hours  everyday  yielded  a  wealtli  of  knowledge  that  forms  our  basic 
understanding  of  the  active  San  Andreas  fault  system. 

These  personal  vignettes  of  USGS  scientists  vividly  illustrate  the  real  value  of  unbiased 
scientific  research  done  by  dedicated  people  who  want  to  solve  the  nation's  most  important 
earth  science  problems.  Our  country  needs  to  support  a  scientific  agency  such  as  the  USGS  to 
provide  unbiased  research  on  restoration,  remediation,  multi-use,  and  sustained  yield  of  our 
natural  domains. 

STATEMENT  OF  LYLE  EMERSON  GEORGE,  CHAIRMAN,  THE 
SUQUAMISH  TRIBE 

Summan'  of  Suquamish  Appropriations  Priorities:   TRIBAL  LEVEL 

1.  Provide  5.375,000  funding  for  Shclinsh  Managcmcnl.  add  lo  Ihc  BIA  Other  Recurring  Progmms,  Natural  Resources.  Wildlife 
&  Parks.  Tnbc/Agcncy  budget  base. 

2.  Provide  SlO.3.720  funding  for  Water  Resources  Program,  add  to  BIA  Non-recurring  Programs.  Water  Management,  Planning, 
and  Pre  Development  Program,  Tribe/Agency  budget  base. 

.1.  Prov  idc  S2X:.887  funding  increase  for  l^w  and  Justice  Program  (Tribal  Courts)  add  to  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  Tribal 
Courts  budget  b.isc. 

Summar>  of  Suquamish  Requests  &  Recommendations:   REGIONAL  LEVEL 

*  .Support  Northwest  Indian  Fisheries  Commission  (NWIFC)  requests  for  member  Tribes. 

*  .Support  NWIFC  requests  for  Consolidated  Agency  Budget  lo  Implement  FEMAT;  Implement  Wild  Salmonid  Management  and 
Restoration  and  Forest  Planning  Responsibilities;  and  Clarifying  and  Directing  Language  lo  Federal  Agencies  Regarding  Tribal 
Man.igcir.cnt. 

Summary  of  Suquamish  Requests  &  Recommendations:   NATIONAL  LEVEL 

*  Support  llinl  savings  from  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  downsizing  and  restructuring  activities  be  made  available  to  Tribal  Programs 
M  the  Tnhc/ Agency  level. 

*  Increase  basic  support  for  BIA  and  IMS  Self-Governance  Denion.stration  Programs. 

*  Appropriate  funds  for  Tribal  Court  Operations  to  implement  PL  103-176  "Indian  Tribal  Justice  Act". 

*  Kcipiirc  thai  IHS  provide  substantial  support  documentation  on  third  party  collections  that  are  annually  inflated  which  has  the 
net  effect  of  rcducmg  appropriations  to  Native  Americans  and  Alaska  Natives. 

On  bch.ilf  of  all  our  Tribal  members,  I  would  like  lo  thank  the  Commiltee  for  Ihc  opportunity  lo  present  the  requests  and 
recommendations  of  our  Tribe,  regarding  the  FY  1996  budgets  of  the  BIA  and  IHS. 

Background  and  Current  Conditions 

The  Suquamish  Tribe,  whose  ancestors  include  the  renowned  Chief  Seallh,  for  whom  the  City  of  Seattle  was  named,  is  located  on 
the  7.5(K1  .icrc  Port  Madison  Indian  Reservation,  with  boundaries  within  Kitsap  County,  several  miles  West  of  Seattle  by  water. 
While  Chief  Sc.ilih  and  his  people  were  known  for  their  generosity  and  fairness  to  the  early  settlers,  these  virtues  were  not 
rcciproc.nled,  and  the  Tribe  now  owns  less  Ih.m  3,000  acres  of  its  original  treaty  protected  land  base.  This  alienation  of  land  has 
crc.ited  a  chcckerbo.ird  rcscr\'ation  wherein  jurisdictional  conflicts  with  Stale  and  County  governments  ei^act  a  heavy  loll  on  our 
alre.idy  limited  governmental  resources. 
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Our  once  abundani  nalural  resources,  centered  on  Ihc  salmon,  shellfish  and  wildlife,  are  on  Ihe  verge  of  cxlinction.  sustained  only 
by  a  desperate  dependence  on  the  Tribal  Fisheries  and  Shellfish  Hatchery  and  Enhancement  Program.  Water  resources  are  limited, 
.mil  Ihc  ni  A  li.is  d<inc  llltle  to  provide  funding  for  the  Tribe  to  develop  b.isclinc  data  necessary  to  support  water  resource  conservation 
and  protection. 

Since  19fi.i.  when  our  Tribal  Constitution  was  officially  approved,  we  have  struggled  to  provide  our  members,  and  all  residents  of 
Ihe  reservation,  with  essential  governmental  services.  The  past  ten  years  have  enabled  significant  improvements  through  this 
Coinniittec's  sironp  support  of  Tribal  Self  Determination  policies,  assisted  by  PL  100-472,  amending  PL  93-638,  and  now,  we  find 
in  Ihe  FY  IWfi  budget  th.il  we  are  again  ihrealened  by  a  major  reduction  in  Indirect  Cost.  These  reductions  are  proposed  at  a  lime 
when  our  environment  .ind  natural  resources  are  at  great  risk,  primarily  as  a  result  of  hazardous  waste  from  military  bases  within 
our  Usual  &  Accustomed,  Treaty  protected  areas. 

While  these  challenges  to  our  Tribal  government  and  culture  are  entremcly  serious,  we  feel  that  they  can  be  met  successfully,  and 
our  Treaty  Rights  can  be  protected,  if  wc  are  provided  Ihe  basic  funding  necessary  to  carry  out  our  programs. 

Increase  Funding  for  Shellfish  Manaeemcnt:  $375,000 

We  are  requesting  funds  be  made  available  to  expand  our  Shellfish  Management  Program.  The  harvest  of  shellfish  species  is  a  critical 
component  of  the  marine  resources  utilized  by  Ihe  Suquamish  people.  The  recent  court  decision  reaffirming  treaty  shellfish  rights, 
presents  us  wiili  a  tremendous  opportunity  to  expand  fishing  opportunities  to  our  Tribal  members  at  a  lime  when  salmon  fishing 
income  IS  m  iis'lowesi  level  in  20  years  The  management  challenges  this  decision  creates  are  no  less  daunting.  Five  economically 
iniportanl  shclllish  species  will  be  added  to  the  three  species  we  currently  m.inage.  Fisheries  enforcement  needs  expansion  to  cover 
these  additional  open  water  and  inlertidal  fisheries  year  round,  population  surveys  of  several  species  will  need  to  be  conducted  to 
csi.ilili.sh  sustaiii.nblc  harvest  levels,  and  management  agreements  unique  for  each  species,  will  have  to  be  developed  by  Tribes  and 
W.T.hincion  Stale  .igencics.  With  BIA  assistance  in  FY  1995.  we  were  able  to  maintain  minimum  program  standards  and  carry  out 
terms  and  cuiidilions  contained  in  the  man.igemcnt  agreemenis  including:  c.itch  reporting,  PSP  inoniloring.  resource  invcnloi  cs.  he.ilth 
inspections,  enforcement,  bench  monitoring,  and  clam  enhancement.  Our  program  has  proven  inslnimcnial  as  a  model  of  inter-agency 
cooperation  from  which  oilier  Tribes  h.ive  been  able  to  replicate  their  shellfish  programs.  In  order  to  expand  our  program  and  open 
these  new  fisheries  to  our  Tribal  members,  we  are  requesting  that  funds  be  made  available  in  the  amount  of  $376,000.  added  to  BIA 
Other  Recurring  Programs.  Natural  Resources,  Wildlife  &  Parks,  Tribe/Agency  Budget  Base. 

Funding  Rciiuestcd  for  Water  Resources  Mature  Contract:  $103,720 

In  1990.  the  Tribe  developed  a  W.ntcr  Resources  Program  to  conduct  a  professional  review  and  assessment  of  the  water  resources 
of  the  Port  M.idison  Indian  Reserv.ition  and  the  surrounding  Port  Madison  Water  Resources  Basin.  We  have  been  successful  in 
.ndilrcssin;.:  water  quantity  issues  through  govemmcnt-to-govemment  efforts  with  Western  Washington  Tribes.  State  and  local 
governnienis.  Wc  work  coll.iboratively  with  the  University  of  Washington  and  Northwest  Indian  Fisheries  Commission  sharing 
technical  hvdro  geological  assistance  and  guidance.  This  approach  has  helped  in  avoiding  litigation  related  to  water  rights  over- 
appropriation  of  aiiuifers  both  on  and  near  ihe  Reservation  and  impacts  to  fisheries  streams  and  wetlands.  A  PL  93-638  contract  was 
submitted  to  the  BIA  and  a  "Mature  Contract"  status  in  FY  1993.  Unfonunately.  the  BIAdid  not  provide  funding  in  FY  1994  or  FY 
I99S  for  this  M.itiirc  Contract,  nor  have  they  requested  funding  in  their  FY  1996  Budget  Request.  While  wc  have  been  able  to  secure 
icmporar\'  funding  from  various  sources  over  Ihe  past  three  years,  and  have  managed  to  keep  the  program  operational,  without  base 
funding  in  l-\  1996.  this  conlr.nci  and  Tribal  technical  capabilities  will  undoubtedly  be  lost.  We  are  requesting  th.it  funds  be  made 
avail.able  in  the  amount  of  $103,720  for  this  existing  Mature  Contract;  either  added  or  earmarked  to  BIA  Nonrecurring  Programs; 
Water  Management.  Planning,  and  Pre-Development  Program.  Tribe/Agency  budget  base. 

Increase  Funding  for  Public  Safety  Program:  $362,645 

Our  goal  is  to  build  a  professional  police  services  program  that  is  sensitive  to,  and  meets  the  needs  of  Ihe  Suquamish  Tribal 
conimuniiy  The  Tribe's  Department  of  Public  Safety  is  aware  that  crime  prevention  is  the  long  term  goal  of  the  National  Law 
Enforcemenl  Comnninily.  and  embraces  the  concept  of  Community  Oriented  Policing  (CO. P.)  The  depannienl  also  realizes  that 
a  minimum  contingency  of  officers  is  needed  to  provide  the  necessary  basic  police  .services  and  to  provide  the  protection  that  the 
Tribal  community  deserves.  To  initiate  the  philosophy  of  CO. P.  within  a  police  organization  and  ihe  community  requires  the 
uiili/ation  of  extremely  labor  intensive  programs.  Due  to  the  inadequate  funding  of  the  police  program  on  the  Port  Madison 
Rcser%ation.  it  is  impossible  to  meet  the  law  enforcement  needs  required  to  be  effective.  It  is  true  that  the  officers  can  practice 
community  policing  on  a  daily  basis  with  minimal  interaction  with  Tribal  members,  but  the  extra  hours  would  yield  equitable  results. 

Over  the  past  several  years  we've  seen  a  marked  increase  in  recruitment  efforts  on  our  reservation  by  gangs  from  the  larger  cities. 
Last  year  it  »  as  estimated  th.it  nearly  sixty  active  gang  members  lived  on  or  near  the  reservation.  Tribal  youth  are  at  risk  and  a  youth 
diversion  program  was  implemented  within  the  Tribe'S  Justice  System  on  a  part-time  basis,  but  had  to  be  dropped  due  to  the  lack 
of  available  funds  The  department  desperately  needs  a  youth  advocacy  officer  to  work  directly  and  intimately  with  our  Suquamish 
viMiiig  people  The  Tribe  needs  a  prcvcntion/advoc.icy  officer  who  would  .mend  speci.nl  training  programs  to  enable  them  to  work 
cllectivcly  with  youth  under  the  auspices  and  .nulhorily  of  the  police  department,  and.  maintain  a  r.npport  consislcnt  with  the  concept 
of  Community  Oriented  Policing  .nnd  youth  .ndvocacy. 

Crime  prevention  progr.nms  and  Ihe  community  attitude  change  they  strive  to  encourage  are,  for  future  generations,  the  only  defense 
.ngainsi  ihe  violent  criminal  beh.nvior  that  is  so  prevalent  in  our  society  today.  A  Criminal  investigator  is  also  needed  to  conduct 
follow  up  investig.ntions.  Deterrence,  along  with  prevention  are  key  elements  in  crime  control.  The  Criminal  investigator  would 
provide  the  investigative  c.npability  in  our  existing  structure,  thus,  enabling  us  lo  prosecute  more  of  the  violators. 

Funding  programs  through  the  Crime  Bill  for  additional  police  personnel  .nnd  equipment,  although  supposedly  available  lo  Tribes. 
is  questionable  because  of  the  25%  matching  requirement  and  the  lack  of  indirect  costs  not  associated  with  the  grants.  Small  Tribes 
cannot  afford  to  participate  A  true  government-to-government  relationship  between  the  Tribes  and  the  Federal  government  should 
prevail  in  this  process 

Increase  Funding  for  Law  and  Justice  fTribal  Courts)  Program:   $124,900 

The  Suquamish  Tribal  Court  has  a  present  budget  base  of  $124,900.  Out  of  this  budget  comes  the  salaries  of  a  full-time  prosecutor. 
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i«ci  pnrl'limc  public  defenders,  two  rull-limc  clerks,  one  part-lime  Chief  Judge,  and  one  part-lime  Associate  Judge.  Court 
.ndminislmiion.  iiir\'  costs,  employee  training,  rent  and  other  expenses  also  come  from  this  budget. 

The  Suquainish  Tribal  Court  is  the  Tribe's  Court  of  Record,  which  means  that  appeals  of  our  Court's  decisions  to  the  Appellate 
Courts  arc  based  on  the  record  generated  in  the  Tribal  Court.  Therefore,  our  Court  operations  must  be  managed  efficiently.  Our 
prcicnl  Court  budget  b;ircly  affords  enough  resources  for  the  Court  to  hear  all  of  the  cases  coming  before  it,  let  alone  maintain  its 
inlcrnal  case  nianagcineni  systems. 

The  Tribe  hired  it's  first  full-time  prosecutor  in  June  of  1994  to  provide  enforcement  assistance  to  departments  (i.e.  Human  Services, 
Police.  Fisheries.  Natural  Resources.  Community  Development  and  Public  Services)  and  to  update  our  Tribal  Code.  Although  the 
Prosecutor  improved  the  quality  of  the  Tribal  Court  operation's  and  responsibilities,  we  also  increased  the  budget  needs  of  our  public 
Defenders  and  Court. 

A  New  Chief  Judge  was  hired  in  October  1994  to  evaluate  our  existing  Court  system  to  insure  that  it  functioned  efficiently  and 
effectively  as  the  Court  of  Record,  to  increase  the  training  and  professionalism  of  the  Court,  and,  to  improve  the  communication 
between  the  Court,  the  otter  Tribal  departments,  and  the  Suquamish  Tribal  community.  He  has  evaluated  our  staff  and  existing 
procedures  and  has  begun  to  make  changes  and  improvements  as  necessary.  Unfortunately,  we  arc  unable  to  continue  with  these 
iniprovciucms  due  to  a  lack  of  resources,  which  we  hope  this  Committee  will  provide. 

Commiltec  .Support  Rcqucslcd  thai  Savings  from  BIA  Downsizing  be  Made  Available  to  Tribal  Programs: 

In  I98S.  this  Committee  appropriated  funds  for  ten  Tribal  governments  to  demonstrate  their  ability  to  manage  funds  for  Tribal 
operation's  that  were  alw.iys  administered  by  the  BIA. 

This  project,  the  Self-Governance  Demonstrated  Project,  has  proven  to  be  successful.  In  1994,  permanent  authorization  legislation 
for  Self-Govcrn.nncc  was  signed  into  law,  P.L.  103-413,  Title  II.  The  objectives  of  Self-Governance  are  among  tho.se  advocated 
ni  the  Conlr.icl  with  America.  The  Suquamish  Tribe  is  in  the  process  of  adopting  its  first  Self-Governance  contract  and  needs  a  strong 
aiul  cfficicni  Court  to  insure  the  Tribe's  sovereignly.  Without  adequate  funding  for  our  Tribal  Court,  ihe  Suquainish  Tribe  will  be 
without  ,nn  imporiant  mechanism  to  ensure  the  peace,  safety,  and  political  inlegrily  of  its  government  and  its  Tribal  members. 

We  would  rc<iiicsi  that  ihc  Coinmiticc  support  that  savings  from  BIA  downsizing  efforts  be  made  available  to  Ihe  Tribe/Agency  level 
for  distribution  to  Tribal  programs.  It  is  at  this  level  thai  Tribal  and  BIA  officials  can  determine  where  the  funds  could  best  be  used 
at  Ihe  Tribal  level. 

Tribal  Needs  Should  Have  Highest  PriorilY 

Over  Ihe  past  5  years.  Tribes  have  worked  very  hard  to  effectuate  a  budget  process  within  BIA  and  IHS  that  would  be  based  on  Tribal 
needs  and  involve  direct  consultation  with  Tribes.  Each  year  we  are  "surprised"  to  find  that  the  Agencies  have  reduced  or  cut 
programs  that  are  successful  and  vital  to  our  success.  One  prime  example  for  FY  1995  is  the  BIA  Economic  Development  Program 
cuts.  The  recent  BIA  Reorganization  highlighted  this  program  and  increa.sed  the  BIA  FTE's  at  Central  Office  to  accommodate 
increased  priorities  on  Economic  Development.  The  Indian  Business  Development  Program  is  a  small  cost  program  that  has  been 
\er\-  successful  affording  Tribes  enterprising  opportunities.  The  Technical  Assistance  Program  is  a  key  to  developing  prt>jects  and 
is  low-cost.  These  programs  were  targeted  for  elimination  or  huge  cuts  without  any  consultation  with  Tribes.  And.  in  FY  1993, 
these  programs  were  reduced  or  eliminated  to  cover  short-falls  in  Contract  Support. 

It  IS  necessar)  to  again  emphasize  to  this  Committee  the  need  lo  direct  the  Agencies  to  conduct  timely  and  meaningful  consultation 
with  Tribes  prior  to  submitting  budgets  to  the  Administration  and  Congress.  Tribal  governments  and  directly  associated  programs 
should  l.ikc  prioriiy  over  all  other  Agency  expenditures. 

In  conclusion,  I  want  lo  thank  Ihe  Committee  for  your  consideration  of  our  requests.  The  Suquamish  Tribe  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  present  our  needs  and  concerns.  Thank  You! 

APPENDIX 

Regional  Requests  and  Recommendations: 

•  Restore  the  $292,000  for  Tribal  habitat  management  in  TImber-Fish-Wildlife  Initiative  and  provide  an 
additional  $2.5  million  for  the  20  western  Washington  State  Tribes  and  the  intertribal  fisheries 
organizations  for  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan; 

•  Provide  $1.5  million  for  Hatcheries  Rehabilitation  and  Maintenance; 

•  Designate  $400,000  for  the  Tribal/State  of  Washington  Wild  Stock  Restoration  Initiative  from  the  BIA, 
Forest  Development,  Woodland  Management,  President's  Forest  Plan  "Job  in  the  Wood"  initiative; 

National  Requests  and  Recommenda-hons: 

•  Oppose  proposed  FY  1995  House  rescissions  for  Indian  programs;  restore  BIA  proposed  reductions  to 
the  total  enacted  FY  1995  levels;  Special  Tribal  Courts  (  +  $1.46  million).  Business  Enterprise 
Development  Grants  (-t-$3  million).  Education  Construction  -  Employee  Construction  (-f$4  million). 
Construction  -  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  { ->-  $  1 ,5  million).  Construction  -  Emergency  Shelters  ( +  $2,0 
million) 

•  Require  that  IHS  provide  substantial  support  documentation  on  third  party  collections  that  are  annually 
inflated  which  has  the  net  effect  of  reducing  appropriations  to  Native  Americans  and  Alaska  Natives. 
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•  Administrative  Cost  Savings  and  FTE  Reductions  for  BIA  and  IHS  should  not  be  applied:  If  applied,  these 
cost  savings  that  are  generated  as  a  result  of  BIA  and  IHS  streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts  should 
be  transferred  to  the  Tribes,  not  the  Treasury; 

•  Support  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  System  request  of  additional  $680,000  for  staff  and  $50,400  for 

computers; 

•  Increase  BIA  Tribal  Courts  by  $58.4  million  to  improve  Tribal  Court  Operations  added  to  Tribal  Priority 
Allocations,  Public  Safety  and  Justice,  and  Tribal  Courts  budget  base,  under  P.L.  103-176.  "Indian 
Tribal  Justice  Act"; 

•  Restore  $1,463,000  BIA  proposed  elimination  of  Special  Tribal  Courts:  and. 

•  Increase  BIA  and  IHS  Contract  Support  funds  to  address  documented  need;  direct  the  BIA  and  IHS  to 
begin  process  to  identify  actual  need  in  future  budgets  and  accurately  report  shortfall  amounts. 


STATEMENT  OF  NICOLAS  J.  PADILLA,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  SUSANVILLE 
INDIAN  RANCHERIA 

Summary  of  Susanville  Indian  Rancheria  Health  Priorities: 

1.  Funds   for   IHS  to   lease  tribally  owned   facilities 

2.  Transition  funds  to  speed  Self   Determination  Contracting 

and  Compacting 

3.  Block  Grants 

4 .  Managed  Care 

5.  Medical  Supplies  and  Equipment 

6.  Travel 

Funds  for  IHS  to  Lease  Tribally  Owned  Facilities 

The  new  amendments  to  P.  L.  93-638  instruct  the  IHS  that  upon  the 
request  of  a  Tribal  Government,  they  will  enter  into  a  lease  of  a 
tribally  owned  facility  (Title  I(ii)  Section  105(1),  This 
arrangement  brings  several  benefits  to  the  tribe  and  will  enable  a 
much  more  secure  funding  base  for  the  provision  of  health  services. 
However,  funds  are  not  available  for  this  purpose  except  possibly 
through  the  SLUC  funds,  a  general  pool  maintained  by  the  PHS  to 
fund  Services,  Leases,  and  Utilities.  For  IHS  to  fully  comply  with 
this  provision  of  the  Act,  it  will  require  an  additional  sum  of 
appropriate  funds.  Please  instruct  the  IHS  to  provide  the 
Committee  with  cost  estimates  to  carry  out  this  provision.  Also 
please  instruct  IHS,  within  the  limits  of  its  allotment  to  provide 
funds  for  leases  under  this  provision. 

Transition  Funds  to  speed  Self  Determination  Contracting  and 
Compacting 

Federal  work  force  reduction  quotas,  and  DHHS  reduction  quotas, 
have  taken  approximately  $9  million  dollars  out  of  the  IHS  and  away 
from  use  by  the  Title  I  Tribes  and  Title  III  Tribal  Contractors. 
At  the  same  time.  Title  III  and  now  Title  I  tribes  will  be 
negotiating  tribal  shares  of  IHS  Area  and  Headquarters  Offices. 
These  forces,  occurring  at  the  same  time  render  the  IHS  almost 
unable  to  meet  its  operational  and  restructuring  requirements  and 
certainly  unable  to  reduce  its  work  force  fast  enough  to  provide 
full  funding  of  the  tribal  shares  while  simultaneously  performing 
its  mission  of  health  service.  Yet  administrative  budget 
reductions  occur  immediately  forcing  IHS  staff  reductions  and 
further  reducing  the  amounts  available  to  build  thQ  health  care 
infrastructure  of  compacting  or  contracting  tribal  governments. 
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One  way  to  provide  for  full  funding  of  tribal  shares  is  to 
establish  a  Transition  fund  enabling  IHS  to  fully  fund  tribal 
shares  and  to  carry  out  their  work  force  reductions  in  a  more 
objective  way  while  at  the  same  time  delivering  health  services. 
A  temporary  fund  of  even  five  million  dollars  should  allow  a  much 
more  appropriate  method  of  ensuring  that  Tribal  Governments  are 
provided  resources  through  tribal  shares  to  carry  out  their  health 
programs . 

Another  option  is  to  exempt  IHS  from  federal  work  force  reductions 
until  it  has  dealt  with  restructuring  to  meet  downsizing 
requirements  necessary  to  provide  Tribal  shares  for  compacting  and 
contacting  Tribal  governments. 

Block  Grants 

All  Tribal  Governments  are  concerned  that  in  the  move  to  roll  many 
Public  Health  Service  programs  into  block  grants  to  states  that 
funds  will  be  greatly  limited  for  addressing  Indian  Health 
Problems.  History  has  demonstrated  over  and  over  that  the  28 
Indian  states  will  use  the  population  and  adverse  health  status 
data  to  generate  funds  for  state  block  grants  but,  very  little 
block  grant  funding  has  ever  been  used  to  address  Indian  Health 
problems. 

In  the  move  to  block  grant  please  make  certain  that  state  block 
grant  funds  justified  on  the  basis  of  Indian  population  and  adverse 
health  status  data  is  administered  through  the  IHS.  This  will  at 
least  ensure  that  the  resources  will  go  to  benefit  Indian  Health. 


Managed  Care 

A  waiver  to  being  included  in  the  States  managed  care  plan  should 
be  available  to  Tribally  operated  programs  if  the  state  will  not 
recognize  the  Health  Care  model  used  by  most  tribes  as  a  viable 
part  of  their  plan  with  reimbursements  that  are  commensurate  with 
the  services  in  our  model.  The  tidal  wave  of  "managed  care"  mania 
among  state  governments  is  driven  by  market  forces,  not  concerns 
for  improving  health  status  of  U.  S.  citizens.  The  emphasis  is  on 
how  to  get  the  lowest  cost  and  not  on  how  do  you  provide  the  best 
quality  of  care  at  the  best  cost. 

In  this  massive  movement  Tribally  operated  hospitals  and  clinics 
will  lose  out  as  our  care  is  based  upon  improving  health  status  of 
the  people  we  serve  and  not  in  simply  providing  treatment  to  those 
individuals  who  manage  to  get  to  the  facility.  Most  of  our 
Tribally  operated  programs  are  small,  rural  and  isolated.  Our 
programs  are  weighted  heavily  towards  prevention,  early  detection, 
and  community  outreach  and  primary  care.  This  model  of  health  care 
has  a  proven  record  of  success  in  elevating  health  status.  But, 
this  model  will  not  fare  well  with  the  States  managed  care  program, 
where  prevention  and  community  outreach  have  little  emphasis.  We 
have  no  leverage  to  ensure  that  our  voice  is  heard  or  that  we  have 
protection  against  the  overwhelming  move  towards  "market  based" 
managed  care.  Most  states  are  allowing  Indian  participating  in 
their  planning  only  because  the  tribes  can  put  the  states  plan  on 
hold  through  HCFA  if  we  are  not  included.  But,  at  present,  even  if 
we  are  included,  we  are  limited  to  the  very  lowest  rates  for 
reimbursement . 

Medical  Supplies  and  Equipment 

Last  year  Tribal  Council  members  from  Susanville  Indian  Rancheria 
and  the  California  Tribal  Health  Council  (CTHC)  testified  before 
the  appropriation  committees  and  the  Senate  Indian  Affairs 
Committee  as  to  the  special  need  for  equipment  funds"  for  California 
Tribal  Health  Program, s  and  specifically  our  own  immediate  need  for 
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$400,000  Of  new  medical  equipment  for  the  new  Lassen  Indian  Health 
Center  expansion.  We  related  the  history  of  Indian  Health  Care  in 
California  and  how  the  Federal  government,  apart  from  an  old  BIA 
era  hospital  at  Hoopa,  had  no  Indian  Health  Facilities  in  the 
state.  We  told  how  services  had  been  terminated  in  1953  and 
subsequently  minimally  restored  in  1970  through  $270,000  of  seed 
money  from  the  IHS  to  enable  California  Indian  tribes  to  organize 
health  projects. 

Since  neither  the  BIA  or  the  IHS  had  federal  facilities  in 
California  neither  provides  funds  for  the  purchase  of  medical 
equipment  and  supplies  until  IHS  finally  provided  a  small 
allocation  of  equipment  funds  to  California  in  1994.  All  medical 
supplies  and  equipment  has  been  purchased  by  very  careful  fund 
management  and  control  But  the  need  is  great,  and  with  the 
necessity  for  all  Indian  Health  Clinics  in  cVTifornia  to  be 
certified  as  a  prerequisite  to  participation  in  the  developing 
Medi-Cal  Managed  Care  program,  funds  are  urgently  needed  to  assist 
California  Tribal  Health  Clinics  to  purchase  an  install  essential 
medical  equipment. 


STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  JOE,  SR.,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  SWINOMISH 
INDIAN  TRIBAL  COMMUNITY 

Swinomish  Tribal  Community  Appropriations  Priorities:   Tribal  Level 

1 .  Provide  $2.6  million  Settlement  of  Swinomish  Aboriginal  Land  Claims  and  Trespass  Litigation; 

2.  Increase  of  SI. 8  million  for  Construction  of  a  Swinomish-Upper  Skagit  Tribal  Medical  Facility; 

3.  Increase  of  $300,000  for  Swinomisfi  Tribal  Criminal  Justice  System  added  to  BIA  Tribal  Priority  Allocation, 
Public  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribe/Agency  Budget  Base; 

Swinomish  Tribal  Community  Requests  and  Recommendations:    Regional  Level 

•  Any  savings  resulting  from  the  consolidation  of  the  Olympic  Peninsula  and  Puget  Sound  Agencies  or  the 
Portland  Area  Office  should  be  transferred  to  the  Tribes  in  the  respective  agencies/area; 

•  Support  Northwest  Intertribal  Court  System  request  of  additional  $730,400  for  staff  and  equipment; 

•  Support  the  recommendations  for  the  Northwest  Portland  Area  Indian  Health  Board  on  the  IHS  FY-96  Budget. 

National  Requests  and  Recommendations: 

Administrative  Cost  Savings  and  FTE  Reductions  for  BIA  and  IHS  should  not  be  applied;  If  applied,  these  cost 
savings  that  are  generated  as  a  result  of  BIA  and  IHS  streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts  should  be 
transferred  to  the  Tribes,  not  the  Treasury; 

•  Support  recommendations  from  the  Joint  Tribal/DOI/BIA  Task  Force  Final  Report;  these  recommendations 
should  guide  the  pending  BIA  consolidation  and  streamlining  proposals; 

•  Provide  for  the  establishment  of  Tribal  base  budgets  within  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  as 
similarly  developed  under  BIA  Self-Governance.  The  establishment  of  base  budgets  will  (1)  streamline  the 
annual  negotiations.  (2)  reduce  fiscal  adjustments  currently  required  by  the  tedious  line  item  negotiation 
process;  and  (3)  create  a  predictable  financial  support  process  over  a  multi-year  period.  Stable  base  budgets 
will  improve  Tribal  management  capabilities  and  development  opportunities  and  will  prevent  the  erosion  of 
critical  Tribal  health  care  delivery  programs; 

•  Increase  BIA  Tribal  Courts  by  $58.40  million  to  improve  Tribal  Court  Operations  added  to  Tribal  Priority 
Allocations,  Public  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribal  Courts  budget  base; 

•  Restore  $1,463,000  BIA  proposed  elimination  of  Special  Tribal  Courts; 

•  Increase  BIA  and  IHS  Contract  Support  funds  to  address  documented  need;  direct  the  BIA  and  IHS  to  begin 
process  to  identify  actual  need  in  future  budgets  and  accurately  report  shortfall  amounts; 

•  Restore  BIA  FY  1996  reductions  for  Welfare  Assistance($5.2  million),  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  funds  l$3.4 
million).  Water  Resources  ($1 .0  million).  Resource  ITIanagement  ($3.6  million),  Indian  Business  Development 
Grants  ($2.9  million).  Fishery  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  ($1.4  million); 

•  Support  IHS  FY  1 996  Appropriation  increases  to  address  the  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act  provisions 
and  assist  Tribes  prepare  for  Health  Care  Reform  including  increases  for  Hospitals  and  Clinics(-t- $47.7 
million),  Dental(-t-$3.3  million).  Mental  Health( -^  $2.3  million),  Alcohol/Substance  Abuse( -t- $4.7  million), 
Conlract  Health  Services( -t- $22.1  million).  Public  Health  Nursing! -I- $1 .2  million).  Health 
Education!  ^  $454,000),  CHR(  +  $2.3  million); 

•  Support  Welfare  Reform  Legislation  to  enable  tribal  governments  to  participate  directly  through  block  grants. 
We  recommend  tribal  governments  be  funded  in  an  amount  equal  to  3%  of  that  appropriated  for  Title  I,  II, 
IV,  and  V; 

Support  S.  285  to  provide  social  services  block  grants  to  Indian  tribes  by  amending  Title  XX  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  insure  tribes  receive  funding  for  social  service  and  child  welfare  programs. 
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Appropriations  Priority  No.  1    Settlement  of  Land  Claims  $2,600,000 

The  Swinomish  Indian  Tribal  Community  and  United  States  of  America  have  joined  numerous  parties  in  United 
Slates  of  America  and  Swinomish  Indian  Tribal  Community  v.  Cascade  Natural  Gas  Corp.,  et  al;  United  States 
District  Court,  Western  District  of  Washington;  Cause  No.  C76-550M  and  consolidated  cases,  in  an  effort  to 
resolve  trespass  across  lands  lying  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  Swinomish  Indian  Reservation.  Over  the 
past  number  ol  years,  settlement  negotiations  have  successfully  resulted  in  agreement  with  Olympic  Pipeline 
Company,  Cascade  Natural  Gas  Corporation,  Burlington  Northern  Railroad,  and  the  State  of  Washington.  The 
remaining  parties  to  the  litigation  represent  major  private  land  owners.  During  the  course  of  court  mandated 
negotiations,  the  Tribe  and  the  private  landowners  have  concluded  a  settlement  agreement  which  grants  to  the 
Tribe  an  option  to  purchase  approximately  400  acres  of  disputed  lands.  The  Tribe's  ability  to  purchase  the 
disputed  lands  is  an  extremely  critical  element  of  the  settlement,  which  includes  major  access  and  jurisdictional 
concessions  that  will  become  effective  only  if  the  Tribe  is  able  to  exercise  the  Option  of  Purchase.  This  purchase 
option  provides  the  Tribe  with  an  opportunity  to  secure  the  land  base  necessary  to  insure  its  economic  security 
based  upon  future  economic  development  initiatives  proposed  for  the  site  and  its  adjoining  Tribally  held  lands;  and, 
concludes  approximately  18  years  of  costly  litigation  with  the  parties.  The  Option  to  Purchase  provides  for  five 
annual  option  payments  of  $100,000  and  a  purchase  price  of  $2.6  million  . 

Appropriations  Priority  No.  2      New  Medical  Facility  $1,800,000 

The  proposed  new  fVledical  Facility  is  to  be  located  on  the  Swinomish  Indian  Reservation  and  will  serve 
Swinomish,  Upper  Skagit  and  other  Indians  living  within  Skagit  County  on  approximately  1  acre  of  land  owned 
by  the  Tribe,  directly  adjacent  to  the  Tribal  Community  Services  Building. 

This  facility  is  required  due  to  the  following  conditions:  both  Tribes  are  located  in  the  Northwest  Washington 
Service  Unit  of  Indian  Health  Service.  The  Lummi  Tribe,  which  makes  up  65%  of  the  population  of  the  service 
unit,  is  planning  (or  Self  Governance  on  behalf  of  their  members,  which  would  include  the  takeover  of  the  clinic 
run  by  IHS  on  their  reservation.  The  Indian  population  in  Skagit  County  is  increasing  and  current  facilities  are 
inadequate. 

The  Swinomish  Tribe,  in  conjunction  with  the  Upper  Skagit  Tribe,  would  like  to  plan,  design,  and  construct  this 
much  needed  fvledical  Facility.  This  new  facility  will  be  constructed  adjacent  to  the  Dental  Facility  now  under 
construction. 

We  have  received  a  HUD  CDBG  award  of  5350,000  to  fund  the  smaller  Dental  project.  We  need  an  additional 
appropriation  of  $1.8  million  to  construct  the  Medical  Facility.  We  assume  a  service  population  of  approximately 
2,267;  patient  visits  of  3.812  to  6,975;  and,  staffing  requirements  of  23.8  to  27.3  FTEs,  resulting  in  a  space 
requirement  of  up  to  8,400  sq.  ft. 

Appropriations  Priority  No.  3    Swinomish  Crimial  Justice  System  $300,000 

The  Swinomish  Tribe's  criminal  justice  needs  are  on  a  continuing  rise.  As  the  Swinomish  Police  Department  deals 
with  higher  levels  of  crime  rates,  so  does  the  Swinomish  Court  system.  There  has  been  insufficient  funding  for 
a  full  time  court  clerk,  public  defender  and  part  time  court  administrator  under  Northwest  Inter-Tribal  Court 
System.  Since  1990  the  Tribe  has  funded  a  full-time  court  clerk  with  no  Federal  assistance  to  supplement  the 
inadequate  resources  of  the  Northwest  Inter-Tribal  Court  System. 

Presently,  the  court  system  has  become  the  weak  link  in  the  criminal  justice  system  due  to  over  loading.  In  1994, 
over  2300  cases  were  filed  in  Tribal  Court.  There  are  inadequate  resources  available  to  provide  the  necessary 
court  staff  to  address  the  backlog.    In  addition,  the  court  is  faced  with  a  significant  increase  in  non-Indian  cases. 

The  criminal  justice  system  does  not  provide  equal  protection  for  all.  The  inability  to  provide  public  defenders  to 
the  Indian  people  has  created  a  justice  system  that  does  not  provide  the  same  constitutional  protections  as  the 
non  Indian  justice  system.  This  leads  to  defendants  failing  to  appear  to  hearings  thereby  requiring  the  court  to 
issue  arrest  warrants,  resulting  in  jail  time  and  further  burdening  the  system. 

Swinomish  has  requested  additional  financial  assistance  since  FY90  for  the  law  enforcement  program.  The 
original  BIA  funding  base  for  the  Tribal  law  enforcement  was  $150,000  at  the  time  retrocession  was  granted  in 
1989.  Since  1989.  the  Police  department  case  load  has  risen  from  804  total  cases  to  2.776  in  1993.  As  of 
December  31,  1994,  the  case  load  soared  to  more  than  4.898  total  cases.  Since  the  original  BIA  funding  rate 
of  $150,000  was  initiated,  we  have  secured  a  modest  increase  to  a  total  of  $183,884.  However,  due  to  the 
steadily  increasing  need  for  police  services,  the  staff  has  risen  from  five  to  seven  full  time  officers,  including  the 
Chief.  We  are  utilizing  an  eighth  officer  that  is  being  funded  through  Federal  Highway  Traffic  funding  (or  a  one 
year  period.  That  position,  however,  is  assigned  directly  to  traffic  enforcement  handling  over  200  traffic  incidents 
per  month  on  the  Reservation.  The  Swinomish  Reservation  is  situated  on  direct  traffic  routes  to  some  of  the 
ma|or  tourist  areas  in  the  State  of  Washington  and  includes  an  average  of  more  that  50,000  vehicles  per  day 
crossing  the  North  end  of  the  Reservation.  Although  there  have  been  no  traffic  fatalities  since  1989,  traffic 
violations  continue  to  escalate  beyond  the  capacities  of  our  existing  resources. 

Police  services  have  become  taxed  due  to  the  increasing  crime  trend  over  the  past  five  years.  For  FY94,  the 
Tribe  has  spent  $135,912  from  its  general  fund  account  to  maintain  the  level  of,  police  service  needed. 
Subsidizing  this  department  is  straining  Tribal  resources  to  the  point  it  may  no  longer  be  able  to  continue  the 
services  required. 
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The  Tribe  is  requesting  a  $300,000  increase  for  Law  Enforcement  and  Tribal  Courts  to  address  it  present  justice 
service  needs.  This  funding  will  help  stabilize  the  staffing  in  the  Police  department,  help  cover  increasing  costs 
of  incarceration,  and  modernize  the  equipment  operational  needs  of  the  police  department. 

Appropriation  Priority  No.  4     Federal  Impact  Aid  Program  -  Public  Law  874: 

This  program  was  created  in  1950  to  compensate  local  school  districts  for  the  cost  of  educating  children  who 
live  on  federal  property  and  therefore  are  not  subject  to  paying  local  property  taxes.  Property  taxes  are  the 
primary  source  of  funding  for  local  schools.  Furthermore,  the  federal  government  has  ta  treaty  obligation  to  fund 
the  education  of  Indian  children.  Without  full  support  of  the  Federal  Impact  Aid  Program,  the  trust  obligation  will 
be  diminished. 

The  National  Program  Funding  for  Impact  Aid  for  FY  1995  is  the  same  amount  as  in  FY  1981,  14  years  without 
any  inflationary  or  cost  of  education  adjustment.  Reducing  or  eliminating  this  underfunded  program  creates  an 
unfunded  mandate  on  the  federally  impacted  school  districts. 

Forty  one  percent  of  LaConner  School  District  students  reside  on  reservation  trust  lands.  Impact  Aid  in  SY  93-94 
was  15%  of  the  annual  operation  budget,  or  0566,838.  In  SY  94-95,  this  was  reduced  to  $493,000.  Impact 
Aid  is  also  the  primary  source  of  funding  for  the  local  pre-school  program  which  is  a  model  of  "statistically 
validated  positive  test  results  for  Indian  children". 

The  federal  government  has  a  clear  obligation  to  pay  its  fair  share  of  taxes  to  local  schools.  We  urge  Congress 
to  continue  its  support  with  full  funding  for  the  Federal  Impact  Aid  Program. 

In  conclusion,  we  appreciate  this  Committee's  continued  support  for  Indian  Country  and  urge  that  Tribal 
government  operations  be  afforded  the  highest  priority  in  your  appropriation  decisions. 

Appendix 
Regional  Requests  and  Recommendations 

•  Restore  Tribal/Commissions  historical  base  program  budgets  and  incorporate  in  the  BIA  annual 
budget;  such  restorations  for  Water  Resource  Planning,  and  U.S. -Canada  Salmon  Treaty  will 
enhance  Tribal  resource  management  capability; 

•  Restore  the  $292,000  for  Tribal  habitat  management  in  Timber-Fish-Wildlife  initiative  and  provide 
an  additional  $2.5  million  for  the  20  western  Washington  State  Tribes  and  the  intertribal  fisheries 
organizations  for  implementation  of  the  President's  Forest  Plan; 

•  Provide  $1.5  million  for  Hatcheries  Rehabilitation  and  Maintenance; 

•  Provide  $750,000  for  the  western  Washington  Tribes  to  participate  in  the  Chelan  Water  Resources 
Program  previously  supported  by  the  Congress  and  BIA;  and, 

•  Designate  $400,000  for  the  Tribal/State  of  Washington  Wild  Stock  Restoration  Initiative  from  the 
BIA,  Forest  Development,  Woodland  Management,  President's  Forest  Plan  "Job  in  the  Wood" 
initiative. 

National  Requests  and  Recommendations 

•  Oppose  proposed  FY  1  995  House  rescissions  for  Indian  programs;  restore  BIA  proposed  reductions 
to  the  total  enacted  FY  1995  levels;  Special  Tribal  Courts  (-t-$1.46  million).  Business  Enterprise 
Development  Grants  ( -t-  $3  million).  Education  Construction  -  Employee  Construction  (  +  $4  million), 
Construction  -  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation  (+$1.5  million),  Construction  -  Emergency  Shelters 
(  +  $2.0  million); 

•  Increase  funding  by  $100,000  for  Lummi  Self-Governance  Education/Communication  in  BIA  non- 
recurring programs.  Tribal  Government  Account  to  the  $250,000  level  and  increase  funding  by 
$200,000  for  an  IHS-related  Lummi  Communication/Education  initiative  In  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal 
Self-Governance  to  the  same  $250,000  level; 

•  Provide  $500,000  in  Interior  Department  Office  of  the  Secretary  to  support  a  comparative  analysis 
study  of  Tribal-County-State  funding  and  responsibilities  for  law  enforcement,  courts,  social  services 
with  emphasis  on  child  welfare  and  juvenile  delinquency  with  report  due  Congress  by  3/1/96; 

•  Direct  BIA  to  accurately  assess  and  support  Tribal  Costs  of  Living  Adjustments  and  begin  to  provide 
for  Inflation  adjustments  in  program  budgets  according  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  -Urban  (CPI-U); 
and. 
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STATEMENT  OF  CHARLOTTE  QUIROGA,  HEALTH  CARE 
SPOKESPERSON,  THE  SYCUAN  BAND  OF  MISSION  INDIANS 

Thank  you  Cliairman  Gorton  and  Members  of  the  Committee  for  allowing  the  Sycuan  Band  of 
Mission  Indians  to  submit  testimony  on  the  FY  1996  Budgets  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
and  Indian  Health  Service. 

The  Sycuan  Band  of  Mission  Indians,  a  Federally  recognized  Tribe,  was  created  by  Executive 
Order  in  1875.  and  allotted  a  one  square  mile  reservation.  We  were  organized  under  Articles 
of  Association  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  August  18.  1972.  The  Sycuan  Band  consists 
of  104  Tribal  members,  approximately  fifty  percent  are  under  the  age  of  18.  For  the  last  125  years  we 
have  occupied  the  same  one  square  mile  plot  of  land.  Our  Tribal  economy  currently  includes  Indian 
gaming:  and.  we  are  seeking  to  expand  our  business  development  opportunities  with  the  acquisition  of 
a  portiiin  of  the  San  Diego  Naval  Training  Center  under  the  base  closure  legislation. 


MEANS  TESTING 


It  is  our  concern  that  some  Members  of  Congress  may  consider  reducing  Federal  appropriations  to 
Indians  in  proportion  to  their  incomes  from  protected  activities,  such  as  Indian  gaming  and  natural 
resource  iiarvcsi  activities.  This  form  of  approach  can  only  be  justifiable  by  Congress  if  applied  to 
revenues  generated  by  the  States  from  gaming  and  other  revenue  sources.  The  question  of  "means 
icsiing"  lor  Tribal  governments  was  recently  addressed  during  a  hearing  on  the  BIA  reorganization  and 
Tribal  outside  witnesses  expressed  concern.  The  concept  of  means  testing  cannot  be  applied  to  Tribal 
Governments;  the  Tribal  Governments  have  operated  as  third  world  countries  for  far  too  long;  and  now, 
in  (his  era  of  Self-Governance  and  strengthened  Self-Determination  legislation,  when  the  Tribes  finally 
have  an  opportunity  to  exercise  their  sovereignty,  the  Congress  would  seek  to  diminish  the  Tribal 
smereigniy  by  utilizing  a  formula  in  lieu  of  "negotiating  appropriations".  This  is  not  acceptable.  Tribes 
strongly  feel  that  the  Federal  government  has  not  lived  up  to  its  promises  and  obligations  to  Tribal 
communities  as  reflected  in  past  and  current  BIA  and  IHS  budgets.  Therefore,  the  Congress  should  not 
penalize  the  Tribes  further  by  imposing  means  testing  when  Tribes  are  continuing  to  play  the  "catch  up" 
game.  Means  testing  will  not  reduce  the  federal  deficit,  but  rather  result  in  penalizing  tribes  in  their 
pursuit  of  Self-Determination,  Self-Governance  and  Self-Sufficiency. 

CALIFORNIA  RURAL  INDIAN  HEALTH  BOARD  (CRIHB) 

The  State  chartered  health  delivery  organization,  the  California  Rural  Indian  Health  Board,  does  not 
solicit  the  participation  of  Tribal  governments  in  attempting  to  provide  services  that  Tribes  feel  are 
inadequate  to  meet  their  needs.  Tribal  requests  for  such  involvement  continues  to  be  ignored  as  a 
necessary  tool  towards  attaining  a  government-to-government  relationship,  given  the  President's  April 
29,  1994  statement  at  the  White  House  Tribal  Leaders'  Conference  in  which  Tribes  were  informed  would 
be  the  case.  The  President  reaffirmed  his  Statement  by  executing  Presidential  Executive  Order  12875, 
to  Heads  of  Executive  Departments  and  Agencies  on  this  same  date.  He  stated,  "I  am  strongly  committed 
to  building  a  more  effective  day-to-day  working  relationship  reflecting  respect  for  the  rights  of  Self- 
Government  due  to  sovereign  Tribal  Governments". 

The  time  has  come  for  the  Congress  to  take  a  microscope  to  the  BIA  and  IHS  for  their  failure  to  abide 
by  Presidential  Orders  and  the  Congress  should  go  further  and  examine  the  State  of  California  in  how 
they  continue  to  fail  to  meet  their  responsibilities  for  the  Tribes  in  the  State. 

We  recommend  that  the  Indian  Health  Service  refrain  from  direct  funding  of  monies  appropriated  on 
behalf  of  the  Sycuan  Band  of  Mission  Indians  to  the  California  Rural  Indian  Health  Board. 

National  Requests  and  Recommendations: 


Oppose  proposed  FY  1 995  House  rescissions  for  Indian  programs;  restore  BIA  proposed 
reductions  to  the  total  enacted  FY1 995  levels;  Special  Tribal  Courts  ( -i-  $  1 .46  million). 
Business  Enterprise  Development  Grants  (-t-$3  million),  Education  Construction  - 
Employee  Construction  (+$4  million).  Construction  -  Fish  Hatchery  Rehabilitation 
(-(-$1.5  million),  Construction  -  Emergency  Shelters  (-i-$2.0  million); 


868 

•  Administrative  Cost  Savings  and  FTE  Reductions  for  BIA  and  IHS  should  not  be 
applied;  If  applied,  the  cost  savings  that  are  generated  as  a  result  of  BIA  and  IHS 
streamlining  and  downsizing  efforts  should  be  transferred  to  the  Tribes,  not  the 
Treasury; 

•  Support  recommendations  from  the  Joint  Tribal/DOI/BIA  Task  Force  Final  Report;  these 
recommendations  should  guide  the  pending  BIA  consolidation  and  streamlining 
proposals; 

•  Provide  for  the  establishment  of  Tribal  base  budgets  within  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal 
Self-Governance  as  similarly  developed  under  BIA  Self-Governance.  The  establishment 
of  base  budgets  will  (1)  streamline  the  annual  negotiations;  (2)  reduce  fiscal 
adjustments  currently  required  by  the  tedious  line  item  negotiation  process; 

and  (3)  create  a  predictable  financial  support  process  over  a  multi-year  period. 
/Stable  base  budgets  will  improve  Tribal  management  capabilities  and 
development  opportunities  and  will  prevent  the  erosion  of  critical  Tribal  health 
care  delivery  programs; 

•  Increase  funding  by  $  1 00,000  for  Lummi  Self-Governance  Education/Communication 
in  BIA  non-recurring  programs.  Tribal  Government  Account  to  the  $250,000  level  and 
increase  funding  by  $200,000  for  an  IHS-related  Lummi  Communication/Education 
initiative  in  the  IHS  Office  of  Tribal  Self-Governance  to  the  same  $250,000  level; 

•  Increase  BIA  Tribal  Courts  by  $58.4  million  to  improve  Tribal  Court  Operations  added 
to  Tribal  Priority  Allocations,  Public  Safety  and  Justice,  Tribal  Courts  budget  base; 

•  Restore  $1,463,000  BIA  proposed  elimination  of  Special  Tribal  Courts; 

•  Provide  $500,000  in  Interior  Department  Office  of  the  Secretary  to  support  a 
comparative  analysis  study  of  Tribal-County-State  funding  and  responsibilities  for  law 
enforcement,  courts,  social  services  with  emphasis  on  child  welfare  and  juvenile 
delinquency  with  report  due  to  Congress  by  3/1/96; 

•  Increase  BIA  and  IHS  Contract  Support  funds  to  address  documented  need;  direct  the 
BIA  and  IHS  to  begin  the  process  to  identify  actual  need  in  future  budgets  and 
accurately  report  shortfall  amounts; 

•  Direct  BIA  to  accurately  assess  and  support  Tribal  Costs  of  Living  Adjustments  and 
begin  to  provide  for  inflation  adjustments  in  program  budgets  according  to  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  -Urban  (CPI-U); 

•  Restore  BIA  FY1996  reductions  for  Welfare  Assistance  ($5.2  million),  Indian  Child 
Welfare  Act  funds  ($3.4  million),  Water  Resources  ($1.0  million).  Resource 
Management  ($3.6  million),  Indian  Business  Development  Grants  ($2.9  million),  Fishery 
Hatchery  Rehabilitation  ($1.4  million); 

•  Support  IHS  FY1996  Appropriation  increases  to  address  the  Indian  Health  Care 
Improvement  Act  provisions  and  assist  Tribes  prepare  for  Health  Care  Reform  including 
increases  for  Hospitals  and  Clinics  {+  $47.7  million).  Dental  ( -i-  $3.3  million).  Mental 
Health  (-(-$2.3  million),  Alcohol/Substance  Abuse  (-i-$4.7  million),  Contract  Health 
Services  (-(-$22.1  million).  Public  Health  Nursing  (-(-$1.2  million),  Health  Education 
(  +  $454,000),  CHR  (  +  $2.3  million);  and, 

•  Direct  IHS  to  provide  substantial  support  documentation  on  third  party  collections  that 
are  annually  inflated  which  has  the  net  effect  of  reducing  appropriations  to  Native 
Americans  and  Alaskan  Natives. 

I,  again,  thank  the  Committee  for  permitting  me  to  present  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  Sycuan 
Band  of  Mission  Indians. 
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STATEMENT  OF  BRUCE  RUNNELS,  CHIEF  CONSERVATION  OFFICER, 
THE  NATURE  CONSERVANCY 

Mr.  Cbaimun  ud  memben  of  the  Subcommittee,  my  name  U  Bnioe  Runnelf ,  aad  I  un  the  Chief  ConfcmtioB 
Officer  of  The  Nature  Coaservaocy. 

The  Nature  Conservancy  is  an  intematiooal,  non-profit  land  conservatioa  organization  dcdiwtwl  to  the 
preservation  of  biodiversity  through  the  protection  of  habitat  for  threatened  tpeciea  and  other  wildlife.    Our  miitioB  -  to 
protect  habitat  for  the  conservation  of  species  -  receives  broad  support.   Mote  than  800,000  individuals  and  over  1 ,300 
corporate  sponsors  are  Conservancy  members,  evidence  of  the  ieep  oommitment  of  the  American  public  and  busineaa 
community  toward  wildlife  conservation. 

In  addition,  the  diverse  membership  of  The  Nature  Conservancy's  Bovd  of  Ooventors  reflects  the  stronf  interest 
that  our  organization  and  our  country's  busineaa,  scientific,  philanthropic  and  civic  leaden  have  in  resolving,  in  a  reasoned 
and  worluble  way,  the  lometimej  difficult  issues  that  must  be  solved  to  meet  our  conservation  goals.    For  example,  the 
Conservancy's  Board  includes  corporate  directors  and  officers  representing  such  major  U.S.  companies  as  John  O.  Smale, 
PTt>cter  &.  Gamble  Company  and  Samuel  C.  Johnson,  S.C.  Johnson  St,  Son;  remwoed  scientists  such  as  E.  O.  Wilson  of 
Harvard  University  and  Daniel  SimberlofT  of  Florida  State  University;  and  distinguished  leaders  such  as  General  Noiman 
Schwarzkopf.    The  Nature  Conservancy  enjoys  strong  public  support  not  only  because  of  the  importance  of  our  mission 
but  also,  as  I  indicated,  because  of  the  manner  in  which  we  perform  our  worlc.    The  Conservancy  strives  to  achieve  its 
conservation  goals  by  worldng  with  interested  parties  in  a  non-confrontatiooal,  consensus-oriented  manner.     We  have 
found  that  by  cooperating  in  partnership  with  a  wide  amy  of  people  and  organizations  (including  individual  landowneti, 
corporations,  civic  and  community  leaden,  and  govenunental  entities)  we  can  implement  cost-effective  and  enduring 
conservation  measures.    The  federal  government  has  been   —  and  we  hope  will  continue  to  be  —  one  of  our  important 
partners  as  we  seek  to  protect  and  enhance  biodiversity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  well  aware  of  another  widely-supported  public  objective:    reducing  the  federal  budget  deficit. 
I  am  also  aware  of  the  very  difficult  task  this  Subcommittee  fscea  in  the  coming  months  u  it  [Mts  together  its  FY  1996 
appropriations  bill.    For  these  reasons,  I  hope  to  make  the  case  today  that  the  conservation  programs  within  this 
Subcommittee's  jurisdiction  are  deserving  of  your  continued,  and  in  some  case*  increased,  support.    Funding  for  these 
programs  not  only  will  cause  federal  dollars  to  leverage  substantial  private  funds  and  cause  local  participation  in 
conservation  actions,  but  in  many  cases  will  also  lead  to  increased  and  better  decision-making  at  the  state  and  local  level 
concerning  where  and  how  these  dollars  are  spent  and  how  our  conservation  goals  are  attained. 

PARTNERSHIP  PROGRAMS:    In  Attachment  A,  attached  to  my  testimony,  I  have  outlined  briefly  the  psutnership 
programs  in  which    1  believe  the  federal  government  should  continue  to  play  a  strong  role.    I  would  like  today  to  briefly 
highlight  a  couple  of  the  programs  that  illustrate  why  this  partnership  approach  is  so  important  to  conservation  and  why 
they  are  such  an  excellent  investment  by  the  federal  government  and  the  American  people. 

Acquisition  of  Critical  Natural  Areas/Land  Exchange.   One  area  where  we  continue  to  believe  the  federal 
government  needs  to  play  a  strong  partnership  role  is  in  acquisition  of  critical  natural  areas.    We  recognize  that  this  is  not 
a  popular  position  to  take  right  now.    Many  people  have  expressed  the  view  that  the  federal  government  should  get 
completely  out  of  the  land  acquisition  business  and,  in  hct,  should  divest  themselves  of  the  land  they  currently  own. 
While  we  agree  that  the  federal  government  should  divest  itself  (through  land  exchanges  or  outright  sales)  of  land*  having 
linle  or  no  habitat  value,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  federal  government  should  divorce  itself  from  all  land  acquisitions. 
We   cannot  lose  sight  of  what  this  would  mean  to  conservation  and  protection  of  endangered  specie*  and  ecosystems.    All 
too  often,  the  only  thing  standing  in  the  way  of  extinction  is  the  purchase  of  habitat.    We  believe  that  continued  acquisition 
of  critical  natural  areas  for  conservation  purposes  by  both  non-profit  conservation  groups  such  as  The  Nature  Conservancy, 
and  federal,  state,  and  local  governments  it  not  only  appropriate  but  essential  if  habitat  protection  for  threatened  specie* 
and  other  wildlife  is  to  become  a  reality. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  federal  government  is  not  alone  in  its  efforts  to  protect  critical  habitat  for 
conservation  purposes.    On  March  11,  1993,  The  Nature  Conservancy  announced  a  fundraising  campaign  designed  to  raise 
$300  million  of  private  money  for  ecosystem  protection  and  plaiming,  including  the  acquisition  and  management  of  core 
natural  areas  within  larger  ecosystems.    To  date,  more  than  $270  million  have  been  raised.    In  addition,  other  conservation 
groups,  as  well  as  local  and  state  governments,  individuals  and  businesses  are  also  working  on  natural  areas  protection.    I 
mention  the  strides  that  The  Nature  Conservancy  and  others  are  making  in  habitat  protection,  not  only  to  illnstnte  the 
great  need,  but  also  the  commitment  to  protection  of  these  areas  that  others  are  making.    At  a  time  when  the  economy  is 
growing  and  development  threats  are  increasing,  the  federal  government  cannot  retire  from  the  partnership.    We  believe, 
in  fact,  that  it  ought  to  reaffirm  and  strengthen  its  commitment  to  acquisition  of  critical  natural  areas. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  National  Park  Service,  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
have  all  identified  significant  natural  areas  which  are  priorities  for  protection  due  to  threats  from  development  and  other 
pressures.    Many  of  these  core  areas  are  critical  to  the  overall  integrity  and  survival  of  the  larger  ecosystems  of  which  they 
are  a  part.   The  Nature  Conservancy  is  specifically  supporting  an  appropriation  of  $84.3  million  for  federal  acquisition  of 
critical  natural  areas.    The  specific  projects  and  sites  that  The  Nature  Conservancy  is  supporting  are  set  forth  in 
Attachment  A. 

National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation.   The  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  embodies  the  spirit  of 
partnership.    Although  the  Foundation  has  had  limited  funding  since  its  inception  in  1984,  it  has  had  a  significant  impact 
on  conservation  efforts  throughout  the  country.     The  Foundation  builds  partnership*  between  the  public  and  private  sectors 
to  support  conservation  activities  that  are  focused  on  solviitg  environmental  problems.    By  investing  in  solutions,  rather 
than  remedies  for  existing  problems,  the  Foundation  strives  to  avoid  conflicts  that  might  otherwise  lead  to  fat  larger 
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expenditures.    Further,  the  Foundatioa  consistently  exceeds  a  2:1  private  match  for  every  dollar  received  in  appropriated 
federal  money  -  making  scarce  federal  dollars  achieve  results  two  to  three  times  greater  than  otherwise  possible.    Over  the 
last  decade,  the  Foundation  has  leveraged  approximately  $43.0  million  in  federal  fundi  into  $1S2.0  million  through 
privately  matched  challenge  grants.    The  Foundation  has  demonstrated  timo-and-time  again  that  it  can  deliver  and  develop 
the  creative  solutions  and  new  partnerships  needed  by  federal  agencies  to  adequately  address  the  resource  challenges  facing 
fish  and  wildlife.    It  has  a  truly  outstanding  record  for  encouraging  and  rewarding  innovation  in  natural  resource 
management.    The  Nature  Conservancy  strongly  supports  an  appropriation  of  SIO.O  million   for  the  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Foundation  in  FY  1996.   This  appropriation  will  allow  the  Fouadation  to  continue  to  forge  innovative  partnenhips 
between  the  public  and  private  sector  while  making  the  most  of  limited  federal  resources. 

FEDERAL  LEADERSHIP:    In  the  programs  discussed  above,  the  federal  government  is  one  of  many  partners.   In 
addition  to  these  partnership  programs,  I  would  like  to  strongly  support  one  other  specific  areas  where  I  believe  the  federal 
goveniment  should  take  an  active  and  strong  leadership  role  in  working  with  its  partners  and  where  the  federal  government 
is  uniquely  qualified  to  assume  this  leadership  role. 

National  Biological  Service.   The  Nature  Conservancy  believes  that  responsible  eovironmental  management 
depends  upon  the  availability  of  high-quality  scientific  information.   The  need  for  accurate  and  objective  information  is 
particularly  acute  when  maling  the  hard  decisions  needed  to  balance  environmental  protection  and  economic  growth.    It  is 
this  commitment  that  has  lead  the  Conservancy  to  form  a  very  close  partnership  with  state  governments  in  developing  state 
Natural  Heritage  programs.    The  critical  importance  of  good  scientific  information  for  solving  environmental  problems  also 
leads  us  to  strongly  support  the  recently  established  National  Biological  Service  (NBS). 

As  Congress  and  the  executive  branch  consider  how  to  institute  regulatory  reforms  that  achieve  desired 
environment  goals,  and  do  so  in  a  more  cost  effective  and  sensible  way,  all  sides  agree  that  solid  and  objective  scientific 
information  is  an  indispensable  ingredient.    A  major  reason  for  establishing  NBS  was  to  separate  the  Interior  Department's 
scientific  woric  from  its  regulatory  functions  and  thereby  improve  the  reliability  and  objectivity  of  its  science.    NBS  has 
also  strongly  embraced  a  partnership  approach,  woridng  to  share  scientific  expertise  with  other  agencies,  state  fish  and 
game  agencies  and  Natural  Heritage  programs,  private  organizations  such  as  TNC,  and  private  corporations  and 
landowners. 

As  the  nation  begins  rethinking  how  to  achieve  environmental  protection  while  enhancing  economic  prosperity,  the 
need  for  strong  scientific  support  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior  will  only  become  more  acute.    For  this  reason, 
rather  than  paring  back  or  eliminating  NBS,  as  some  in  Congress  have  suggested,  TNC  supports  the  administration's 
appropriations  request  of  S173.0  million  for  the  National  Biological  Service.    We  are  supportive  particulariy  of  the 
innovative  program  to  establish  a  National  Biological  Information  Infrastructure  as  a  way  of  making  biological  information 
more  broadly  available  to  the  public  (Information  Transfer  appropriations  request  for  $16. S  million),  aad  for  the  much 
needed  activities  of  the  inventory  and  monitoring  program  (appropriation  request  for  $22.7  million). 

ATTAOCVffiNT  A 

PARTNERSHIP  PROGRAMS 

U.S.  Fish  and  WUdUfe  Service  ($)  AMOUNT 

North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Fund  12,000,000 

Challenge  Cost  Share  3,000.000 

Coastal  Ecosystems  Program  13,700,000 

Paitnen  for  Wildlife  Program  (Trust  Species  Habitat  Restoration)  13,400,000 

Support  for  Farm  Bill  Technical  Assistance  3,800,000 

ESA:    Section  6;  HCP  Land  Acquisition  Giante  to  States  28,000,000 

Bureau  of  Land  Management:  Challenge  Cost  Share  6,250,000 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  USDA  Forest  Service:   Bring  Back  The  Native*  S,000,000 

USDA  Forest  Service 

Challenge  Cost  Share  17,700,000 

Forest  Stewardship  Program  ($37,000,000)  and  Stewardship  Incentive  Program  ($28,000,000)  65,000,000 
Urban  and  Commtmity  Forestry;  Ecosystem  Management  in  the  Chicago  Metropolitan  Area  679,000 

US  Geological  Survey:   National  Water  (Quality  Assessment  (NAWQA)  Program  64,400,000 

Bureau  of  Indian  AfTairs:    Navajo  Natural  Heritage  Program  (NNHP)  472,000 

ACQUISITION  OF  CRITICAL  NATURAL  AREAS 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  ($)  AMOUNT 

ACE  Basin,  SC  3,000,000 

Balcones  Canyonlands  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  TX  4,000,000 

Black  River,  WA  2,000,000 

Bon  Seeour  Refuge,  AL  500,000 

Cypress  Creek  National  Wildlife  Refiige,  IL  1.000,000 

Grand  Bay  Savanna,  AL/MS  1,000,000 

Kona  Forest,  HI                                                                                                                       •  7,700,000 

Lake  Wales  Ridge  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  FL  2.000,000 
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ACOTnSmON  of  CRmCAL  NATURAL  AREAS 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  W  AMOUNT 

Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  TX  5,000,0C» 

Moosehom  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  ME  3,300,000 

National  Key  Deer  Refuge,  FL  2,000,000 

Rainwater  Basin,  NE  2,000,000 

Sacramento  River  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  CA  5,000,000 

Stillwater  Marsh,  NV  3,000,000 

Stewart  B.  McKinney,  CT  4,200,000 

Vernal  Pool  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  CA  5,000,000 

Wertheim  Refuge  -  Shadmoor,  NY  2,000,000 

Inholding  Fund  4,000,000 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Otay  Mountain/Kuchamaa,  CA  2,000,000 

San  Pedro  Riparian  National  Conservation  Area,  AZ  1,000,000 

West  Eugene  Wetlands,  OR  4,000,000 

U.S.D.A.  Forest  Service 

Apalachicola  National  Forest,  FL  5,600,000 

Daniel  Boone  National  Forest,  KY  2,000,000 

Flathead  WUd  &  Scenic  River,  MT  1,000,000 

Gallatin  National  Forest,  MT  6,000,000 

Osceola  National  Forest,  FL  2,000,000 

Skagit  River,  WA  1,000,000 

National  Park  Service 

Salt  River,  USVl  3,000,000 

TOTAL  (Acquisition  of  Critical  Natural  Areas)  84.500.000 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  THEATRE  COMMUNICATIONS  GROUP 

Mr.  Chairman  and  other  distinguished  members.  Theatre  Communications  Group  is  pleased 
to  submit  testimony  to  the  Senate  Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee  in  support  of  FY 
1  996  funding  for  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  at  a  minimum  of  $  1  72.4  million. 

Theatre  Communications  Group's  mission  is  to  celebrate  and  inspire  excellence  in  the 
artistry  of  theatre  in  America.    To  carry  out  this  mission,  TCG's  centralized  services 
facilitate  the  work  of  thousands  of  actors,  artistic  and  managing  directors,  playwrights, 
literary  managers,  director,  designers,  trustees  and  administrative  personnel,  as  well  as  a 
constituency  of  more  than  320  theatre  institutions  across  the  country.    TCG's  chief 
programs  include  fellowships  and  awards  to  theatre  artists  and  institutions;  conferences 
and  workshops:  surveys  and  research;  a  national  arts  employment  bulletin;  and  a 
publications  program  that  produces  a  line  of  books  and  periodicals,  including  plays  and 
anthologies,  resource  and  reference  books,  works  of  theory  and  criticism,  and  the  monthly 
magazine  American  Theatre. 

As  the  principal  advocate  for  Americas  nonprofit  orofessional  theatres,  TCG  closely 
monitors  the  activities  of  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  in  acknowledgement  of  the 
central  role  it  has  played  in  the  development  and  growth  of  the  field,  and  continues  to  play 
to  this  day.    The  majority  of  TCG's  member  theatres  receive  funding  from  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  and  consider  it  of  paramount  importance  to  their  entire  income 
structure     Indeed,  theatre  companies  and  individual  artists  aspire  to  a  grant  from  the  NEA 
--  a  "seal  of  approval"  attesting  to  thei''  artistic  excellence  as  judged  by  a  national  panel  of 
peer  professionals  --  an  imprimatur  that  acts  as  leverage  in  attracting  other  private  and 
public  funding.    Thus,  the  two-fold  nature  of  an  NEA  grant  --  cash  award  and  imprimatur 
for  other  funding  --  extends  its  worth  far  beyond  its  actual  monetary  value. 

Theatre  Communications  Group  respectfully  submits  the  following  precis  of  Theatre  Facts 
94  to  the  Senate  Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee: 

Nonprofit  orofessional  theatres  all  across  the  country  continued  to  struggle  for  survival 
in  1994.  according  to  Theatre  Facts  94,  the  latest  national  survey  published  by  Theatre 
Communications  Group,  the  national  theatre  organization.    Still  unable  to  recover  from 
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prolonged  effects  of  the  economic  recession,  the  majority  of  theatres  failed  to  balance  their 
budgets  and  experienced  audience  attrition. 

Earnings  did  not  keep  pace  with  inflation  as  ticket  sales  reached  a  five-year  low, 
mitigated  at  the  box  office  only  by  price  increases  that  countered  the  effects  of  fewer 
performances  and  lower  attendance.    Federal  funding  and  corporate  contributions  were 
virtually  fiat,  falling  below  the  inflation  rate  for  the  period. 

However,  the  negative  economic  environment  was  tempered  by  several  positive 
factors:  Theatres  reported  healthy  increases  in  individual  giving  and  foundation  grants, 
while  funding  from  state  agencies,  and  from  city  and  county  coffers,  regained  some  lost 
ground. 

Despite  continued  tight  control  of  operating  expenses  and  widespread  downsizing, 
more  than  half  the  surveyed  theatres  ended  the  year  with  operating  deficits,  and  several 
theatres  were  forced  to  suspend  operations  or  close  their  doors  permanently  in  fiscal  1994. 

"The  institutional  stress  brought  on  by  the  negative  economic  climate  took  more  than  a 
financial  toll,"  observed  Barbara  Janowitz,  TCG's  director  of  management  and  government 
programs  and  the  report's  author.    "At  least  33  theatres  changed  artistic  or  managing 
directors  during  the  1993-94  season  alone,  with  another  15  leadership  changes  already 
reported  in  the  current  season,  suggesting  that  economic  instability  is  causing  widespread 
upheaval  throughout  the  field.    In  a  number  of  instances,  declining  attendance  and 
subscription  sales  were  cited  as  reasons  for  the  abrupt  changes." 

"Our  hope  that  the  country's  economic  recovery  would  spell  relief  for  the  theatres  was 
dampened  with  last  November's  elections.    Nonprofit  organizations  --  particularly  arts 
institutions  -  are  not  likely  to  find  the  Republican  'Contract  with  America'  hospitable." 
commented  Peter  Zeisler,  TCG's  executive  director.    "We  are  extremely  concerned  that  the 
new  congressional  agenda  will  succeed  in  diminishing  the  financial  and  symbolic  leadership 
role  of  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts,  and  force  the  private  philanthropic  sector  to 
reorder  its  grantmaking  priorities  to  compensate  for  widespread  cutbacks  in  other  social 
programs." 

The  Theatre  Facts  94  survey  incorporates  information  from  231  nonprofit  professional 
theatres  located  in  136  towns  and  cities  in  42  states  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Together,  the  participating  theatres  constitute  a  $460-million  industry  and  employ  almost 
35,000  artists,  administrators  and  technicians.    Total  attendance  topped  20.6  million 
during  the  1 993-94  season,  at  59,542  performances  of  2,929  productions. 

in  addition  to  the  231 -theatre  universe,  the  survey  examined  a  sample  group  of  68 
theatres  from  1990  to  1994.   Highlights  of  this  five-year  economic  trend  analysis  include: 

ATTENDANCE  AND  PERFORMANCE  ACTIVITY 

•  Attendance  at  all  resident  productlSRsrticIined  2.8  percent,  as  half  the  sample  group 
reported  decreases  in  ticket  sales  between  1993  and  1994. 

•  Almost  half  the  theatres  also  reported  declines  in  the  number  of  season 
subscribers.    The  percentage  of  mainstage  seats  filled  by  subscribers  has  declined  from  50 
to  46  percent  since  1  990. 

•  Presentation  of  workshops,  staged  readings  and  other  developmental  activities  that 
support  new  work  and  emerging  artists  continued  a  five-year  decline,  with  37  percent 
fewer  performances  in  1  994  than  1990. 

•  The  number  of  touring  performances  has  declined  nearly  37  percent  in  the  past  five 
years,  as  diminishing  resources  prevented  theatres  from  reaching  out  to  audiences  away 
from  their  home  bases. 

EARNINGS 

•  Earned  income  grew  by  only  1  percent  --  less  than  half  the  2.8  percent  inflation  rate. 

•  Theatregoers  now  pay  for  less  than  half  the  cost  of  a  ticket;  the  other  53.3  percent  is 
subsidized  by  public  and  private  contributions,  and  by  ancillary  income  earned  by  the 
theatres. 

•  Subscription  revenue  rose  3.9  percent,  due  solely  to  price  increases,  as  the  number  of 
subscribers  to  all  resident  performances  declined  3.1  percent. 
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•  Income  from  single-ticket  sales  stagnated,  with  a  scant  0.8-  percent  increase. 
EXPENSES 

•  Nearly  one-third  of  the  sample  theatres  cut  their  operating  budgets,  and  more  than  half 
the  theatres  registered  year-end  operating  deficits  because  expenses  exceeded  income. 

•  Total  expenses  rose  2.9  percent  --  roughly  equivalent  to  inflation  --  reflecting  no  real 
growth. 

•  Total  salaries,  fringe  benefits,  fees  and  royalties  grew  by  2.9  percent,  reflecting  static 
compensation  budgets  after  adjusting  for  inflation. 

•  More  than  60  percent  of  total  expenses  continued  to  be  devoted  to  compensation  of 
personnel,  reflecting  the  labor-intensive  nature  of  the  field. 

CONTRIBUTED  INCOME 

•  Donations  from  individuals  -  the  largest  source  of  contributed  income  --  rose  a  healthy 
11.1  percent,  although  nearly  30  percent  of  the  sample  group  reported  decreases  in 
individual  contributions. 

•  Foundation  grants  increased  15.2  percent,  more  than  any  contributed  income  source; 
however,  half  the  total  went  to  just  13  of  the  68  sample  theatres,  while  40  percent  of  the 
group  reported  declines  in  foundation  support. 

•  Corporate  contributions  remained  virtually  flat,  up  just  1 .3  percent,  and  42  percent  of 
the  sample  group  reported  dollar  losses  from  corporate  giving. 

•  Federal  government  support,  including  grants  from  all  federal  sources,  increased  less 
than  one  percent:  support  from  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  alone  has  declined 
more  than  1  3  percent  over  the  five  years  of  the  study 

•  Total  federal  support,  which  covered  some  7.7  percent  of  expenses  in  1975,  now  covers 
only  2.4  percent. 

•  Grants  from  state  governments  increased  10.4  percent,  partially  recovering  from  sharp 
decreases  in  the  three  earlier  years  of  the  survey 

•  City  and  county  grants  increased  13.6  percent,  counteracting  nearly  all  of  the  hefty  loss 
reported  the  previous  year. 

"Given  the  current  economic  and  political  climate,  it  is  of  paramount  importance  for 
theatres  to  continue  to  expand  their  individual  giving  bases,"  concludes  Janowitz.    "The 
data  strongly  suggest  that  the  theatres  best  equipoed  to  weather  the  future  will  be  those 
that  are  able  to  maintain  a  strong  enough  connection  to  their  communities  and  their 
audiences,  in  order  to  garner  individual  contributions  and  other  local  support  sufficient  to 
withstand  the  Draconian  shifts  we  can  expect  in  public  and  private  philanthropic  policies." 

Theatre  Communications  Group,  the  national  organization  for  the  American  theatre, 
has  conducted  national  surveys  annually  since  1974.   Under  the  direction  of  Barbara 
Janowitz,  research  data  was  compiled  by  Lavinia  Cousin. 

Tlieciiic  Fads  94,  containing  the  full  text  of  the  survey  report  with  accompanying  graphs 
and  tables,  has  been  included  as  a  special  insert  in  the  April  1995  issue  of  American  Theatre, 
the  national  theatre  magazine  published  by  ICG. 
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STATEMENT  OF  DR.  MONTAZ  N.  MANSOUR,  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE 
BOARD  AND  CEO,  THE  THERMOCHEM,  INC. 

My  name  is  Dr.  Momtaz  N.  Mansour  and  1  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Board  and  CEO  of 
TherrnoChem,  Incorporated  and  I  am  here  to  testify  in  support  of  the  DOE  Fossil  Energy  and  Energy 
Efficiency  Programs  and  I  am  also  here  to  tell  you  that  our  company,  which  is  providing  technology  for  the 
economic  survival  of  our  country,  is  going  down  the  drain  while  taxpayers'  funds  are  heing  used  to  fund  the 
technologies  of  our  foreign  competition.  We  need  $1,000,000  to  complete  a  cooperative  and  cost-shared 
project  that  is  nearing  completion  at  Clems(m  University  in  South  Carolina.  Otherwise,  the  $6  million  already 
spent  would  he  wasted.  We  also  need  to  have  our  Clean  Coal  Project  which  has  already  accrued  $1,500,000 
in  private  .sector  co.st-sharing  .secured  for  completiim. 

In  the  area  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy,  we  need  $2,000,000  to  continue  our  program 
on  pressurization  of  our  black  liquor  recovery  technology  to  keep  ahead  of  our  foreign  competition.  The 
benefits  and  value  of  these  technologies  in  creating  jobs  here  and  recovering  this  nation's  economic  might 
dwarfs  the  funding  request  I  am  making  before  you  today. 

I  am  appearing  before  you  today  with  a  great  deal  of  hope,  reverence  and  intensity  seeking  to  bring 
to  your  attention  a  very  serious  set  of  issues  that  are,  I  believe,  pivotal  to  the  welfare  of  the  United  stales  but 
that  unfortunately  have  been  dangerously  absent  from  our  national  debate. 

It  seems  somehow  that  we  have  forgotten  that  the  nation's  economic  might  is  becoming  increasingly 
more  important  than  our  military  might. 

You  see,  certain  events  and  developments  that  have  occurred  in  recent  times  must  be  pondered  if  we 
are  to  protect  the  interest  and  the  future  of  our  nation,  our  children  and  grandchildren.  I  beg  your  patience 
while  I  discuss  such  vital  issues. 

First  we  mast,  with  full  comprehension,  heed  a  lesson  of  what  happened  to  the  other  superpower,  the 
former  Soviet  Union.  That  former  superpower  understood  fully  the  importance  of  technology  to  the  military 
might  of  the  then  Soviet  Union.  Essentially,  they  proceeded  to  devote  all  their  technologists  (the  true  national 
a.ssets  of  any  nation)  in  creating  a  formidable  military  power  indeed. 

The  former  Soviet  Union,  however,  made  a  fatal  strategic  error  in  judgment:  by  and  large  they 
ignored  the  need  to  devote  some  of  its  technological  assets  to  technologies  that  can  maintain  its  economic 
might.  The  result  was  fatal  to  that  regime  when  the  economy  of  that  former  superpower  collapsed  and  now 
they  are,  from  an  economic  strength  point  of  view,  third-world  nations. 

In  the  process,  one  of  our  states,  namely,  California,  ended  up  with  essentially  the  same  fate.  As  the 
defense  and  space  programs  became  increasingly  unnecessary  because  of  the  cessation  of  the  Cold  War,  the 
economy  in  California  almost  collapsed.  The  state  did  not  see  it  coming  in  the  last  few  years  of  the  Cold  War 
and  did  not  attempt  to  redirect  the  formidable  horsepower  in  technologists  available  in  the  slate  to  the  new 
mission:  technologies  for  economic  might.  It  is  sad  to  see  the  State  of  California,  the  home  of  the 
technologists  that  helped  this  nation  in  a  significant  measure  to  win  the  Cold  War,  end  up  being  a  State  of 
highly  skilled  technologists  lost  and  out  of  work  in  an  ailing  economy.  The  state  policy  makers  failed  to  see 
it  coming  and  made  essentially  the  same  strategic  mistake  that  the  leaders  of  the  Soviet  Union  made,  at  least 
generically. 

Furthermore,  during  the  course  of  the  last  few  decades,  the  United  States  has  accomplished  an 
admirable  and  noble  thing:  helped  to  free  peoples  of  other  nations  and  helped  develop  the  economies  of  other 
nations;  this  is  a  great  humanitarian  thing  to  do  and  I  hope  that  the  U.S.  will  continue  to  do  that. 

Nevertheless,  our  peoples'  best  interest  as  well  as  our  ability  to  help  others  demands  that  we  manage 
our  affairs  in  a  manner  that  will  ensure  sufficient  economic  might  to  take  care  of  our  own  people  and  still 
have  enough  left  over  to  help  the  rest  of  mankind.  This  poses  a  formidable  and  awesome  respoasibility  on 
the  United  States  and  in  turn  the  policy  makers  of  the  nation. 

A  fatal  strategic  error  that  could  he  made  by  our  leaders  is  failing  to  recognize  that  technology  is  the 
foundation  of  economic  might  for  the  U.S.  or  any  nation  for  that  matter.  To  become  the  second  superpower 
that  bites  the  dust  because  it  forgot  what  made  it  a  superpower  initially,  either  militarily  or  economically, 
would  be  untenable.  I  must  repeat  a  plea  that  we  do  not  make  the  same  mistake  that  the  leaders  of  the 
former  Soviet  Union  made  or  we  are  sure  to  follow  the  same  fate,  sooner  or  later. 

We  must  also  be  mindful  that  our  noble  initiative  to  help  others  has  been  successful  but  in  the  process, 
we  unleashed  formidable  new  economic  competitors  in  the  world  markets  to  our. people.  A  massive  number 
of  highly  educated,  highly  capable  technologists  exist  in  Eastern  Europe  and  the  developing  nations.  The 
labor  costs  for  these  professionals  is  low  and  they  are  willing  and  able  to  work  long  hours  to  meet  their  needs. 
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VVifhoul  innoviUive  l«:hnoloj;ics  (here  is  ahsi)liilely  no  \v:iy  (hat  we  can  maintain  a  high  standard  of 
living  for  our  people,  particularly  our  children  and  ;;randcliildren  and  much  less  continue  our  nohle  crusade 
to  help  others  in  other  nations.  We  must  have  the  added  value  of  our  innovative  technology  to  keep  hoth  our 
standard  of  living  and  our  help  to  other  Peoples.  I  am  alarmed  by  the  potentially  fatal  absence  of  this  focas 
in  our  national  debates. 

I  am  even  more  alarmed  by  the  fact  that  the  outrageous  policies  (hat  we  are  now  following  in  this 
country  are  actively  accelerating  the  demise  of  our  competitiveness  and  resulting  in  the  loss  of  jobs  and  a 
lower  standard  of  living  of  our  taxpayers.  All  of  this,  using  funds  that  are  taken  from  the  taxpayers  by  our 
government. 

We  are  also  mismanaging  and  in  fad  abusing  our  true  national  asset,  the  U.S.  technologist,  in  a 
manner  that  is  not  that  much  different  from  that  which  was  carried  out  by  the  former  Soviet  Union  and 
third-world  nations.    We  may  therefore  be  heading  toward  the  same  destiny. 

We  must  slop  using  taxpayers'  money  to  fund  foreign-owned  and  controlled  technologies.  A  review 
of  all  the  DOE  programs,  with  our  competitiveness  and  national  interest  in  full  focus  is  urgently  needed  and 
the  funds  reapplied  to  programs  to  complete  the  development  of  technologies  from  U.S.  small  innovative 
business  that  is  the  source  of  the  kind  of  innovation  that  is  essential  for  our  survival  in  the  new  economic 
competition  by  the  rest  of  the  world. 

I  have  seen  it  from  both  sides  now  and  as  one  of  a  few  thai  formed  the  ERDA  and  later  on  served  at 
DOE  and  now  as  the  head  of  a  small  business  that  has  achieved  the  top  success  story  of  this  country's  Small 
Business  Innovative  Research  (SBIR)  Program,  I  hope  you  will  listen. 

I  lake  Ibis  precious  time  and  space  generously  afforded  me  before  the  Subcommittee  to  list  hut  a  few 
of  the  key  policies  I  propose  as  essential  for  maintaining  our  compeliliveness: 

1.  No  taxpayer  RD&D  funding  for  foreign  owned  and  controlled  technologies  that  could  lead  to  the 
demise  of  the  taxpayers'  competitiveness. 

2.  No  direct  funding  of  large  U.S.  companies  but  provide  10%  R&D  tax  credit  and  20%  L-ix  credit  for 
investments  made,  by  and  large,  by  U.S.  companies  in  small  U.S.  innovative  technology  companies 
support. 

3.  Direct  funding  support  of  small  U.S.  innovative  technology  companies  where  the  added  value  that  this 
nation  needs  to  maintain  its  standard  of  living  and  economic  might  can  create  new  and  high  paying 
jobs. 

4.  National  Labs  should  be  required  to  obtain  at  least  40%  of  their  funding  from  subcontracts  supporting 
the  small  innovative  companies.  These  small,  high-tech  companies  produce  the  needed  invenlioas  and 
the  National  Labs  have  the  resources  to  support  their  development. 

This,  I  believe,  will  focus  our  resources  in  a  mission-oriented  manner  to  keep  this  nation  great.  While 
there  is  no  room  here  to  present  the  rationale  and  the  basis  for  these  policy  "inventions,"  I  recommend  that 
you  task  the  GAO  to  pursue  an  investigation  of  these  issues.  What  if  my  assessment  is  in  fact  valid,  then 
doing  nothing  about  it  could  create  a  grave  and  .serious  situation  for  our  nation,  wouldn't  it? 

I  will  be  more  than  glad  to  continue  to  serve  this  great  nali(m  so  that  we  do  not  leiive  our  children  a 
nation  that  could  become  an  economic  colony  of  Japan  and  Germany. 

I,  therefore,  remain  at  your  .service  to  help  debate  and  develop  policies  that  would  keep  us  mighty  in 
technology  and  therefore  able  to  help  our  own  people  as  well  as  the  rest  of  humanity. 


STATEMENT  OF  LOUISE  KORN  WALDRON,  THE  TRES  PISTOLAS 

COALITION 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  my  name  is  Louise  Kom  Waldron.  I  live  in 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  and  am  President  of  the  Tres  Pistolas  Coalition.  We  have  already 
received  $650,000  for  1995  from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  for  the  Cibola  National 
Forest  to  acquire  parts  of  Trcs  Pistolas  Canyon,  Bernalillo  County,  New  Mexico,  and  are 
requesting  $  1 .6  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1996.  The  land  in  question  is  located  in  portions  of 
section  13  and  24,  TION,  R4,5E,  in  the  Tijcras  Canyon  part  of  the  southern  Sandia  Mountains 
The  land  totals  437  acres  and  has  Priority  1  for  acquisition  by  Cibola  Nationar Forest,  Pnority  1 
with  City  of  Albuquerque  Open  Space,  and  a  High  Priority  by  the  Arizona-New  Mexico  Region  of 
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the  Forest  Service.  The  Trcs  Pistolas  land  is  surrounded  on  three  sides  by  Cibola  National  Forest 
designated  wilderness. 

From  1906  to  1961  Trcs  Pistolas  was  under  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  stewardship.  In  1961  they 
traded  it  to  the  Rounds  Estate,  and  in  turn,  it  was  sold  in  1978  to  the  present  owners,  the  Three 
Springs  Subdivision.  Since  1978  there  has  been  united  opposition  to  the  development  of  this  land 
because  of  (1)  its  ecological  importance  for  wildlife  and  vegetation,  (2)  recreation  of  the  public,  (3) 
Hawkwatch  research,  (4)  preservation  of  archaeological  sites,  and  (5)  protection  of  the  aquifer. 
Groups  in  united  opposition  to  the  development  of  this  land  arc:  Trust  for  Public  Land, 
Albuquerque  Conservation  Trust,  Camuel  Land  Grant,  Chilili  Land  Grant,  Wilderness  Society, 
Sierra  Club,  Audubon  Society,  Wildlife  Federation,  Hawkwatch  International,  New  Mexico 
Mountain  Club,  Sandia  Mountain  Wildlife  Conservation  Association,  New  Mexico  Environmental 
Law  Center,  Forest  Guardians,  Forest  Conservation  Council,  Monticello  Neighborhood 
Association,  New  Mexico  Plant  Society,  Albuquerque  Native  Plant  Society,  New  Mexico  Cactus 
and  Succulent  Socict)',  New  Mexico  Wildflower  Society,  East  Mountain  Historical  and 
Neighborhood  Societies,  The  Albuquerque  Conservation  Association,  New  Mexico  Rescue  Dogs, 
Friends  of  Tijeras  Pueblo,  New  Mexico  for  the  Outdoors,  Defenders  of  Wildlife,  Sandia  Bear 
Watch,  New  Mexico  Wilderness  Study  Group,  Cibola  Search  and  Rescue,  Hawks  Aloft,  and  Earth 
Day  Coalition. 

Besides  the  Tres  Pistolas  Coalition,  local  government  agencies  who  have  supported  the  acquistion 
of  the  Tres  Pistolas  land  by  the  Forest  Service  are  the  Bernalillo  County  Board  of  Commissioners 
(Resolution  No.  AR  13-92),  the  New  Mexico  State  Senate  (State  Memorial  97,  40th  Legislature, 
Second  Session,  1992),  the  New  Mexico  Land  Commission,  the  City  of  Albuquerque  Open  Space 
Advisor}'  Board,  and  the  All  Indian  Pueblo  Council  (representing  the  19  Pueblos  of  New  Mexico). 
The  New  Mexico  State  Legislature  has  allocated  $150,000  toward  local  acquisition  of  the  land  for 
1996. 

The  Sandia,  Manzanitos,  and  Manzano  Mountains  are  a  wildlife  corridor  which  is  significant  in  its 
length  and  location.  Running  north  and  south,  this  corridor  separates  the  Rio  Grande  Valley  from 
the  Plairjs,  and  as  such  is  a  major  migrating  route  for  animals  and  birds.  Development  is  occurring 
in  this  corridor  less  than  a  mile  south  of  Tres  Pistolas  in  Coyote  Canyon,  Manzanita  Mountains. 
Coca  Cola  has  invested  in  building  at  least  250  homes  on  this  property.  Further  fragmentation  of 
this  corridor  in  the  Tres  Pistolas  section  would  be  a  detriment  to  wildlife. 

The  land  in  question  is  a  major  feeding  ground  for  15  species  of  raptors  which  include  the 
endargcred  perigrine  falcoln,  the  sensitive  goshawk,  and  the  rare  ferruginous  hawk,  golden  eagle, 
and  merlin  Mommilaria  wrighlii  is  a  species  of  cactus  on  the  New  Mexico  endangered  species  list. 
Biodiversity  includes  41  species  of  breeding  birds  and  150  plant  species.  The  land  is  also  the 
second  most  diverse  area  in  the  United  States  for  small  mammals. 

Of  pnmary  importance  is  the  ongoing  research  conducted  by  Hawkwatch  International  which  is 
involved  in  raptor  research  and  education.  Hawkwatch  is  partially  supported  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  Cibola  National  Forest.  Populations  of  raptors  are  monitored  in  order  to  learn  about 
overall  health  and  migration  routes.  Hawkwatch  in  the  Tres  Pistolas  area  is  one  of  the  most 
outstanding  sites  for  observing  migratory  raptors.  The  birds  concentrate  in  this  corridor,  catching 
the  thermals  of  the  crest  of  the  Sandias  to  be  thrust  even  higher  in  their  long  journey  from 
Argentina  to  Alaska.  The  public  can  witness  this  event  every  spring.  The  Sandia  Hawkwatch  is  the 
second  most  concentrated  flj-way  for  observing  raptors  in  the  Southwest. 

The  land  is  used  by  all  age  groups  of  the  public  during  all  times  of  the  year,  both  for  recreation  and 
education.  Among  these  groups  are  the  University  of  New  Mexico,  New  Mexico  Natural  History 
Museum,  senior  citizens,  and  public  school  children.  Other  organizations  are  bird-watchers,  hikers, 
climbers,  and  wildflower  enthusiasts  The  area  is  easily  accessible  from  Albuquerque,  located  only 
3  miles  from  the  city  limits.  The  trails  through  the  area  are  well  maintained,  with  a  major  Forest 
Service  trail  cutting  through  the  land. 
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Pueblo,  Apache  and  Spanish  peoples  have  inhabited  this  canyon.  Potsherds  of  the  Pueblo  people 
have  been  dated  from  1 150-1500  AD.  One  of  the  famous  conquistadors,  General  Diego  de  Vargas, 
waged  his  final  military  campaign  on  or  near  Tres  Pistolas  in  1704.  The  Apaches  used  this  area  as 
a  rcftigc  for  their  raids  during  the  last  ccntun'.  Continued  archaeological  and  historical  study  is 
needed  in  the  area. 

Arroyos  on  the  Tres  Pistolas  land  comprise  a  large  alluvial  fan  which  is  the  aquifer  for  the  people 
living  in  Monticcllo  and  Camuel.  If  developed,  the  houses,  paved  streets,  and  swimming  pools 
would  endanger  this  aquifer,  both  in  the  quantity  and  quality  of  water.  The  alluvial  aquifer  is  of 
limited  extent  and  barely  supplies  enough  water  for  the  residents  already  living  there.  The  State 
Engineers  Office  has  measured  nitrate  concentrations  at  the  bottom  of  the  Tres  Pistolas  hill  that  are 
higher  than  State-recommended  dosages.  It  is  also  important  to  keep  the  arroyos  as  open 
waterways  in  ordtfr  to  help  replenish  the  Tijeras  Arroyo  downgradicnt  from  Tres  Pistolas.  The 
Tijcras  Arroyo  drains  into  Albuquerque  and  is  a  source  of  water  for  the  city.  The  arroyos  are  also 
the  main  animal  corridors. 

Because  of  all  of  these  factors,  I  strongly  recommend  that  the  Tres  Pistolas  land  be  saved  from 
encroaching  subdivision  development! 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  ADVANCED  CERAMICS 
ASSOCIATION 

The  United  States  Advanced  Ceramics  Association  (USACA)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
present  its  views  and  recommendations  to  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  Subcommittee  on  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  regarding 
Fiscal  Year  1996  (FY96)  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  Office  of  Energy 
Efficiency  &  Renewable  Energy  (EE). 

USACA  Is  an  organization  dedicated  to  the  technological  advancement  and  commercial  success 
of  our  nation's  advanced  ceramics  industry,  representing  the  collective  interests  of  25 
manufacturers  and  users  of  structural  and  electronic  ceramic  materials  and  products  (see  Appendix 
I  for  Membership  List).  USACA  sees  continuing  government  participation  as  critical  to  advanced 
ceramic  technology  development  and  future  commercialization  In  Industrial  applications  that  will 
enable  substantial  energy  savings  and  reduction  of  atmospheric  pollutants.  Current  DOE  EE 
Office  of  Transportation  Technologies  (OIT)  and  Office  of  Industrial  Technologies  (OIT)  programs 
are  helping  us  reach  those  goals.  The  following  table  provides  USACA's  recommendations  for 
FY96  DOE  EE  funding  for  advanced  ceramic  technology  programs.  The  subsequent  discussion 
focuses  on:  I.  Role  of  the  Government  In  Supporting  Technology,  II.  Office  of  Transportation 
Technologies,  and  III.  Office  of  Industrial  Technologies. 


-TflANSPOfiTATION  SECTOR- 

FY96  DOE  Program  Request  &  USACA  Recommendations 
($  IN  millions) 

DOE 

USACA 

Materials  Technology 

Propulsion  System  Materials 

High  Temperature  Materials  Laboratory 

$17,614 
$4,663 

$17,614  fBorogram 
new  starts  back  mlo 
evistinq  programs 

$4,663 

Heat  Engine  Development  -  Light  Duty  Engine  Developmen 

Ceramic  Turbine  Engine  Demonstration 
Hybrid  Vehicle  Turbine  Engine 

$3,839 
$3.8 

$3,839 
$9 
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-TflANSPOflTATlON  SECTOR- 

FY96  DOE  Program  Request  &  USACA  Recommendations 

($  IN  MILLIONS) 

DOE 

USACA 

Electric  and  Hybrid  Propulsion  Development 

Hybrid  Propulsion  Systems  Development 

$55.6 

$55.6 

—  IfttKJSTRY  Sector  - 

Cogeneration 

Continuous  Fiber  Ceramic  Composites 

$6.9 

$9,048 

Advanced  Top  Cycles 

•  Ceramic  Turbine  Retrofit 

•  Advanced  Turbine  Systems 

$9.1 
$16,340 

$9.1 
$16,340 

I.  Government  Role  in  Supporting  Technology 

Our  industry  believes  influencing  how  domestic  business  fares  in  the  international  marketplace 
is  a  legitimate  function  of  the  federal  government.  This  influence  can  be  expressed  by 
partnership  formation  with  industry,  by  favorable  tax  legislation,  by  resource  allocation  that  allows 
leveraging  of  industry  investments,  and  by  elimination  of  regulations  that  adversely  affect 
business'  ability  to  compete  in  the  world  market. 

The  government  can  provide  the  stimulus  for  coalescing  the  resources  needed  to  develop  a  high 
risk  and  high  payoff  technology  that  industry  in  many  cases  is  unable  to  accomplish  alone.  By 
teaming  the  combined  talents  of  industry,  universities,  national  laboratories  and  the  government, 
the  time  to  reach  the  market  can  be  significantly  reduced.  The  environment  in  which  United 
States  industry  is  competing  includes  factors  that  limit  the  chances  of  commercial  success. 
These  include: 

•  Many  competing  technologies  for  limited  corporate  R&D/capital  investment  capital: 

•  Press  for  short-term  return  on  investment  versus  long-term  success:  and 

•  Government-managed  economies  in  Japan  and  western  Europe 

By  providing  government  support  for  critical  technologies,  industrial  resources  for  R&D  can  be 
leveraged,  which  mitigates  the  risk  factor,  compresses  the  timeline  to  reach  the  market,  and 
allows  industry  to  support  and  mature  multiple  technologies  that  would  be  impossible  to  sustain 
without  the  research  investment  of  the  federal  government.  The  leveraging  of  resources  is  one 
of  the  most  important  aspect  of  the  justification  of  government  support  of  industry. 


Support  for  critical  technologies  such  as  advanced  ceramic  materials  development  that  contribute 
to  energy  efficiency  will: 

•  Address  strategic  segments  of  the  marketplace,  including  power  generation  and 
automotive: 

•  Provide  the  leading-edge  technology  that  ensures  US  competitiveness  and  provides 
high  quality  jobs: 

•  Address  one  of  the  critical  technologies  identified  by  the  Office  of  Science  and 
Technology  Policy,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD),  and  the  Council  on 
Competitiveness: 

•  Reduce  US  dependence  on  imported  oil,  the  major  component  of  trade  imbalance, 
through  use  of  gas  turbines  and  other  power  conversion  systems; 

.  Provide  commercial  source  of  vital  components  for  military  systems:  and 

•  Provide  advanced  technology  that  will  offset  low  cost  offshore  labor. 
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Industry  expects  the  government  participation  to  cease  at  the  point  at  which  the  market  can  be 
clearly  estimated,  and  the  risk  of  commercialization  is  reduced.  As  the  technology  matures  and 
the  market  can  be  clearly  defined  in  terms  of  size,  date  of  entry,  market  share,  and  the  relative 
probability  of  success,  then  United  States  industry  is  prepared  to  underwrite  the  remaining  costs 
for  both  R&D  and  capital  to  enter  the  commercial  market. 

It  is  an  important  part  of  this  recommendation  to  recognize  that  the  free  market  in  the  United 
States  does  not  exist  offshore.  The  governments  of  Japan  and  western  Europe  clearly  provide 
advantages  for  their  industries  to  assure  commercial  success.  Government  policy  should  be 
structured  to  make  US  industry  a  winner  in  the  international  market  and  not  just  to  make 
individual  companies  winners  in  the  domestic  market. 

Free  market  proponents  propose  that  the  private  sector  should  be  freed  from  government 
regulations  and  support.  This  philosophy  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  a  competitive  domestic 
market  will,  with  no  federal  government  assistance,  successfully  compete  in  international  markets 
against  managed  foreign  economies.  This  premise  is  unsupported,  as  shown  by  the  movement 
offshore  over  the  last  two  decades  by  companies  that  are  competitive  domestically,  but  are  not 
competitive  internationally.  There  is  a  vast  difference  between  the  level  field  of  the  domestic 
economy  and  the  distorted  playing  field  in  the  world  market. 

Assunng  fairness  and,  therefore,  the  viability  of  the  domestic  industry  in  the  world  market  is  an 
altogether  different  issue  than  leveling  the  playing  field  for  the  US  market.  In  fact,  activities  that 
would  support  and  promote  one  could  have  a  significant,  detrimental  effect  on  the  other,  For 
instance,  the  same  policies  that  promote  the  keiretsu  in  Japan  and  its  world  market,  greatly 
increase  the  cost  of  product  to  the  average  Japanese  citizen.  This  happens  through  collusive  and 
monopolistic  practices  of  the  keiretsu  in  the  Japanese  domestic  market. 

The  risk  of  government  failing  to  provide  a  stimulus  to  technology  on  a  national  level  is  that  a 
critical  technology  such  as  structural  ceramics  will  be  lost  to  an  offshore  competitor,  and  that  the 
systems  design,  engineering,  sales  and  high  paying  jobs  will  follow. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  federal  government  encourage  the  development  of  those  technologies  that 
will  give  US  industry  a  competitive  edge  in  the  world  market.  Energy  Efficiency  activities  at  DOE 
support  the  development  of  advanced  materials  such  as  structural  ceramics,  defined  as  a  critical 
technology  by  all  government  studies.  These  materials  cut  across  many  industrial  sectors,  and 
will  form  the  basis  for  creating  high  paying  jobs  in  power  generation,  automotive,  aerospace, 
paper  and  pulp,  refinery,  and  chemical  industries. 

Our  foreign  competitors  have  targeted  these  technologies  as  key  to  industrial  competitiveness. 
Because  their  governments  are  supporting  their  research  and  development  efforts.  Congress 
needs  to  step  up  to  the  challenge  and  help  level  the  playing  field  for  our  domestic  industry.  With 
this  assistance,  the  United  States  has  the  capability  to  establish  itself  as  the  world  leader  in  this 
arena.  The  following  is  a  discussion  of  the  criticality  of  key  advanced  ceramics  programs 
sponsored  by  the  DOE,  and  USACA's  recommendations  regarding  the  appropriate  level  of  funding 
for  FY96. 


STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  H.  TRENT,  DEAN,  SCHOOL  OF  MINERAL 
ENGINEERING,  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  ALASKA 

The  U.S.  Burc.iu  of  Mines  hnvc  prcpajcd  ihcir  proposed  Budget  for  1996.  For  (he  second  consciulive  year  this  has  lieen  reduced  by 
approsimalely  $20  million.  The  proposed  level  of  funding  requesled  for  1996  is  Sl.12..'>  million. 

One  of  the  victims  of  Ihc  cuts  that  have  hcen  m.idc  is  the  support  given  lo  schools  of  mining  ,ind  minerals  engineering  via  the  Generic 
Mineral  Technology  Center  in  Mine  Safely  .nnd  Environmental  Engineering  (formerly  known  as  the  Center  for  Mine  Systems  Design 
anil  Ground  Control).  Ttiis  Center  w.as  initialed  in  1982  and  has  received  funding  at  an  average  rale  of  .iboul  $  I  million  per  year  .since 
thai  lime.  The  cost  bencni  of  the  projcct.s  h.as  tx;en  extremely  high  with  .administrative  costs  limited  lo  6..S  percent. 
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The  initial  (charter)  universities  involved  in  this  Center  were: 
University  of  Alabama 
University  of  Alaslca 
University  of  Idaho 
University  of  Kentucky 
University  of  Nevada,  and 
Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute  and  Slate  University 

Additionally,  projects  have  hecn  funded  at  universities  in  eleven  other  states.  The  distribution  of  projects  and  funding  has.  therefore, 
been  truly  national.  The  universities  have  no  voice  in  the  proposal  review  process.  The  Review  Board  consists  primarily,  of 
industrial  personnel. 

In  addition  to  the  research  gains  thai  have  been  transferred  to  the  mining  indu.stry.  this  Center  has  also  made  possible  the  education  and 
training  of  graduate  and  undergraduate  mining  enginecis.  A  fact  sheet  is  attached. 

The  University  of  Alaska  has  received  funding  from  the  Center  of  approximately  $1.2  million  dollars  over  the  past  twelve  years. 
Although  this  is  fairly  modest,  it  has  been  the  only  federal  funding  for  mining  research  and  graduate  education  that  we  have  received. 
The  production  of  graduate  mining  engineers  in  Alaska  would  have  been  decimated  without  it.  Furthermore,  the  safely  and  production 
records  of  our  Stale  mining  iiidusiry  would  be  significantly  poorer.  Again,  although  the  dollar  amount  is  modest.  Ihe  termination  of 
this  funding  would  have  a  very  significant  short-  and  long-term  impact  on  Alaska  as  a  mining  .stale. 

The  purp<isc  of  this  letter  is  to  seek  your  active  support  in  reserving  at  Ica.st  SI  million  per  year  from  the  Deparlmcnl  of  Ihe  Interior 
budget  for  the  Generic  Mineral  Technology  Center  in  Mine  Safely  and  Environmental  Engineering  (formerly  Mine  Systems  Design 
and  Ground  Control),  with  the  same  arrangement  to  Ik  repealed  in  future  years.  For  compari.son.  the  funding  for  the  Center  in  1993- 
1994  was  1.2  million. 


Generic  Mineral  Technology  Center 
Mine  Systems  Design  and  Ground  Control 


Summary  of  Accomplishments,  1982  to  1994 


Number  of  universities  who  have 
been  awarded  projects 

17 

Number  of  projects  funded 

100 

Number  of  graduate  students 
supported 

160  (to  Sept  1993) 

Number  of  Annual  Workshops 
Presentations  at  Workshops 

12 

231  (including  39 
keynote  addresses) 

Number  of  external  papers 
published 

493  (to  Sept  1993) 
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STATEMENT  OF  WAYNE  E.  COOK,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  THE  UPPER 
COLORADO  RIVER  COMMISSION 

Summary  of  Specific  Action  Requested 

Appropriation  of  funds  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  in  the  amount 
of  $^^0.3  million  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  to  provide  for 
the  continued  development,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Navajo 
Indian  Irrigation  Project,  New  Mexico;  and  $3,395  million  to  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  use  in  1996  for  development  and 
implementation  of  the  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Program 
(PL  93-320). 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  is  an  interstate 
compact  administrative  agency  created  by  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact  of  1948.   The  member  States  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission 
are:  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah  and  Wyoming.   Since  its  inception,  the 
Commission  has  actively  participated  in  the  development,  utilization  and 
conservation  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

The  member  States  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  have  always 
given  strong  support  to  water  resources  development  in  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  and  in  particular  to  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and 
participating  projects.   Through  the  development  made  possible  by  these  and 
other  projects,  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  allocated  to  the  Upper  Basin 
States  can  be  utilized  for  future  beneficial  consumptive  uses. 

NAVAJO  INDIAN  IRRIGATION  PROJECT  (PL  87-483) 

The  Commission  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  support  the  appropriation 
of  funds  to  continue  construction  of  the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project 
during  Fiscal  Year  1996.   The  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project  is  in  Rio 
Arriba  and  San  Juan  counties  in  northwestern  New  Mexico.   The  project  will 
provide  for  the  irrigation  of  110,630  acres  of  land  and  will  help  secure  a 
higher  standard  of  living  for  many  of  the  185,000  people  of  the  Nation's 
largest  Indian  tribe. 

Seven  of  the  eleven  blocks  of  the  Project  have  been  completed  with  past 
appropriations.   However,  even  though  33  years  have  passed  since  the  project 
was  authorized,  the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project  is  only  about  60  percent 
complete. 

The  March  lU ,    1995  statement  by  Mr.  Donald  T.  Lopez,  Acting  Secretary  of 
the  New  Mexico  Interstate  Stream  Commission,  fully  outlines  the  need  and  back- 
ground for  continued  development  of  the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project.   The 
Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  supports  Mr.  Lopez'  request  for  an  appro- 
priation of  at  least  $34.2  million  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  for 
construction  during  Fiscal  Year  1995.   The  appropriation  could  be  used 
effectively  to  correct  deficiencies  in  earlier  blocks  as  well  as  continue 
construction  of  block  8  facilities  including  the  Block  8  Gallegos  Pumping 
Plant,  Gallegos  Discharge  Pipeline  and  Block  8  laterals.   This  appropriation 
would  allow  full  obligation  of  some  previous  fund  carried  over. 

In  addition  to  the  requested  appropriation  of  at  least  $34.2  million  for 
construction  during  Fiscal  Year  1996,  the  Commission  supports  the  appropria- 
tion of  21  million  for  Dam  Safety/O&M  funding  which  includes  $6.1  million  to 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  for  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project.   That  level  of  appropriation  is 
needed  to  adequately  operate  and  maintain  the  existing  project  facilities. 

COLORADO  RIVER  SALINITY  CONTROL  PROGRAM  (PL  93-320) 

Salinity  has  long  been  recognized  as  one  of  the  major  problems  in  the 
river.   Water  users  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  river  system  have  suffered 
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significant  adverse  impacts  due  to  the  River's  salinity.   These  impacts  have 
been  estimated  to  have  reached  over  $300  million  a  year  in  the  United  States. 
Without  salinity  control  measures,  the  salinity  of  the  river  is  projected  to 
increase  beyond  the  water  quality  numeric  criteria  at  Imperial  Dam  as  a  result 
of  continued  developed  of  the  Compact-apportioned  waters. 

The  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Program  is  designed  to  maintain 
salinity  levels  in  the  Colorado  River  system  within  established  numeric 
criteria  while  the  Basin  States  continue  to  develop  their  Compact-apportioned 
waters . 

In  I98A  Congress  enacted  much  needed  amendments  to  the  1974  Act.   The 
amendments  (Public  Law  98-569)  authorized  additional  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  Department  of  Agriculture  activities  that  were  needed  to  meet  the 
objectives  of  the  Act.   In  recognition  of  the  vast  amount  of  Federal  land 
managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  within  the  Basin,  Congress 
assigned  certain  responsibilities  to  the  BLM.   These  include  the  development 
of  an  agency-wide  salinity  control  program  for  the  Colorado  River  drainage 
basin  system. 

This  program  is  endorsed  by  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  the 
Federal  Government  and  is  essential  to  the  overall  development  and  management 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin.   Should  the  necessary  funding  levels  in  Fiscal 
Year  1996  and  future  years  not  be  provided  for  the  Colorado  River  Salinity 
Control  Program,  the  probability  of  water  quality  niimeric  criteria  being 
exceeded  is  greatly  increased.   Further,  less  than  adequate  funding  today  will 
unquestionably  result  in  significantly  liigher  future  costs  to  implement  the 
same  level  of  salinity  control. 

The  BLM  has  chosen  to  reformulate  its  budgeting  process  to  support 
ecosystems  and  watershed  management.   Because  this  budget  process  lumps  many 
activities  together  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  President's  budget  request  of 
$3,957,000  for  fiscal  year  1996  includes  sufficient  activities  necessary  to 
control  salt  contribution  from  BLM  administered  lands.   Although  BLM's  focus 
on  ecosystem  and  watershed  management  is  admirable,  it  is  essential  that  funds 
be  directed  toward  sub-activities  that  will  result  in  the  control  of  salinity 
runoff  and  that  impacts  in  terms  of  effectiveness  of  measures  can  be  reported. 
Funding  requested  by  the  President  is  needed  on  public  lands  at  this  time  to 
implement  better  land  management  practices  and  to  reduce  pollution  of  salts  to 
the  Colorado  River  by  erosion  of  saline  soils  on  vast  Federal  holdings  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin. 

Specifically,  the  Commission  supports  the  Presidents  and  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum's  request  for  an  appropriation  of 
$3,957,000  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  carry  out  its  Colorado  River 
Basin  Salinity  Control  Program  in  Fiscal  Year  1996. 

Further  detailed  statements  regarding  the  specific  funding  for  the 

salinity  program  will  be  presented  in  the  testimony  of  the  Executive  Director 

of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum  as  well  as  representatives 

of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States. 

On  behalf  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission,  I  thank  you  for 
granting  the  Commission  the  opportunity  to  express  its  support  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  to  continue  construction  of  the  Navajo  Indian  Irriga- 
tion participating  project  under  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  of 
1956  and  the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  and  San  Juan-Chama  Projects  Act  of  1962, 
as  amended.   In  order  to  realize  the  full  regional  and  national  benefits  of 
this  project,  the  Commission  urges  you  to  provide  the  necessary  funding  to 
enable  timely  construction  of  the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project  as  well  as 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  already-completed  facilities. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  URBAN  CONSORTIUM  ENERGY  TASK  FORCE 

This  testimony  is  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Urban  Consortium  Energy  Task  Force  (UCETF).  The 
UCETF.  comprised  of  represenUtives  of  19  urban  jurisdictions,  is  a  subgroup  of  the  Urban 
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Consortium,  an  organization  of  the  nation's  largest  cities  and  counties  joined  together  to  identify, 
develop  and  deploy  innovative  approaches  and  technological  solutions  to  pressing  urban  issues. 
Jurisdictions  represented  on  the  UCETF  are  Seattle,  Portland,  OR,  San  Francisco,  San  Jose,  San 
Diego,  Phoenix,  Albuquerque,  Denver,  Hennepin  County,  MN,  Chicago,  Memphis,  Austin, 
Houston,  Dade  County,  FL,  Norfolk,  VA,  Montgomery  County,  MD,  Prince  George's  County, 
MD,  Washington,  D.C.  and  New  York. 

With  funding  provided  by  the  Department  of  Energy,  Municipal  Energy  Management  Program 
(MEMP),  the  UCETF  annually  conducts  a  competitive  solicitation  to  support  energy  technology 
application  and  replication  projects  performed  by  local  government  staffs.   The  program  also 
emphasizes  technology  transfer  among  local  governments  throughout  the  United  States.    Through 
these  twin  emphases,  the  UCETF  enhances  the  ability  of  local  governments  to  improve  energy 
management  and  respond  to  Federal  energy  programmatic  and  policy  directions. 

The  Continuing  Need  for  a  Focus  on  Local  Government  Energy  Issues 

Major  cities  and  urban  counties  can  --  and  indeed,  must  --  play  an  instrumental  role  in  developing 
and  implementing  policies  to  improve  efficiency  and  energy  supply  stability  in  the  United  States. 
As  the  level  of  government  closest  to  the  citizens,  local  governments  have  the  primary 
responsibilities  for  providing  services  to  residents  and  businesses,  and  strive  for  means  to  improve 
service  delivery  and  the  quality  of  urban  life  in  a  time  of  ever-shrinking  resources. 

Larger  urban  governments  in  particular  have  found  means  to  utilize  energy  policy  and  programs  as  a 
tool  to  help  reduce  the  cost  of  government  and  stimulate  the  local  economy,  thereby  producing  more 
revenues  that  can  be  used  to  deliver  much  needed  services  to  local  populations.    Urban  governments 
also  are  well  positioned  to  serve  as  the  "testbeds"  that  are  essential  to  develop  programs,  solutions, 
and  markets  for  energy  efficiency  technologies  and  management  practices. 

The  funding  support  provided  through  the  UCETF  is  the  Department  of  Energy's  only  direct 
research  and  development  assistance  program  aimed  at  local  governments.    In  many  cases,  the 
UCETF/MEMP  program  is  (he  only  resource  available  to  local  governments  to  enable  them  to  apply 
innovative  solutions  to  energy  issues.    Although  total  funding  is  relatively  small  compared  to  other 
DOE  programs,  it  is  vital  funding  to  local  governments. 

The  UCETF  program  is  more  than  a  financing  mechanism  for  energy  efficiency  improvements. 
Federal  funds  leverage  local  partnerships  and  funding  commitments  to  identify  and  implement 
sustainable  policies  and  programs  that  help  local  governments  respond  to  the  mandates  of  national 
energy  and  environmental  policies.    By  assisting  local  governments  in  identifying  and  addressing 
local  energy  issues,  DOE  resources  through  the  Municipal  Energy  Management  Program  leverage 
local  and  private  sector  in-kind  and  cost-sharing  contributions,  typically  on  as  much  as  a  4: 1  basis. 
The  program  responds  to  needs  identified  by  local  governments  for  specific  support  in  addressing 
and  resolving  local  energy  issues.   The  return  on  the  Federal  government's  investment  is  measured 
in  reduced  energy  consumption,  cost  savings  and  environmental  improvement  in  local  areas. 

While  Congress  has  agreed  to  new  self-discipline  that  should  reduce  future  "unfunded  mandates," 
local  governments  and  state  governments  continue  to  face  a  large  number  of  Federally  mandated 
requirements.   The  UCETF  program  directly  assists  local  and  state  governments  in  responding  to 
existing  mandates.    For  example,  the  fleet  conversion  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  the 
Energy  Policy  Act  will  fall  heavily  on  slate  and  local  governments.    The  UCETF  program  provides 
local  jurisdictions  with  experience  in  operating  fleet  alternative  fuel  vehicles  (AFVs);  offers 
mechanisms  for  deciding  what  vehicles  are  most  suited  to  local  applications;  and  provides  peer-to- 
peer  assistance  in  identifying  and  selecting  among  AFV  options. 

Even  in  this  era  of  limited  budgetary  resources,  the  federal  government  must  maintain  a  focus  on 
energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy.    Support  for  creation  of  markets  for  new  technologies  and 
energy  management  practices  is  crucial,  and  the  government  sectcr  is  a  key  for  early  technology 
deployment,  evaluation  and  as  an  initial  target  market.    Local  governments,  with  crosscutting 
responsibilities  for  economic  development,  environmental  protection,  and  energy  management 
planning,  have  a  key  role  to  play  in  promoting  the  adoption  of  energy  and  environmental 
technologies. 
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The  UCETF's  1995  Applied  Energy  Program 

Through  the  current  UCETF  program,  jurisdictions  are  conducting  specific  energy  technology 
application  or  technology  transfer  projects  addressing  locally-identified  priorities  in  the  following 
areas: 

Transportation:    Projects  address  a  variety  of  alternative  fuel  types,  as  well  as  alternatives  to 
conventional  transportation,  infrastructure  requirements  and  regional  interests.  Chicago  is  examining 
biodiesel  options  in  municipal  refuse  trucks,  while  Toledo  is  preparing  to  demonstrate  dedicated 
compressed  natural  gas  (CNG)  police  vehicles.    Houston  is  addressing  infrastructure  issues 
associated  with  the  conversion  to  CNG,  and  Albuquerque  is  investigating  both  electric  vehicle 
conversions  for  local  needs  and  the  means  to  utilize  photovoltaic  recharging  systems.   Long  Beach, 
CA,  is  focusing  on  means  of  evaluating  and  documenting  the  success  of  a  telebusiness  center  in 
achieving  the  goals  of  telecommuting  (including  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement). 

Residential  Buildings:   This  priority  area  focuses  on  projects  addressing  housing  and  community 
design  to  minimize  energy  consumption  and  meet  the  needs  of  residents  for  space  heating  and 
cooling.    Dade  County,  FL,  as  a  part  of  the  post-Hurricane  Andrew  rebuilding  effort,  is  developing 
educational  materials  on  energy  efficient  residential  housing  options;  Portland,  OR,  is  demonstrating 
the  energy  saving  potential  of  electronic  thermostats  in  multifamily  housing.    Memphis  is  identifying 
energy  consumption  reduction  potential  and  developing  an  energy  improvement  plan  for  public 
housing  facilities,  along  with  a  financial  strategy  for  implementing  the  improvement  plan. 

Utility:  Projects  focus  on  lighting  issues,  including  Louisville/Jefferson  County,  which  is  examining 
disposal  issues  associated  with  the  widespread  use  of  energy  efficient  lighting  systems,  and 
Montgomery  County,  MD,  which  is  developing  and  field  testing  specific  innovative  building 
technologies  and  advanced  operating  and  management  practices  to  "go  beyond"  lighting  retrofits  as  a 
means  of  reducing  the  energy  consumption  of  local  government  building  stock.  Also,  Santa  Barbara 
County,  CA,  will  implement  and  test  incentive-based  energy  policies  to  encourage  energy  efficiency 
in  a  variety  of  sectors. 

Sustainable  Urban  Energy  Systems:   Sustainable  urban  energy  systems  encompass  more  than  energy 
efficiency  and  conservation.   Local  governments  increasingly  are  acknowledging  that  integrating 
energy  use  and  efficiency  into  government  decisionmaking  and  programs  is  the  means  to  a 
sustainable  future.    In  the  current  program,  Scottsdale,  AZ,  is  developing  a  sustainable  decision 
support  system,  designed  to  enable  local  decisionmakers  to  project  the  future  impacts  of  current 
energy-related  decisions  (land  use  planning,  transportation  planning,  economic  development).   San 
Jose,  CA,  is  forming  partnerships  with  the  private  sector  focusing  on  sustainable  practices,  offering 
a  process  for  initiating  dialogues  with  local  businesses  and  others  to  encourage  adoption  of  energy 
efficient  and  environmentally  friendly  products  and  services.    San  Francisco  is  creating  an 
implementation  methodology  specifically  for  sustainable  urban  policies,  by  focusing  on  three  model 
implementation  efforts  -  a  returned  savings  incentives  program,  an  energy  efficient  materials 
purchasing  program,  and  a  toxic  lighting  materials  disposal  program.    Denver  is  focusing  on  means 
of  integrating  environmental  and  energy  efficiency  technologies  into  the  sustainable  redevelopment 
of  the  recently-closed  Stapleton  Airport. 

Technology  Transfer  Projects:    Seven  projects  underway  refine  and  replicate  previously  conducted 
UCETF-supported  work  in  additional  jurisdictions,  and  develop  new  approaches.    Portland  is 
creating  a  workbook  and  training  workshops  on  sustainable  business  practices  for  local  businesses 
and  industry.    Chicago  is  developing  a  training  program  for  employee  trip  coordinators. 
Philadelphia  is  working  to  develop  standard  model  specifications  for  highly  energy  efficient  LED 
traffic  signals,  while  Memphis  is  assessing  the  performance  and  benefits  of  covered  sludge  storage 
lagoons  as  a  wastewater  treatment  method.  San  Francisco  is  conducing  a  direct,  hands-on  program 
to  transfer  its  expertise  in  development  and  implementation  of  energy  programs  to  San  Diego. 
Sioux  Falls,  SD,  is  implementing  a  pilot  telecommuting  program  in  a  small  urbanized  area.    Finally, 
local  jurisdictions  in  Vermont  are  developing  a  site  lighting  guide  for  Vermont  municipalities, 
documenting  applications  for  specific  lighting  technologies  that  can  be  helpful- to  a  variety  of  local 
governments,  both  large  and  small. 
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In  addition  to  these  specific  technology  transfer  projects,  the  UCETF  program  features  peer  to  peer 
exchange  and  dialogue  on  a  variety  of  issues,  and  is  concentrating  in  particular  on  effectively 
documenting  products  available  for  transfer  from  prior  year  programs.   Specific  efforts  are 
underway  in  several  areas  to  conduct  direct  transfer  activities  to  widely  share  the  benefits  of 
federally-supported  energy  technology  development  and  application  programs. 

These  projects,  and  others  underway  through  the  auspices  of  the  UCETF,  demonstrate  successful 
approaches  to  using  market  forces  to  create  economic  incentives  for  sustainability;  providing 
incentives  for  making  pollution  prevention  a  common  business  practice;  and  linking  environmental 
protection  with  economic  development  and  creation  of  jobs.   By  effectively  integrating  energy 
considerations  into  ongoing  emphases  in  other  areas,  we  can  begin  to  move  toward  the  adoption  and 
implementation  of  energy  policies  at  the  local  level  that  maximizes  short  and  long-term  benefits. 


STATEMENT  OF  RAYMOND  HOFERER,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  WALKER 
RIVER  PAIUTE  TRIBE  OF  NEVADA 

On  behalf  of  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe  of  Nevada,  we  would  like  to  outline  our 
priority  appropriation  needs  for  Fiscal  year  1995.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit 
written  testimony  to  your  Subcommittee.  Our  reservation  is  located  some  100  miles  southeast 
of  Reno,  Nevada  and  consists  of  a  third  of  a  million  acres.  Cattle  grazing  and  agriculture  are 
two  of  our  most  important  livelihoods.  We  call  ourselves  the  Agai  Dicutta  Numu  which 
means  the  Trout  Eater  People  because  of  the  35  pound  cutthroat  (salmon)  trout  that  were  once 
in  our  lake,  the  present  day  Walker  Lake.  The  white  man  calls  us  Paiute,  because,  in  the 
mid-1800s,  when  they  asked  where  the  nearest  water  was,  the  people  said,  "paha  uto"  which 
means  "water  is  in  that  direction".  From  those  words,  came  the  word  Paiute.  In  the  far  west, 
water  is  worth  more  than  gold  and  today,  I  will  provide  one  particular  concern  that  deals  with 
water  and  one  issue  addressing  our  need  for  a  school.  As  you  can  sec,  these  are  issues  that 
mean  the  difference  between  life  and  death  to  our  northern  Paiute  people. 

Priority  1-  Schurz  Elementary  School  $3.5  Million 

The  Schurz  Elementary  School,  a  public  school  located  on  the  Walker  River  Indian 
Reservation,  should  be  considered  a  national  disgrace.  Built  in  the  late  1930's,  the  school  has 
massive  cracks  throughout  the  building  and  has  been  determined  to  be  unfit  for  use  be  several 
different  reports.  The  school  was  recommended  for  condemnation  in  1970,  but  it  continued 
to  be  used  as  a  school  for  120  Indian  children  living  on  the  reservation  until  1994,  when  the 
children  were  moved  into  temporary  trailers  where  they  remain.  This  is  unconscionable.  For 
more  than  twenty  years,  the  Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe  has  tried,  without  success  to  obtain 
funding  for  the  construction  of  a  new  school.  Because  of  the  uniqueness  of  the  school's 
status,  it  seems  to  be  in  some  sort  of  limbo  situation  which  allows  various  responsible  parties 
to  point  fingers  as  to  who  should  be  responsible  for  building  a  new  school.  Neither  the  State 
of  Nevada,  which  operates  the  school,  not  the  federal  government  which  owes  a  trust 
responsibility  to  the  Tribe  and  its  children  has  accepted  responsibility  for  replacing  the 
condemned  facility.  The  question  the  Tribe  poses  to  all  county,  state  and  federal  officials  is, 
"would  you  have  your  children  attend  this  school?" 

As  indicated  above,  the  schtx)l  is  operated  by  the  State  of  Nevada.  Under  existing 
Nevada  State  law,  the  Tribe  is  required  to  go  to  Mineral  County  to  pursue  funding  through 
a  bond  issue  process.  However,  County  residents  consider  the  school,  which  lies  completely 
within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  Walker  River  Reservation,  to  be  a  federal  responsibility. 
Unfortunately,  racism  has  also  played  a  significant  role  in  the  inability  of  the  Tribe  to  obtain 
school  construction  funding.  The  Schurz  School  is  an  all  Indian  school  located  within  a 
predominately  non-Indian  public  school  district.  All  electoral  measures  designed  to  provide 
funding  for  the  construction  of  a  new  elementary  school  to  replace  the  condemned  structure 
have  been  overwhelmingly  defeated.  Most  recently,  legislation,  introduce^  before  the 
Nevada  State  Legislature,  that  would  have  allowed  the  Tribe  to  retain  diescl  fuel  taxes 


886 

collected  by  our  own  enterprises  to  fund  a  new  school  was  defeated,  effectively  precluding 
the  Tribe  from  paying  its  own  way.  On  the  federal  side,  the  school  is  not  eligible  for  "Impact 
Aid"  construction  funds  because  it  is  part  of  a  school  district  that  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  for  Impact  Aid.  The  school  intends  to  apply  for  school  construction  funds  under 
Title  XII  (Education  Infrastructure)  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act,  which 
is  available  to  federally  impacted  school  districts,  but  the  future  of  that  program  appears  very 
uncertain.  Indeed,  the  House  passed  FY  95  Rescission  bill  proposed  to  totally  eliminate  Title 
XII  funding  ($100,000,000),  the  on  pot  of  funds  that  seemed  to  be  most  appropriately  oriented 
toward  our  need.  The  Senate  has  recommended  that  only  $20,000,000  of  the  funds  be 
rescinded.  While  we  know  that  this  program  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Interior 
Subcommittee,  we  would  greatly  appreciate  it  if  you  would  relay  to  Mr.  Porter  and  Mr. 
Livingston  how  critical  these  funds  are  for  our  school.  Perhaps  they  would  then  be  wiling 
to  agree  with  the  Senate's  recommended  rescission  level  for  Title  XII  funding. 

The  actual  school  building  is  not  being  used  due  to  safety  concerns.  Now  are  children 
are  being  educated  in  small  temporary  structures  about  which  we  have  many  educational  and 
safety  concerns.  Overcrowding  is  the  primary  educational  concern,  the  children  just  cannot 
receive  an  adequate  education  under  the  existing  circumstances.  The  classrooms  arc 
extremely  crowded  and  because  the  school  cafeteria  is  too  unsafe  to  be  used,  so  children  have 
to  eat  outside,  often  in  inclement  weather.  To  further  exacerbate  the  danger  to  our  children, 
the  temporary  structures  lie  within  50  feet  of  a  major  transportation  route  for  ammunition 
being  transported  to  and  from  the  Hawthorne  Army  Depot,  the  largest  depot  on  the  West 
coast.  The  present  site  also  lies  in  a  flood  plain  of  what  is  considered  one  of  the  most 
hazardous  earthen  dams  in  the  western  United  States.  In  the  event  of  a  breach,  the  dam  has 
the  potential  to  unleash  a  50  foot  wall  of  water  into  the  present  site.  The  site  also  lies 
adjacent  to  Highway  95,  which  is  a  major  transportation  route  for  high  level  radioactive 
material  including  weapons  grade  hazardous  materials. 

The  effects  of  this  disgraceful  setting  can  be  seen  in  the  lives  our  children.  When  they 
visit  other  schools  they  ask,  "are  we  not  as  good  as  other  children  who  have  nice  schools?" 
They  wonder  if  they  are  worth  less  because  they  are  Indian  children.  The  problem  of  low 
self-esteem  and  stigma  caused  by  such  discrimination  is  prevalent  on  the  Walker  River  Paiutc 
Reservation.  Our  children  are  placed  at  a  terrible  disadvantage  when  they  attend  high  school 
with  children  from  other  elementary  schools  and  the  result  is  a  devastating  75%  high  school 
drop  out  rate. 

This  can  be  attributed  directly  the  fact  that  our  children  have  been  educated  in  a  condemned 
building  for  a  quarter  of  a  century.  The  situation  must  be  remedied  before  this  national 
disgrace  becomes  a  national  tragedy. 

Priority  II-  Walker  Lake  and  Water  Resources  $1.5  Million 

Walker  Lake,  on  the  south  boundary  of  the  Reservation  is  a  terminal  desert  lake  that 
is  one  of  only  22  lakes  of  its  kind  in  the  country,  and  ever  effort  should  be  made  to  save  this 
unique  natural  resource.  Also,  as  indicated  above,  it  plays  a  central  role  in  the  culture  of  our 
people.  A  report  was  prepared  by  the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment  in  August  of  1993, 
which  presented  a  historical  overview  of  the  lake  and  a  report  on  its  current  conditions.  This 
report  suggested  several  ways  to  improve  the  delivery  of  water  to  the  lake  by  developing  an 
overall  river  management  plan  that  would  be  beneficial  to  all  water  use  interests  in  the 
Walker  River  Basin.  In  line  with  Congress'  emphasis  on  tribal  self-determination,  the  Walker 
River  Paiute  Tribe,  requests  the  opportunity  to  put  these  federal  recommendations  into 
practice  to  help  facilitate  the  recovery  and  continuity  of  the  Lake.  These  recommendations 
included  the  following: 

•  Continue  lining  of  existing  diversion  ditches.  —  $300,000 

(Large  amounts  of  water  could  be  saved  through  canal  and  ditch  lining) 
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•  Removal  of  non-native  plants  (e.g.  tamarisk)  which  arc  high  water  —  $  70,000 
consuming  plants  from  the  riparian  zones. 

•  Manage  ground  and  surface  water  conjunctively,  to  provide  —  $225,000 
flexibility  and  improve  efficiency  of  water  use  and  enhance  crop  yields 

(e.g.  drill  supplementary  wells  as  a  source  for  lake  and  crop  flow  during 
drought  conditions). 

•  Acquire  existing  water  rights  to  be  transferred  to  Walker  Lake.  —  $500,000 

•  Continue  monitoring  efforts  along  the  Walker  River  system  to  evaluate       —  $125,000 
and  manage  the  resource  to  its  fullest  potential.  The  local  USGS  office 

in  Carson  City,  Nevada  has  prepared  a  report  detailing  the  scope  of  work 
necessary  to  accomplish  a  comprehensive  river  management  program. 

•  Monitor  the  river  for  quality  of  water  to  insure  that  the  Lake  will  —  $150,000 
provide  a  sustainable  habitat  once  the  water  is  delivered. 

•  Clarification  of  the  of  the  Lake's  title.   In  addition  to  the  cultural  —  $130,000 
and  historic  ties  the  Walker  River  Paiutc  Tribe  maintains  to  the  Lake,  the 

Tribe  also  sees  the  Lake  as  a  vital  source  of  future  Tribal  livelihood,  a 
foundation  on  which  to  develop  a  tourist  economy  and  provided  further 
incentive  to  numerous  persons  to  save  the  lake 

Wc  pray  that  you  will  seriously  consider  the  needs  of  the  Agai  Dicutta  Numu  -  Trout 
Eater  People  of  Nevada.   Thank  you  very  much. 


STATEMENT  OF  A.  BRIAN  WALLACE,  CHAIRMAN,  THE  WASHOE  TRIBE 
OF  NEVADA  AND  CALIFORNIA 

The  Washoe  Tribe  of  Nevada  and  California  is  presently  facing  a  unique 
geographic  and  political  situation  caused  by  the  rapid  population  growth  in  western 
Nevada  that  threatens  the  Tribe's  ability  to  preserve  and  develop  Tribal  resources.  The 
Washoe  "reservation"  lands,  which  total  approximately  70,000  acres,  are  made  up  of 
eleven  (11)  disconnected  land  masses  located  in  four  counties  of  two  different  states. 
Prior  to  the  California  Gold  Rush  and  the  discovery  of  the  Comstock  silver  load  in 
western  Nevada,  the  Washoe  people  occupied  and  controlled  over  4,000  sqare  miles  of 
lands  in  and  around  Lake  Tahoe  and  the  Sierra  Nevada  Crest.  Following  the  discovery 
of  gold  and  silver,  the  Washoe  Tribe  was  decimated,  with  only  300  Tribal  members  forced 
onto  one  forty  (40)  acre  parcel  of  land.  Since  that  time,  the  Tribe  has  struggled  against 
overwhelming  odds  to  reestablish  its  population  and  its  land  base. 

Today,  the  area  in  which  our  lands  are  located  is,  ironically,  once  again,  one  of  the 
highest  growth  areas  in  the  country.  The  intense  development  of  the  area  has  made  the 
Tribe  vulnerable  to  another  "land  grab."  Given  our  history,  the  Washoe  Tribe,  which  now 
numbers  over  1,500  members,  is  committed  to  preserving  our  Tribal  resources.  To  this 
end,  the  Tribe  has  initiated  a  land  consolidation  project  (the  Pine  Nut  Allotment  Program) 
and  a  water  resources  protection  project.  Recognizing  the  immediacy  of  the  situation  and 
the  federal  trust  obligation  to  help  the  Tribe  preserve  its  resources,  in  fiscal  year  1995  the 
Congress  directed  the  BIA  to  provide  funds  to  assist  the  Tribe  in  getting  the  land 
consolidation  effort  started.  Wc  understand  the  budget  constraints  under  which  the  federal 
government  is  operating,  and  we  only  request  modest  funding  to  continue  these  resource 
protection  efforts.  Neither  the  Tribe  nor  the  Federal  Government  can  afford  to  allow  these 
programs  to  lapse.  The  pressure  on  our  Tribal  resources  is  continuing  to  grow,  and, 
unless  the  Tribe  continues  these  proactive  programs,  we  will  lose  the  land  and  resources 
we  have  struggled  so  hard  to  reestablish. 
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Pine  Nut  Allotment  Protection  and  Land  Consolidation  Project: 

The  status  of  one  portion  of  the  Washoe  lands,  the  Pine  Nut  Allotments,  is  of 
particular  concern  to  the  Washoe  Tribe.  The  Pine  Nut  Allotments  represent  approximately 
61,000  acres  held  by  tribal  members  and  their  heirs.  The  General  Allotment  Act  of  1934, 
also  known  as  the  Dawes  Act,  has  had,  and  continues  to  have,  a  devastating  impact  on 
tribal  lands.  The  Washoe  Tribe  was  especially  hard  hit  by  the  Act,  and  our  land 
consolidation  project  represents  the  Tribe's  efforts  to  remedy  the  effects  the  Act  has  had 
on  our  lands.  The  Pine  Nut  Allotments  are,  as  indicated  above,  situated  in,  Douglas 
County,  Nevada,  the  fastest  growing  county  of  the  fastest  growing  stale  in  the  country. 
Because  of  the  legal  status  of  the  Allotments,  the  development  of  the  region  threatens 
continued  Indian  ownership  of  the  Allotments.  The  Pine  Nut  Allotments  are  classified  as 
"public  domain"  allotments,  which  means  that  the  Washoe  Tribe  cannot  exercise  the 
protections  of  the  Indian  Land  Consolidation  Act  to  protect  Indian  ownership.  With 
access  to  already  expanding  utility  lines  and  the  development  of  the  whole  region,  the 
pressure  is  becoming  great  for  Washoe  allottees  to  sell. 

Additionally,  the  Pine  Nut  Allotments  represent  what  is  called  a  "checkerboard" 
jurisdiction  pattern,  in  which  the  Tribe,  various  federal  agencies,  and  the  State  exercise 
a  hodge-podge  of  jurisdiction  over  portions  of  the  Pine  Nut  area.  The  end  result  of  this 
jurisdictional  pattern  is  an  effective  jurisdictional  void.  Because  jurisdictional  authority 
is  so  diffuse  it  is  almost  impossible  for  any  one  governmental  entity  to  regulate  the 
resources  in  the  area  or  to  provide  law  enforcement.  The  undeveloped  nature  of  the 
Allotments  complicates  the  problem  because  it  is  difficult  to  determine  who  has  authority 
over  any  given  part  of  the  area.  The  growth  of  this  region  of  western  Nevada  is  creating 
new  environmental  and  law  enforcement  problems,  such  as  illegal  dumping,  illegal 
mining,  illegal  logging,  and  even  some  gang  and  drug  activity,  which  all  parties 
acknowledge  are  not  being  sufficiently  addressed.  The  Tribe's  plan,  which  the  involved 
local  federal  agencies  support,  is  to  consolidate  the  Allotments  under  Tribal  jurisdiction 
so  that  one  governmental  entity  can  take  responsibility  for  protection  of  the  area. 

We  ask  the  Congress  to  direct  the  BIA  to  allocate  $75,000  to  the  Washoe  Tribe  for 
technical  assistance  to  enable  the  Tribe  to  proceed  with  the  land  consolidation  program 
started  last  year.  The  second  year  activities  will  focus  on  the  legal  considerations  and 
rights  protection  of  the  allotment  holders,  fiscal  impact  analysis  of  the  consolidation 
options  identified  in  year  one,  additional  work  on  realty,  appraisals,  hydrological  analysis, 
and  land  use. 


Fiscal  Impact  Studies  on  Conveyance/Consolidation  Proposal 

$12,000 

Landholders  Rights  Protection/Legal  Review 

$30,000 

Real  Estate  Services  and  Appraisals 

$  5,000 

Land  Use  Planning 

$  8,000 

Water  Policy  Development/Hydrology 

$20,000 

TOTAL 

$75,000 

Water  Resources  Protection  Program: 

Water  is  key  to  the  Tribe's  self-sufficiency,  long-term  economic  growth,  and 
cultural  viability.  While  the  Carson  River,  which  fiows  through  the  Tribe's  lands,  has 
been  fully  adjudicated  and  the  Tribe's  rights  identified,  there  are  two  tributary  streams  that 
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have  not  been  adjudicated.  As  the  demands  for  water  in  western  Nevada  increase  due  to 
the  dramatic  growth  in  the  region,  environmental  and  political  threats  to  the  Tribe's  water 
rights  and  quality  also  intensify.  The  Washoe  Tribe  intends  to  complete  a  legal,  historic, 
and  hydrological  analysis  of  the  conditions  on  the  two  tributary  streams.  Clear  Creek  and 
Jacks  Valley  Creek,  to  enable  the  Tribe  to  protect  its  long-term  interests.  The  BIA  has 
not  funded  any  such  projects,  despite  repeated  requests,  and  the  situation  is  becoming 
critical. 

Clear  Creek  runs  through  three  of  the  Tribal  land  parcels  (Stewart,  Upper  Clear 
Creek,  and  Lower  Clear  Creek)  before  entering  the  Carson  River.  Two  of  these  parcels, 
Lower  Clear  Creek  and  Stewart,  are  proposed  for  residential,  commercial  and/or  industrial 
development.  The  Upper  Clear  Creek  parcel  is  designated  to  remain  undeveloped,  but  will 
still  rely  upon  water  for  its  use  as  a  cultural  and  spiritual  site  with  limited  livestock 
grazing.  The  commercial  development  on  the  Silverado  parcel  and  the  agricultural  uses 
on  the  Stewart  Ranch  would  also  benefit  from  utilization  of  the  Clear  Creek  Water.  Jacks 
Valley  Creek  flows  through  the  Stewart  Ranch  and  is  used  for  livestock  watering  before 
it  enters  the  Carson  River  on  the  Ranch  lands. 

To  accomplish  these  economic  and  social  objectives  which  are  required  to  maintain 
and  improve  service  delivery  to  Tribal  members,  the  Tribe  needs  a  development  plan  for 
the  surface  waters  of  Clear  Creek  and  enumeration,  and  possibly  adjudication,  of  its  rights 
on  the  Creek.  There  are  three  to  five  additional  significant  rights  holders  on  the  Creek, 
and  an  allocation  of  water  rights  has  never  been  made  in  state  or  federal  court.  A  study 
is  also  needed  to  determine  the  desired  and  required  in-stream  flows  necessary  to  satisfy 
the  downstream  rights  holders  and  for  environmental  purposes.  Other  questions  to  be 
addressed  would  include  potential  cooperative  effort  with  Carson  City  and/or  the  State  of 
Nevada  on  water  development  to  address  issues  such  as  groundwater,  recharge  well  fields, 
a  surface  water  treatment  plan,  and  storage  facilities. 

Failure  to  plan  for  and  develop  water  rights  in  the  rapidly  developing  and  very  arid 
western  Nevada  region  would  endanger  the  Tribe's  ability  to  utilize  these  rights.  The 
proposed  budget  for  the  Water  Resources  Development  Study  is  as  follows: 


Water  Rights  Legal  Review 

$45,000 

Hydrologic  Studies 

$20,000 

Research  and  Engineering 

$10,000 

TOTAL 

$75,000 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration  of  our  two  requests.    We  have  kept 
this  request  to  a  minimum  level  in  light  of  the  budget  situation. 


STATEMENT  OF  GARY  WATROUS,  ALA,  THE  WATROUS  ASSOCLATES 

ARCHITECTS 

We  wish  to  testify  in  support  of  continued  funding  for  the  excellent  Exemplary  Buildings 
Program  run  by  the  National  Renewable  Energy  Laboratory  (NREL).  Our  firm  is  a 
participant  in  this  program.  We  believe  it  is  of  great  importance  that  funding  for  this 
program  be  continued.  We  have  had  only  good  experiences  working  with  NREL  and 
believe  this  is  unique  national  laboratory  must  also  receive  continued  funding  for  its 
Important  alternate  energy  research  projects  to  assist  in  the  future  energy  security  of  the 
United  States. 


890 

As  President  of  Watrous  Associates  Architects,  PSC,  we  have  done  more  passive  solar 
buildings  then  any  on*?  else  in  the  Louisville  region  (opproximateiy  30  projects  including 
churches,  office  buidings,  and  daycare  centers).  Our  Sun/Earth  Homes  typically  heat 
and  cool  for  $300  per  year.  These  designs  have  been  created  using  the  national 
Guidelines  book  which  was  developed  with  federal  funding  to  Dr.  Balcomb  at  NREL  with 
the  support  of  the  National  Home  Builders  Association  and  the  Passive  Solar  Industries 
Council.  Our  designs  have  been  selected  to  appear  In  the  publication  of  the  the 
Kentucky  Energy  Office  intitled  Energy-Efficient  Home  Plans. 

The  Exemplar/  Buildings  Program  provides  important  examples  to  both  building 
producers  and  consumers.  Builders  and  contractors,  in  general,  ore  very  conservative 
because  their  business  is  extremely  risky  and  very  competitive.  The  ways  of  loosing 
money  during  the  construction  of  any  project  are  considerable.  This  reality  has  created 
a  group  of  producers  who  are  understandably  skeptical  of  new  ideas  or  ideas  which 
they  have  not  built  before.  They  are  prone  to  repeat  designs  and  construction 
techniques  with  which  they  are  familiar,  know  how  to  build,  and  know  how  to  price  — 
and  which  have  been  profitable  before. 

Secondly  the  home-building  industry  is  driven  by  mari<et  demand.  If  a  home-  builder 
cannot  sell  a  house  and  make  a  profit  he  is  not  going  to  build  that  particular  model. 
Whether  or  not  a  particular  model  sells  is  in  direct  response  to  the  knowledge,  and 
expressed  wants  and  needs  of  the  buying  public.  Unfortunately  in  our  region  of  the 
country,  mpst  people  don't  realize  that  compared  to  a  conventional  home,  super- 
insulated  pcssive-3clar  homes,  at  almost  no  additional  construction  cost,  con  save 
substantial  energy  dollars  on  their  annual  heating  and  cooling  bills.  Our  Sun/Earth 
homes,  designed  according  to  NREL  guidelines,  save  homeowners  at  least  $1,0000  per 
year,  compared  to  a  conventional  house  the  same  size. 


Therefore,  the  conservatism  of  the  homebuilder  coupled  with  the  lack  of  marlcet 
demand,  caused  by  lock  of  knowledge  and  experience  on  the  port  of  the  buying 
public,  causes  stagnation  in  the  research,  development,  and  production  of  energy  - 
conserving  houses  that  would  assist  in  reducing  national  energy  consumption. 

Both  consumers  and  builders  need  such  examples  because  they  have  a  "show  me" 
attitude  when  it  comes  to  innovative,  energy-conserving  houses.  This  is  partiolty  due  to 
the  well  advertised  failures  of  houses  in  the  early  1970's  prior  to  national  energy 
standards  developed  by  Dr.  Balcomb.  In  our  area,  much  bad  publicity  for  solar  was 
caused  by  fly-by-night  sales  people  who  made  false  claims  to  homeowners  that  they 
could  heat  their  entire  home  with  two  roof-top  collectors.  And  often  such  companies 
went  out  of  business  after  energy  subsidies  disappeared. 

CONCLUSION 

To  break  this  impasse,  both  the  public  and  builders  need  examples  of  functional, 
beautiful  and  maricetable  buildings  that  are  proven  highly  energy-efficient.  These 
examples  need  to  be  tested  by  a  credible  agency  to  determine  their  energy 
performance.  Not  only  should  this  agency  calculate  the  energy  performance  prior  to 
construction  but  it  should  do  careful  follow-up  testing  of  the  house  after  construction. 
Finally,  info.Tnation  about  these  exen  iplory  buildings  need  to  be  widely  disseminated  to 
the  public,  architects  and  builders  through  various  trade  joumals  and  popular 
magazines.  All  this  is  exactly  what  the  Exemplary  Building  Program  does!  Such  a 
program  is  best  run  by  a  respected  national  agency  funded  with  federal  dollars. 

The  need  for  notional  standards  for  design  and  testing  of  energy-efficient  homes  and 
building  con  not  be  over  emphasized.  Notional  standards  ore  necessary  in  order  to 
secure  the  confidence  of  both  the  public  and  builders.  I  would  like  to  see  NREL  funded 
for  additional  research  vital  to  increasing  the  energy  efficiency  of  commercial, 
industrial,  and  institutional  buildings.  Such  research  and  development  con  best  be 
done  by  a  nationally  and  internationally  respected  testing  laboratories  like  NREL.  And 
funding  for  such  research,  development,  and  testing  should  come  primarily  from 
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federal  funds,  because  state  or  local  funding  of  such  efforts  would  not  likely  lead  to 
sufficient  or  credible  results. 

Ttie  path  of  energy-efficiency  leads  to  a  stronger,  more  competitive,  and  more 
employed  America. 

NATIONAL  SECURITY 

It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  paper  to  discuss  the  importance  of  energy-efficient 
buildings  design  for  the  national  security  of  the  United  States.  But  since  about  a  third  of 
our  national  energy  is  consumed  by  our  buildings,  the  energy-efficiency  of  our  nation's 
buildings  should  be  a  top  priority  for  national  security.  Even  if  w/e  don't  include  the  cost 
of  fighting  v\^ars  for  foreign  oil ,  (such  as  the  Persian  Gulf  War)  any  drastic  change  in  the 
cost  of  energy  could  destabilize  our  economy.  And  the  inevitable  increase  in  the  cost 
of  conventional  energy  sources  make  development  of  altemate  sources  crucial  for  the 
future  well-being  of  our  countr/.  What  we  need  is  a  "made  in  America"  product  such 
as  super-insulated  passive-solar  buildings  that  can  both  produce  and  conserve  energy 
with  minimal  impact  on  air  pollution  and  the  environment.  To  continue  to  search  for 
more  efficient  buildings  is  a  worthy  goal  of  the  federal  govemment  and  the  expenditure 
of  federal  funds  to  proven  agencies  such  as  NREL  and  their  vital  tasks  such  as  the 
Exemplary  Buildings  Program. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  WESTERN  ANCIENT  FOREST  CAMPAIGN 

Western  Ancient  Forest  Campaign,  (WAFC)  represents  citizens  in  tlie  Northwest  aaoss 
the  nation  concerned  about  ecosystem  health  and  biodiversity  in  our  National  Forests. 
Although  President  Teddy  Roosevelt  often  cited  clean  water  and  wildlife  when  designating 
National  Forests,  the  nation  began  to  look  to  National  Forests  for  low  cost  timber  and  fiber  in 
later  years.     Now  we  once  agam  realize  that  we  rely  upon  public  forests  for  our  clean  water, 
fish  and  uoldlife  and  healtliy  recreation  -  goods,  services  and  values  that  are  all  being  eroded 
both  in  and  outside  of  the  forests.    Tliis  diange  in  priorities  has  clear  economic  benefits  for 
the  region  and  the  nation  as  a  whole.    Tliis  is  supported  by  the  latest  economic  data  whidi 
show  that  the  Northwest  economy  is  growing  despite  cutbacks  in  the  logging  industry. 

The  Integrity  of  the  Forest  System  and  the  Law 

During  the  past  four  years,  a  remarkable  diange  occurred  in  tlie  Congressional 
Appropriations  process  in  support  of  both  ecosystem  protection  and  upholding  tlie  law. 
During  the  1980's,  unsustainably  high  timber  targets  were  mandated  by  Congress  and  insulated 
from  any  citizen  or  judicial  review  by  'sufficiency'  language.    Tliis  failed  poucy  led  to  massive 
overcutting  of  the  National  Forests  and  engendered  serious  mistrust  between  the  Forest  Service 
and  the  American  people. 

We  are  exlremely  disappointed  that  the  Committee  and  many  of  its  members  supported 
a  provision  in  the  recent  FY  1995  rescissions  package,  known  as  the  Gorton  amendment,  that 
not  only  waives  all  environmental  laws  but  .says  on  its  face  that  it  waives  all  laws  applicable  to 
timber  sales,  be  they  criminal  laws  pertaining  to  defrauding  the  federal  government  or  dvil 
service  laws  preventing  acts  tainted  oy  conflicts  of  interest.    We  cannot  help  but  view  as 
extreme  and  undemocratic  a  measure  such  as  the  Gorton  amendment.    In  the  face  of  evidence 
of  overestimated  timber  supply,  high  levels  of  timber  theft,  failures  to  mitigate  and  restore 
habitat  and  the  loss  of  many  spedes  from  many  forests,  that  was  exactly  the  opposite  of  what 
should  be  done. 

It  is  essential  that  we  not  return  to  tlie  failed  policies  of  tlie  past,  which  devastated  tlie 
Ancient  Forests  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  by  overriding  some  of  our  most  important 
environmental  laws.    We  urge  you  to  act  as  cjuickly  as  possible  to  restore  the  application  of  all 
applicable  law  to  the  management  of  our  national  forests  and  otlier  public  lands  and  oppose 
any  future  'suffidency"  language  or  mandatory  timber  targets. 

Continue  Funding  for  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan  and  Watershed  Restoration 

The  Nortliwest  Forest  Plan  requires  watershed  restoration  to  help  ensure  the  viability  of 
salmon  as  required  by  tlie  National  Forest  Management  Act.    Tlie  loss  of  the  commercial 
salmon  industry  has  already  cost  the  govemment  millions,  botli  in  lost  tax  revenue,  and  in  the 
form  of  emergency  assistance  payments  to  affected  communities.    Preventing  the  further 
decline  of  salmon  stocks  by  increasing  funding  for  restoration  will  meet  the  government's  legal 
obligations,  save  tlie  taxpayer's  money  and  begin  the  rehabilitation  of  once  abundant  fisheries. 

A  Moratorium  on  New  Roads  in  Roadless  Areas 

In  recent  years,  sdentific  studies  and  Congressional  reports  have  higlilighted  tlie  role 
roadless  areas  play  in  maintaining  viable  fisheries  and  wdldlife  populations  on  forests  across  tlie 
nation,  and  have  dramatically  illustrated  the  damaging  impact  of  road-construction  on  forest 
ecosystems.    Tlie  Eastside  Forests  Scientific  Society  s  Panel  peer  reviewed  report  of  forests  east 
of  the  Ca.scades  in  Oregon  and  Washington  states  that  one  of  the  primary  cpmponents  for 
restoring  and  maintaining  tlie  health  of  these  forests  is  the  outright  protection  of  roadless 
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areas.  Tlie  Executive  Summary  states:  Roadless  regions  exemplify  the  least  human-disturbed  forest 
and  stream  systems,  the  last  reservoirs  of  ecological  diversity,  ana  tne  primary  benchrrunks  for  restoring 
ecological  health  and  integrity. 

In  late  August,  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  announced  an  emergency 
action  to  reclassify  the  Snake  River  diinook  salmon  from  tlireatened  to  endangered.    Tlie 
August  18th  notice  in  tlie  Federal  Register  noted  that  this  reclassification  should  compel  tlie 
federal  agencies  to  take  a  more  conservative  approacli  to  management  actions  and  suggested 
that  a  higher  level  of  habitat  protection  in  tlie  torm  of  restriction  of  development  in  the  region's 
roadless  areas  looiild  be  prudent,  this  would  include  essentially  any  substantial  human  activity  that  is 
likely  to  result  in  significant  increases  in  erosion,  fragmentation  or  ecosystem  conversion.    The  NMFS 
listing  action  also  higlibjghts  the  need  for  continued  funding  and  autliority  to  make  listing  cmd 
other  decisions  and  to  fully  carry  out  the  Endangered  Species  Act.    We  urge  full  funding  and 
restoration  of  all  spending  and  other  autliorities  for  tliat  program  in  all  affected  federal 
agencies. 

Witli  a  network  of  roads  five  times  longer  tlian  tlie  interstate  highway  system,  much  of 
it  in  need  of  substantial  repairs,  it  doesn't  make  sense  to  keep  building  more  roads,  given  tlie 
negative  effect  on  wildlife  and  fisheries.  Ending  tlie  Forest  roads  subsidies  alone  could  save 
about  $99  million  per  year.    Tliat  does  not  account  for  lost  value  and  services  sudi  as  fish 
production  and  water  and  air  filtration.  Tlie  Committee  should  redirect  Uie  road  building 
tiudget  to  ecosystem  management,  restoration  and  road  obliteration,  tlie  closing  and 
rcvcgctation  of  roads,  or  better  maintenance  of  any  truly  necessary  roads.    Proper  road  repair 
work  can  aid  the  rehabilitation  of  damaged  waterslieds  and  streams  by  reducing  sedimentation 
of  streams  and  tlie  risk  of  catastrophic  blowouts  and  landslides  whidi  destroy  salmon  habitat. 

Rcdudng  the  Timber  Budget 

Even  if  we  proceed  with  every  due  caution  there  is  likely  to  be  an  increased  emphasis 
on  'forest  healtli'  but  the  current  direction  taken  by  tlie  Congress  so  far  is  more  likely  to  hurt 
than  help.  Tlie  Committee  would  do  well  to  restore  caution  and  law  in  order  to  save  tlie 
forest  ecosystems  and  avoid  devaluing  private  wood  products  or  drawing  a  'GATT*  diallenge. 
Salvage  sales  should  be  approved  only  after  careful  budgetary,  scientific,  and  legal  review 
under  all  applicable  laws.     In  order  to  reduce  the  demand  for  unwise  timber  harvests,  tliis 
Congress  should  review  the  system  of  Paynients  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  and  payments  to  reflect  25% 
percent  of  salvage  sales.    A  more  rational  basis  would  be  to  base  payments  on  tlie  value  of 
the  assets  of  the  forest  as  localities  normally  tax  property,  or  to  price  goods  at  full  restoration 
costs  and  tlien  allow  localities  to  levy  substantial  taxes  upon  the  sales  or  other  witlidrawals  of 
goods  from  forests. 

According  to  independent  budget  analyst  Robert  E.  Wolf,  98  of  tlie  121  National  Forests 
lost  money  in  1994.    For  the  prior  seven  years  an  average  of  84  Forests  lost  money.    The 
Forest  Service  claims  of  profit  of  $213.8  million  and  that  only  36  Forests  lost  money,  but  tliese 
totals  omit  important  costs  sudi  as  $280.2  million  in  county  payments,  $64.9  million  in 
Regional  Office  costs,  and  $25.6  million  in  Washington  Office  costs.    On  a  receipts  versus 
outlays  basis  wliidi  is  how  tlie  real  world  does  accounting,  tlie  Forest  Service  lost  $496  million 
last  year.    Overall,  the  losses  total  $4.2  billion  for  the  last  12  years. 

Despite  the  scoring  by  CBO  of  tlie  Gorton  Amendment  as  a  positive,  salvage  sales 
produce  a  massive  deficit,  watli  outlays  outstripping  receipts  by  as  mudi  as  $400  million.    They 
require  additional  expenditures  to  repair  damage  tliat  sudi  logging  does.    On  tlie  Wenatdiee 
National  Forest  for  example,  its  1994  TSPIRS  loss  was  $5,835,000  or  $179.53  per  thousand 
board  feet  cut.    In  addition,  on  "some  forests,  the  average  cost  of  fire  suppression  exceeded 
$500  per  acre  burned.    But  given  the  real  costs,  instead  of  recouping  fire  costs  on  the  acres 
planned  for  salvage,  losses  will  increase. 

End  Below  Cost  Timber  Sales 

The  Republican  Budget  Initiative  for  1994  (Tlie  "Kasich  Budget")  endorsed  an  end  to 
below  cost  tirnber  sales.    Given  tlie  general  support  for  tliat  principle  by  tlie  Clinton 
Administration  a.s  well,  that  long-souglit  objective  should  be  adiieved  this  year.    With  regard 
to  other  sales,  we  recommend  that  you  consider  adopting  a  policy  of  limitmg  the  use  of 
Knutsen-Vandenberg  funds  to  the  restoration  of  native  forests  and  ecosystems. 

No  Waivers  for  Salvage  Logging 

Despite  the  actions  of  recent  weeks,  tlie  fires  of  tlie  summer  of  1994  should  not  be  used 
as  an  excuse  to  increase  salvage  logging.    Salvage  logging  has  all  of  the  same  deleterious 
impacts  of  regular  logging,  and  in  many  cases  is  worse  due  to  the  already  damaged  nature  of 
fire  sites.    Enclosed  is  a  recent  letter  from  five  fisheries  biologists  to  President  Clmton 
indicating  tliat  salvage  logging  has  no  ecological  benefits  and  in  fact  wall  put  salmon  and  trout 
stocks  at  greater  risk.    Furthermore,  we  urge  you  to  adopt  tlie  policy  tliat  salvage  operations 
should  have  no  exemption  from  the  NEPA  and  Forest  Service  Appeals  procedures,  nor  from 
any  other  requirement  of  law.    Tliere  appears  to  be  a  need  to  integrate  fire  suppression  and 
prevention  budgets.  We  also  should  consider  removing  forest  slash  before  creatmg  more. 
Slash  treatment  costs  would  also  better  be  put  in  tlie  timber  contracts  rather  than  collecting 
deposits  for  such  treatment  later. 

Full  Funding  for  Ecosystem  Management,  Wildlife  Programs,  and  Law  Enforcement 

Funding  for  the  Forest  Service  Wildlife,  Fish  and  Rare  Plant  Program  dealing  witli 
endangered  species  and  wildlife  habitat  management  was  seriously  inadequate  in  last  year's 
proposed  budget.    Most  program  elements  were  underfunded  by  at  least  lialf.  In  FY  96,  an 
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increase  of  $l70  million  is  needed  for  Tlireatened,  Endangered  &.  Sensitive  (TES)  Species 
Management,  Wildlife  Habitat  Management,  Inland  Fish  Management  and  Anadromous  Fish 
Habitat  Management.    Emplo5ang  tins  strategy  could  end  up  saving  the  taxpayers  the  greater 
expenses  of  protecting  critical  habitat  and  oforinging  a  species  bade  from  near  extinction. 
Without  increased  funding  for  tliis  program,  the  Forest  Service  will  not  be  able  to  fully 
implement  the  'PACFISH    aquatic  conservation  strategy  and  important  watershed  analysis  and 
monitoring  efforts  wall  be  greatly  reduced.    This  shortfall  could  completely  undermine  tlae 
President's  Forest  Plan,  and  lead  to  costly  litigation  if  tlie  salmon  continue  to  decline  under  the 
Plan. 

Personnel  Management 

Qualified  Forest  Service  personnel  are  essential  to  assure  tlie  agency  is  meeting  its 
requirements  under  tlie  law.    An  issue  of  concern  for  environmentalists  is  tlie  "retraining*  of 
timber  managers  as  biologists.    So  far,  the  'retraining'  is  not  adequate,  and  the  mindset  of  the 
limber  staff  is  not  dianged.    We  recommend  tliat  at  this  time  all  Forest  Service  'retraining' 
funds  be  redirected  to  me  'buy-out'  program.     Forest  Service  restructuring  has  also  led  to 
buyouts  and  combining  departments  whidi  have  furtlier  weakened  the  scientific  and  resource 
management  staff  in*  favor  of  timber  staff  officers.    Tlie  agency's  emphasis  has  been  to  retain 
timber  staff,  and  to  combine  departments  in  sudi  a  way  as  to  demote  resource  people  to 
administrators  or  directors  of  programs.    One  way  to  remedy  this  problem  would  be  to 
earmark  all  buyout  funds  for  timber  staff,  and  to  earmark  all  funds  for  new  hires,  to  resource 
and  scientific  personnel. 

Another  general  budget  concern  has  to  do  with  watershed  restoration  funds.    Both  at 
the  federal  and  state  levels,  the  funds  have  to  be  allocated,  contracts  signed,  and  projects 
completed  in  sudi  a  short  time  frame  that  decisions  are  being  made  on  how  to  use  tliese 
funds  with  insufficient  information  and  little  if  any  public  involvement.    Although  this  can  be 
said  to  be  driven  by  tlie  Forest  Service's  inability  or  lack  of  desire  to  want  to  change  and 
allow  others  into  their  input  process,  another  major  driver  is  the  budget  which  (1)  lets  eadi 
Forest  know  generally  very  late  in  the  year  exactly  how  much  money  tliey  will  have;  and  (2) 
expects  contracts  to  be  signed  before  a  set  lime.    Tlius  too  little  real  planning  or  prioritization 
occurs,  when  in  fact,  the  NEPA  process  was  designed  to  be  a  planning  process  complemented 
by  the  longer  term  forest  planrung  process.    Yet  mere  is  too  little  citizen  oversiglit  smce  it  all 
Iiappens  so  rapidly  dtizens  can't  track  or  influence  it.    We  hope  tlial  you  can  address  these 
problems  perhaps  by  eliminating  deadlines  for  timber  sales  contracts  so  tliat  proper  planrung 
and  outreadi  can  occur. 

Adopt  Green  Accounting  to  Fully  Reflect  Costs  &  Benefits 

WAFC  would  like  to  urge  the  Committee  to  begin  a  new  form  of  'green  accounting' 
whidi  v^  record  losses  of  natural  capitol  assets.    Forest  Service  data  show  that  the  condition 
of  trees,  soil,  water  and  wildlife  have  been  steadily  declining  since  1977,  yet  notliing  would 
indicate  tliis  in  tlie  budget.    We  feel  a  closer  accounting  of  the  real  costs  assodated  witli 
logging,  mining  and  grazing  would  help  assure  proper  management  of  our  public  lands,  and 
brmg  llie  goverrunent  into  compliance  with  the  National  Forest  Management  Act  which 
requues  the  government  protect  our  natural  resource  base  for  future  generations. 

Condusion 

We  urge  the  Committee  to  use  the  FY  1996  Appropriations  process  to  help  protect  our 
public  lands  and  to  fully  fund  essential  commitments  and  obligations  such  as  watershed 
analysis  and  wildlife  and  habitat  restoration.    It  also  offers  an  opportunity  put  an  end  to 
wasteful  taxpayer  subsidies  wliidi  have  encouraged  excessive  resource  extraction,  damajging 
forest  ecosystems  and  putting  important  industnes  sudi  as  tourism  and  the  commerdal  saunon 
fishery  at  risk. 


STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  G.  SPEIGHT,  CHIEF  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER,  THE 
WESTERN  RESEARCH  INSTITUTE 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

On  behalf  of  the  Western  Research  Institute  (WRI),  I  request  that  the  following  statement  be 
submitted  as  part  of  the  record  of  proceedings  for  the  subcommittee's  consideration  of  the  Department  of 
Energy's  Fiscal  Year  1996  fossil  energy  research  and  development  budget  request.  At  the  outset,  WRI 
strongly  seeks  your  support  of  full  funding  of  WRI's  cooperative  agreement  with  the  Department  of 
Energy  at  $5.5  million.  This  level  will  support  the  continuation  of  the  industrial  cost-shared  fossil  energy 
research  program. 

WRI  employs  more  than  80  people  involved  with  energy  and  environmentally-related  research  and 
technology  development.  WRI  is  located  on  the  campus  of  the  University  of  Wyoming  in  Laramie, 
Wyoming 
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I  write  to  urgently  request  that  you  reject  the  Administration's  fossil  energy  research  budget 
request  on  the  basis  that  it  is  inconsistent  with  DOE's  stated  objectives  to  encourage  cost-sharing  by  the 
private  sector    We  request  that  you  reverse  this  budget  decision  that  would  eliminate  the  only  dedicated 
cost-shared  fossil  energy  research  program  within  the  Department  of  Energy. 

As  we  prepare  for  what  appears  to  be  a  fundamental  realignment  in  the  way  this  country  carries 
out  its  basic  and  applied  energy  research,  WRI  wants  to  acknowledge  the  support  we  have  received  in  the 
past  from  you  and  your  colleagues.  Over  the  past  several  years,  WRI  scientists  have  conducted  fossil 
energy  research  seeking  to  enhance  the  value  of  our  nation's  energy  resources  and  protect  the 
environment    Today,  our  industrial  cost-share  partners'  research  activities  include:  developing  new 
products  for  asphalts  to  enhance  our  roadway  service  life,  recovering  energy  from  waste  products, 
developing  and  verifying  new  combustion  technologies  and  initiating  high  risk  research  into  new 
processes  and  technologies  to  enhance  the  use  of  fossil  fuels.  These  activities  provide  the  base  upon 
which  new  industries  will  be  built  benefiting,  national  energy  security  and  international  competitiveness. 

WRI's  primary  mission  continues  to  be  conducting  high  risk  research  and  demonstrations  into 
ways  to  provide  cleaner  and  more  efficient  fossil  energy  fuels.  Unlike  other  research  organizations,  WRI 
has  served  as  a  laboratory  and  implemented  Congress'  direction,  a  program  that  relies  on  industry  cost- 
sharing  of  research  projects    The  mandate  we  received  called  for  a  50%  cost-share.  WRI  has  not  only 
met  this  challenge  but  gone  beyond  the  baseline.  Today,  we  are  pleased  to  report  that  our  cost-share 
partners  in  many  instances  are  contributing  almost  60%  of  a  research  project's  costs.  Clearly,  this 
demonstrates  our  commitment  to  the  success  of  this  program. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fossil  Energy  testified  before  Congress  on  the 
importance  of  cost-sharing.  The  Assistant  Secretary  noted  that  this  was  a  priority  for  her  and  the 
Department  as  they  sought  to  ensure  that  those  who  benefit  from  federal  research  contribute  to  its  cost. 
However,  our  review  of  the  budget  request  for  the  Office  of  Fossil  Energy  revealed  that  the  Cooperative 
Research  program  was  the  only  program  targeted  for  elimination.  We  find  it  odd,  if  not  inconsistent,  that 
the  DOE's  stated  priority  for  cost-sharing  is  not  supported  by  the  Department.  Indeed,  in  a  report  to 
Congress  Secretary  of  Energy  Hazel  O'Leary  detailed  the  success  of  this  program  and  her  pleasure  "with 
the  progress  the  Institute(s)  have  achieved  in  eliciting  50%  cost-sharing  required  from  their  cosponsoring 
clients  under  this  initiative." 

In  fact,  reviewing  the  Department's  budget  request  justification  we  find  that  the  Department  seeks 
a  $9  million  reduction  in  Cooperative  Research  and  Development—bringing  to  zero  the  Department's 
commitment  to  a  program  dedicated  to  industrial  cost-share    Upon  further  reflection,  it  appears  that  the 
Department  has  decided  to  place  almost  the  entire  burden  of  fossil  energy  research  spending  reductions 
on  this  one  program  that  has  a  proven  track  record  of  meeting  the  Department's  goal.  Reinventing  the 
way  government  conducts  its  business  should  focus  on  promoting  those  programs,  like  Cooperative 
Research  and  Development,  that  have  demonstrated  successes. 

WRI  and  the  Department  entered  into  the  cooperative  agreement  with  an  understanding  that  this 
would  be  a  multi-year  endeavor.  Two  years  remain  on  this  agreement.  As  of  this  writing,  WRI  has 
received  more  than  $5  million  in  new  letters  of  intent  to  conduct  cost-shared  programs  in  fiscal  year 
1996    Continuation  of  the  cooperative  agreement  program  will  allow  WRI  and  the  Department  to 
complete  its  mission  to  fully  privatize  this  element  of  energy  research.  More  important,  ongoing  high 
risk,  cost-shared  research  would  be  jeopardized  without  the  commitment  of  federal  assistance. 

WRI  appreciated  the  importance  of  finding  new  ways  to  reduce  the  federal  government's  role  and 
enhance  our  abilities  to  do  more  with  less  in  what  can  only  be  termed  an  austere  budget  year    This 
program  not  only  addresses  this  priority,  but  also  has  a  proven  track  record  of  success.  We  urge  you  to 
recognize  the  consequences  of  prematurely  terminating  this  program,  and  especially  for  coming  year  will 
mean  the  orderly  transition  of  WRI  to  the  private  sector  as  the  cooperative  agreement  was  intended  to 
accomplish. 

In  conclusion,  WRI  is  pleased  that  the  Department  of  Energy's  budget  request  recognized  the 
importance  of  continuing  basic  research.  As  we  have  all  learned  in  recent  years,  the  failure  to  invest 
adequately  in  such  research  effectively  limits  our  options  to  ensure  a  safe  and  secure  energy  future. 
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1  he  industrial  partnerships  created  under  the  Jointly  Sponsored  Research  Program  and  the  cooperative 
agreement  in  general  is  a  key  component  of  a  secure  energy  future    Therefore,  we  hope  you  and  your 
colleagues  will  support  the  continuation  of  this  important  partnership  between  the  Department  and  WRl 
to  ensure  that  it  evolves  into  a  self-sustaining  program  in  the  future. 


STATEME^^^  of  the  whirlpool  CORP. 

Mr  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  Whirlpool  Corporation  is  pleased  to  submit  testimony 
regarding  the  Appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Energy's  (DOEs)  "Lighting  and  Appliance  Standards" 
program    We  support  the  full  $10  4  million  funding  for  this  program  and  request  that  none  of  this 
requested  funding  be  cut  for  FY'96. 

The  genesis  for  this  program  occurred  in  1987  with  the  passage  of  the  National  Appliance  Energy 
Conservation  Act  (NAECA)    This  legislation  was  supported  by  all  major  appliance  manufacturers  because 
it  preempted  the  proliferation  of  new  state  appliance  standards  which  were  beginning  to  complicate  and  add 
prohibitive  cost  to  nationwide  manufacturing  and  distribution  systems. 

This  program  affects  virtually  all  major  home  appliance  goods  including  clothes  washers.  dr\'ers. 
dishwashers,  room  air  conditioners,  rcfngcrators.  freezers,  ranges,  ovens,  cooktops,  and  microwave  ovens. 
Whirlpool  is  a  manufacturer  and/or  marketer  of  all  these  products  in  North  America  and  throughout  the 
world.  Globally,  we  arc  the  largest  appliance  manufacturer  and  have  been  freely  trading  our  products 
across  national  boundaries  for  several  decades. 

Whirlpool  supports  DOE's  FY'96  "Lighting  and  Appliance  Standards"  program  for  several  reasons. 
These  reasons  include: 

•  Consumer  Benefits  -  shorter  payback  periods;  lower  water  bills;  new  clothes  washer  features; 
lower  electric  bills. 

•  Environmental  -  less  air  pollution;  improved  water  conservation;  and  preservation  of  natural  fiiel 
resources. 

•  Utilities  -  avoided  new  electric  utility  construction;  less  municipal  water  treatment;  conservation  of 
water  resources;  and  improved  demand  side  management  (DSM). 

•  Manufacturers  -  enhanced  long  term  value  of  recent  and  current  energy  efTiciency  investments; 
requirements  that  imports  be  efficient;  improved  global  competitiveness;  inhibitions  on  States 
promulgation  of  numerous  local  standards;  and  preservation  of  existing  efTiciency  gains. 

Our  support  for  DOE's  "Lighting  and  Appliance  Standards"  program  is  with  the  caveat  that  such  funding 
be  prioritized  to  focus  DOEs  resources  on  these  rulemaking  activities  which  represent  the  greatest 
potential  for  total  national  annual  energy  savings  (which  are  also  economically  justified).  By  so  doing, 
DOEs  efforts  will  be  concentrated  on  those  programs  which  will  reap  cost  savings  for  consumers  and 
energy  and  environmental  benefits  for  our  nation  at  the  earliest  possible  time.  It  will  also  redirect  DOE's 
activities  away  from  other  rulemaking  for  which  the  energy  savings  potential  and  consumer  cost  savings  are 
questionable,  minimal,  or  virtually  non-existent. 

Among  those  appliance  categories  with  the  greatest  potential  for  total  national  aimual  energy  savings  are 
clothes  washers,  refrigerators  and  freezers.  In  particular,  DOE  standards  which  are  under  consideration  for 
clothes  washers  have  the  potential  to: 

•  Provide  consumers  with  a  substantial  net  cost  savings  ...  at  least  a  five  fold  payback  over  the  life  of 
the  product; 

•  Cut  energy  consumption  by  45%; 

•  Cut  water  consumption  by  approximately  40%;  and, 

•  Result  in  average  annual  energy  and  water  savings  of  approximately  $96. 
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Moreover,  such  standards  also  have  the  potential  to  save  .44 1  Quads  of  primary  energy  per  year  with 
cumulative  energy  savings  of  2.4  Quads  through  the  year  2010.  These  benefits  are  also  extremely 
significant  in  terms  of  consumer  savings  as  well  as  allocation  of  utility  resources  into  more  productive  and 
cost  beneficial  endeavors. 

In  like  manner,  recently  negotiated  refrigerator  and  freezer  standards  will  improve  energy  efficiency 
significantly.  These  standards  were  negotiated  informally  over  a  two-year  penod  by  manufacturers,  energy 
advocates,  utilities  and  state  energy  offices,  with  DOE  as  an  observer.  An  agreement  was  reached  in  late 
1994  which  will  enable  manufacturers  to  plan  with  more  certainty  their  future  capital  tooling  and  factory 
investments,  while  implementing  design  improvement  which  will  increase  energy  efficiency  by  another  22- 
30%  over  current  1993  standards.  Although  efficient  appliances  cost  more,  the  net  effect  is  to  provide 
consumers  with  savings  of  3  to  4  times  the  premium  cost  of  an  efficient  appliance  during  the  life  of  the 
product    These  efficiency  improvements  will  cut  overall  energy  use  by  70%  versus  1972  models.  In 
addition,  the  energy  consumption  of  these  new  refrigerators  will  represent  the  relatively  minuscule  annual 
equivalent  of  a  continuously  burning  60  watt  light  bulb. 

In  addition,  there  arc  a  number  of  appliance  energy  test  procedure  amendments  necessary  to  update  existing 
DOE  appliance  certification  and  testing  procedures  as  well  as  to  support  existing  FTC  labeling  rules.  Long 
o\erdue  test  procedure  rules  arc  needed  for  clothes  washers,  ranges,  etc. 

In  contrast  to  the  significant  energy  savings  potential  of  clothes  washers,  refrigerators  and  freezers 
standards,  only  modest  opportunities  exist  for  additional  energy  savings  in  room  air  conditioners  and 
dishwashers.  Moreover,  it  is  our  opinion,  and  that  of  the  entire  U.S.  appliance  industry,  that  no  new 
standards  are  justified  for  ranges,  ovens,  cooktops,  microwave  ovens  and  dryers.  In  cooking  products  this 
is  due  to  drastically  changing  lifestyles,  the  adverse  affects  of  most  energy  designs  in  cooking  performance, 
the  very  long  payback  periods  to  consumers  and  the  minimal  potential  for  energy  savings.  In  dn.'ers,  the 
energy  efficient  design  options  are  extremely  expensive,  produce  very  long  payback  to  consumers  and  in  all 
cases  produce  minimal  energy  savings  when  paired  with  highly  efficient  clothes  washer  designs. 

In  addition.  DOE  is  proposing  that  "monetization  of  energy  and  environmental  externalities"  be  considered 
in  future  economic  justification  of  appliance  standards.  In  general,  such  externalities  arc  extremely 
esoteric,  somewhat  subjective,  biased  for  increased  efficiency  levels,  discriminate  against  other 
manufacturer  impact  issues  and  could  lead  to  a  double  counting  of  envirorunental  benefits  already  reached 
under  other  Environmental  Protection  Agency  regulations  (e.g.,  new  Clean  Air  Act  amendments  rules). 
Because  of  the  ambiguous  nature  of  this  rulemaking  and  the  lack  of  any  known  substantive  benefits,  we 
submit  that  such  rules  are  not  priority  rules  and  should  not  be  considered  as  new  standards  levels  are 
analyzed  by  DOE. 

The  point  of  the  above  narrative  on  DOE's  appliance  standards  program  is  to  highlieht  that  some 
product  categories  have  significant  energy  savings  potential  while  others  do  not.  The  full  funding  for 
DOE's  "Lighting  and  Appliance  Standards"  program  should  be  approved  with  the  directive  that 
DOE  prioritize  its  spending  such  that  those  products  with  the  greatest  total  national  annual  energy 
savings  should  receive  the  greatest  funding,  and  allocation  of  resources  in  FY'96.  Under  such  a 
scenario  all  the  significant  energy  efficient  designs  will  be  manufactured  and  marketed  early,  obviating  the 
necessity  for  intense  new  rounds  of  appliance  standards  rulemaking  in  the  latter  part  of  this  decade  and 
early  into  the  next  century.  These  existing,  cost-justified,  highly  cnerg>'  efficient  technologies  will  provide: 

•  consumers  with  earlier  operational  savings  benefits; 

•  manufacturers  with  more  planning  time  and  more  flexibility; 

•  utilities  with  less  pressure  to  build  new  generating  facilities;  and, 

•  local  public  service  commissions  and  state  energy  offices  greater  predictability  in  forecasting  state 
and  local  energy  needs. 

Because  of  the  cumulative  burden  of  multiple  appliance  standards  regulations  on  manufacturers  and  as  part 
of  the  pnontization  process,  we  recommend  that  the  Interior  Committee  adopt  language  which  states: 

"The  Department  of  Energy  s  Division  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy,  Office  of 
Codes  and  Standards,  is  directed  to  prioritize  use  of  available  finding  to  expeditiously 
promulgate  existing  appliance  standards  rulemaking  in  a  manner  consistent  with  technology  and 
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commercially  feasible  and  economic  justification  requirements  of  the  National  Appliance  Energy 
Conservation  Act  of  1987.  Such  prioritization  will  include  use  offiindingfor  those  product 
categories  which  have  the  greatest  potential  for  total  national  annual  energy  savings.  Existing 
test  procedure  rulemakings  in  support  of  the  above  current,  high  priority  appliance  standards 
rulemaking  will  also  be  considered  high  priority  rulemakings.   Because  of  the  atmulative  burden 
of  all  appliance  standards  rulemaking  and  the  impact  on  consumers  who  purchase  those 
appliances.  DOE  should  consider  as  "low  priority  "  those  appliance  standards  rulemakings 
pertaining  to  ranges,  ovens,  cooktops,  microwave  ovens,  and  clothes  dryers  except  for 
supporting  test  procedures,  and  except  for  analyses  that  justi/y  publication  of  a  "no  new 
standard  "  rule.   DOE  should  also  consider  as  "low  priority  "  those  rulemaking  proposals 
pertaining  lo  monelization  of  environmental  and  energy  security  externalities  with  respect  to 
appliance  energy  conservation  standards.  " 

In  summary,  prompt  direction  to  DOE  to  prioritize  spending  on  those  "Lighting  and  Appliance  Standards", 
which  arc  economically  justified  and  which  have  the  greatest  potential  for  the  nation  to  save  energy  on  an 
annual  basis,  will  provide: 

1)  consumers  much  earlier  cost  savings  and  improved  product  designs; 

2)  manufacturers  with  greater  assurances  that  states  will  not  promulgate  costly  appliance  standards 
programs  of  their  own; 

3)  manufacturers  with  more  flexibility  and  time  to  plan  future  product  innovations; 

4)  manufacturers  with  less  appliance  standards  cumulative  burden; 

5)  utilities  and  State  Enerev  Offices  with  more  predictability  in  forecasting  future  energy  needs; 

6)  nationwide  improvements  in  energy  and  water  conservation. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  us  should  you  have  any  questions. 


STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  E.  WOLF 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members: 

This  paper  deals  primarily  with  the  Timber  program,  where  the  agency  is 
moving  backwards,  and  Research,  an  area  where  more  progress  is  needed. 

The  Timber  Program 

The  Timber  Sale  Program  Information  Reporting  System  (TSPIRS). 

1994  was  a  record  year  in  reverse.  When  all  costs  are  counted  in  TSPIRS 
98  of  the  121  Forests  lost  money,  not  the  36  the  Forest  Service  erroneously 
cites.  For  the  prior  7  years  an  average  of  84  Forests  lost  money.  The  Service 
misleads  about  their  worst  year  since  TSPIRS  began.  It  pretends  that  the 
number  of  Forests  losing  money  dropped,  when  it  reached  a  new  high. 

This  1994  Forest  Service  accrual  account  also  claims  a  profit  of  S213.8 
million.  Beyond  important  omitted  costs,  and  those  that  were  shrunk,  this 
count  omits  $280.2  million  in  county  payments.  When  these  are  counted  there 
is  a  -$66.3  million  net  loss,  -$13.82  per  MBF  cut.  This  is  the  first  year 
when  TSPIRS  shows  a  loss.  The  Service  uses  meandering  reasoning  to  claim  that 
only  36  Forests  lost  money. 

A.  It  arbitrarily  divides  Forests  (not  sales)  into  3  categories: 

(1)  Timber  Commodity  Component,  (2)  Stewardship  Component  and  (3)  Personal 
Use  Component,  then  assigns  volumes  to  each  category  on  a  subjective 
bas  i  s . 

B.  Next  it  counts  as. losing  money  only  the  Timber  Component  Forests  that  cut 
over  1  mil.,  board  feet.  This  strips  the  Timber  category  alone  losers 
from  52  Forests  to  36  Forests.  It  permits  ignoring  the  3  Component  reality 
that  98  Forests  operated  in  the  red,  even  under  TSPIRS-. 


C.  Their  Forest  count  omits  $  64,912,000  in  Regional  Office  costs, 

S  25,575,000  in  Washington  Office  costs,  and 
$280,171,000  in  25  %   county  payments, 


a  total  of:  $370,658,000  an  average  of  $77.26/MBF  cut 

Stewardship  Versus  Timber  Commodity  Sales. 

This  new,  illogical  breakdown  is  totally  artificial.  The  laws  require 
the  same  level  of  environmental  management  for  all  sales.  On  the  Idaho 
Pnnhandle  it  is  claimed  that  Stewardship  sales  brought  in  $332.50/MBF,  had  a 
$140/MBF  profit,  while  Timber  Commodity  sales  brought  only  $221/MBF  and  had 
a  profit  of  only  $63.84/MBF.  One  would  expect  Commodity  sales  to  bring  in 
more  than  sales  burdened  by  alleged  special  Stewardship  costs. 

Different  Numbers,  and  Claimed  Profits  Lacking  Credibility. 

The  Idaho  Panhandle  Forest  TSPIRS  1994  timber  receipts  are  $24,814,000. 
This  is  -$6,396,072  less  than  the  ASR-13  fiscal  timber  receipts.  The  reason 
for  the  TSPIRS  20%  discrepancy  with  the  ASR  isn't  clear. 

ASR  13-1  Timber  Receipts  By  Allocation: 

1.  K.V.  Fund  $  11,891,128  =   $101.81/MBF 

2.  Salvage  Fund  $   6,156,782  =   $  52.71/MBF 

3.  Nat.  For.  Fund  $   9,095,995  =   $  77.88/MBF 

Cash  Received  $  27,143,905  =   $232.40/MBF 

4.  +  Purch.  Road  Cred.  (NONCASH)   $   4,066,167  =   $  34.81/MBF 


Total  ASR  13-1  Timber  Receipts 

S  31,210,072  = 

$267.22/MBF 

25%  Cost  (25%  of  1-4 ) 

$   7,802,518  = 

$  66.81/MBF 

3.b.  Nat.  For.  Fund  Less  25%  Cost  $   1,293,477  =   $  11.07/MBF 

Further,  with  a  mere  $11.07/MBF  National  Forest  Fund  residual  after 
earmarking,  it  is  unrealistic  to  think  that  this  Forest  operated  at  a  net 
profit.  The  TSPIRS  expenses  are  $157.00/MBF,  and  the  Forest  claims  a  profit 
of  $55.43/MBF  cut.  Using  national  average  $126.00/MBF  timber  costs  from  the 
budget,  this  Forest  more  likely  had  a  -$115/MBF  "Receipts-Outlay"  deficit. 

Personal  Use. 

Page  5  reports  490,000  families  purchased  Christmas  trees,  etc.,  at  a 
loss  of  $48.9  million.  Looking  at  the  account,  each  transaction  averaged 
$11.50  in  receipts  but  the  Service  cost  was  $111.  How  could  it  cost  10  times 
receipts  to  sell  Christmas  trees,  firewood,  etc? 

Receipts  Versus  Outlays, 

The  real  financial  world  is  Receipts  versus  Outlays.  This  shows  112  of 
the  121  Forests  and  a  total  loss  of  -$496  million.  The  ASR  receipts  left  for 
each  Forest  after  earmarking  receipts  for  Road  Credits,  K.V.,  Salvage  and  25% 
cost  gives  the  receipt  balance  available  to  offset  appropriations.  Because 
Forest  outlay  costs  were  not  available  to  me,  I  used  a  national  average 
prorated  to  the  volume  cut.  These  are  likely  plus  or  minus  15%  of  the  actual 
costs.  Because  the  Forests  earmark  so  much  of  their  receipts,  the  chance  for 
erroneously  listing  a  Forest  in  the  loss  category  in  this  Receipt-Outlay  test 
is  virtually  nonexistent.  In  FY  1994  instead  of  only  36  of  the  121  Forests 
losing  money,  the  reality  is  112  had  Outlays  greater  than  Receipts. 

A  12  year  Receipt-Outlay  analysis  shows  that  the  combined  regular  and 
salvage  timber  programs  on  at  least  100  Forests  lost  money.  Overall  the 
losses  total  S4.2  billion  for  the  12  years.  Attached  is  a  12  year  summary. 
While  it  doesn't  include  the  Forest-by-Forest  data,  this  is  so  similar  to 
1994  data,  that  one  can  have  confidence  that  the  12  year  losses  are  typical 
of  1994. 

Salvage  and  Timber  Sales  Generally. 

It  is  claimed  that  an  extensive  salvage  logging  program  will  recoup  fire 
expenditures,  promote  forest  health,  or  both.  As  presently  formulated  it 
won't  do  the  former  and  will  add  to  the  cost  of  attaining  the  latter.  I  t 
will: 
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1.  Produce  a  massive  deficit  forestry  operation,  with  outlays  outstripping 
receipts  by  as  much  as  $400  million. 

2.  Reijuire  additional  expenditures  to  repair  damage  logging  will  do  in 
actions  that  cut  timber. 

To  get  solid  evidence  on  the  likely  subsidy  one  need  only  select  the 
Forests  with  the  greatest  acres  burned  in  lands  rated  "Suitable  For  Timber 
Production",  then  compare  the  TSPIRS  "accrual"  account  with  the  actual 
"Receipt-Outlay"  outcome.  The  Wenatchee  is  an  example. 

Its  1994  TSPIRS  loss  was  -$4,967,000,  -$152.82/MBF  cut.  Its  "Receipt- 
Outlay"  loss  was  -$5,835,000  or  -$179.53/MBF  cut.  The  average  cost  of  fire 
suppression  exceeded  $500  per  acre  burned.  Given  these  sort  of  sale  losses, 
instead  of  recouping  fire  costs  on  the  acres  planned  for  Salvage,  the  reverse 
will  happen.  Losses  will  increase. 

Reforming  the  Timber  Program. 

Draconian  steps  are  not  needed,  but  there  are  hard  choices.  The  timber 
program  subsidies  are  well  imbedded.  The  agency  should  be  told  to  adopt  a 
program  for  their  planned  control  and  reduction.  This  won't  be  easy.  There  is 
ample  evidence,  even  using  TSPIRS,  that  the  Service  hasn't  taken  one  step  to 
reduce  subsidized  sales.  Gradual  reductions  in  the  most  heavily  subsidized 
situations  would  be  a  responsible  course. 

The  F.S.  lacks  solid  facts  that  permit  it  to  compare  the  cost  of 
"health"  actions  done  without  and  with  a  timber  sale.  They  can't  show  when  a 
timber  sale  is  the  least  cost  and  the  most  effective  action  to  achieve  the 
outcome  they  seek.  It  is  vital  that  they  begin  assembling  them. 

Junk  TSPIRS.  It  has  no  vitility  for  budgeting  or  programming.  Direct  the 
Service  to  develop  representative  sample  task  costs.  These  would  be  used  as 
guides  to  the  most  effective  action,  not  as  "absolutes". 

Require  that  timber  sales  set  forth  the  estimated  total  cost  and  the 
extent  to  which  the  Advertised  price,  does  or  does  not  cover  the  estimated 
outlays.  The  seller  and  the  buyer  should  know  the  extent  of  the  subsidy,  when 
there  is  one  at  the  Advertised  price. 

Minimum  prices.  The  Forest  Service  continues  its  antiquated  concepts 
using  a  new  system  erroneously  labeled  "Transaction  Evidence  Appraisals". 
Typical  competitive  bid  price  rises  well  above  the  Advertised  Price,  even 
though  they  seldom  cover  outlays.  One  approach  uses  artificial  minimums. 
These  are  outdated.  Another  uses  barebones  regeneration  costs  plus  $0.50/MBF. 

To  recover  only  the  regeneration  cost  requires  a  price  133  X  of  it  since  25X 
of  the  receipts  go  to  the  counties.  The  Salvage  section  of  NFMA  specifies 
recovery  of  sale  and  road  costs.  The  Service  has  ignored  this.  To  recoup 
these  salvage  costs  requires  a  price  133X  above  them. 


LETTER  FROM  HON.  JIM  GERINGER,  GOVERNOR,  STATE  OF  WYOMING 

Summary:  The  State  of  Wyoming  requests  $3,957,000  in  Fiscal  Year 
1996  funding  for  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
within  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Budget  and 
supports  written  testimony  submitted  by  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum 

Dear  Chairman  Gorton: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  appropriations  for  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  for  Colorado  River  Basin  salinity  control 
activities.  Testimony  was  recently  submitted  to  your  Subcommittee 
by  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum.  As  an  active 
participant  in  the  seven-state  Forum,  the  State  of  Wyoming  concurs 
v/ith  the  Forum's  testimony  and  endorses  the  Forum's  request  for 
$3,957,000  to  be  specifically  targeted  to  sub-activities  that  will 
directly  reduce  salt  loading  to  the  River  system.  As  the  largest 
land  manager  in  the  Basin,  and  with  much  of  those  in-Basin  lands 
being  heavily  salt  laden,  the  BLM  is  is  in  a  unique  and  crucial 
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position  with  regard  to  meeting  water  quality  standards  for  the 
Colorado  River  in  the  most  cost-effective  manner,  as  mandated  by 
the  1974  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Act. 

I  appreciate  the  fiscal  difficulty  you  face  in  allocating 
scarce  resources  to  priority  programs.  However,  our  recommended 
appropriation  is  the  amount  needed  to  meet  federal  mandates  levied 
by  statute  and  EPA  regulation,  along  with  an  international 
agreement  with  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  If  we  can  find  relief  from 
the  mandates,  the  Forum  could  determine  a  more  economical  approach 
to  implementing  this  Program. 

I  wish  to  highlight  the  importance  of  giving  the  BLM 
direction,  through  appropriate  committee  language,  to  institute  the 
necessary  accounting  so  that  the  Forum  and  the  other  Federal 
partners  implementing  this  basin-wide  water  quality  improvement 
program  may  be  aware  of  the  progress  made  by  the  BLM  and  obtain 
reliable  estimates  and  measures  of  the  cost  effectiveness  of  the 
Bureau's  salt  removal  efforts. 

If  appropriate  levels  of  funding  are  not  provided  for  the 
Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Program,  there  is  most  certainly  an 
increased  probability  that  the  numeric  criteria  specified  in  the 
water  quality  standards  for  the  Colorado  River  system  may  be 
exceeded.  Delaying  or  deferring  adequate  funding  for  the  Program 
will  create  the  need  for  a  more  expensive  salinity  control  effort 
in  the  future  in  order  to  assure  that  the  state-adopted,  EPA- 
approved  water  quality  standards.  "Catch-up"  funding  in  future 
fiscal  years  will  cost  both  the  Federal  Government  and  the  States, 
who  are  cost-sharing  partners  in  this  Program,  a  considerably 
larger  sum  of  money  and  increase  the  likelihood  that  the  numeric 
criteria  for  Colorado  River  water  quality  may  be  exceeded.  Wyoming 
would  observe  the  salinity  control  program  is  one  of  the  most 
successful  Federal/State  cooperative  non-point  source  pollution 
control  programs  in  the  United  States. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  letter.  I  would 

request  that  this  letter  be  made  a  part  of  the  formal  hearing 

record  concerning  FY  1996  appropriations  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 

With  best  regards,  I  am 


-^Jim  Geringer     J 
Governor 
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